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The speech ended with reference to “a statesman, a friend of the
Pilipino people, one of the ablest advocates of Philippine freedom—Bron-
son Cutting.”* Senator Harry B. Hawes (Democrat, Missouri) was the
speaker, and the legislature of the newly established Commonwealth of
the Philippines was the audience. The date was 16 November 1935, and
the occasion was the presentation by Hawes of a portrait of Cutting to
the Philippine government, Cutting had been dead since 8 May, victim
of a plane crash near Macon, Missourt.! What had he donz to deserve the

praise given him by Hawes? o

Bronson Murray Cutting was born in Oakdale, Long Island, New
York, on 23 June 1888, into a wealthy family of English and Dutch descent.
He attended Groton and Harvard, and distinguished himself academically
at the latter institution by graduating with honors and being elected to
Phi Beta Kappa.! Because of ill health, he moved to New Mexico in
1910. There he went into the publishing business by acquiring the con-
trolling interest in the New Mexican Printing Company. His most im-
portant publication was a newspaper, the Santa Fe New Mexican.

Cutting very soon became interested in politics. He had little success
until he began to court the large Spanish-American segment of the pop-
ulation of the state. He gradually built up such a formidable political
machine that he ‘‘determined the outcome of state elections for almost
two decades.”* Cutting tended to be a Progressive Republican, but he
often helped Democrats get elected. As one writer put it, “Nominally a
Republican, party regularity does not seem to have been for him too
stern a taskmaster.”®

Although he had yet achieved no elective office, Cutting’s power was
such that, in December of 1827, when New Mexico’s Democratic Senator
A. A. Jones died, Republican Governor Rich C. Dillon appointed him to
fill out the term. He was elected to a tull term in 1928, and again in 1934.

In the Senate, Cutting soon established his reputation as a progres-
sive because of his advocacy of such measures as initiative, referendum,
recall, and corrupt practices acts. He was a somewhat unpredictable

ve, however, and often shocked his colleagues by such actions as

that parts of the “Holy American Constitution” would best be
thrown into the trash can and advocating various Communistic practices
after a 1880 trip to the Soviet Union. The irony of Cutting’s progressive
tion was that he by no means represented a progressive constituency.
howsver, it was because of the very fact that he had no mandate

from Spanish-American followers that he felt free to air his own

views on any question.*
tor Cutting served on many committees during his years in the

Hena!
Congreas, incl Agriculture and Forestry, Public Lands and Surveys,
and ons, but the one on which he served most consistently

M Foreign

was the Committee on Territories and Insular Affairs® The problem of
. the Phili Islands and their proposed independence fell in the juris-
diction of this committee.

I
Senator Cutting’s name first became associated with the cause of Phil-
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ippine independence on 5 March 1930, when Senator Hawes introduced &
bill (S. 3822) for that purpose into the Senate and claimed himself and
Cutting as joint authors. Cutting was present that day, but made no re-
marks on the measure. Hawes, in the course of his comments, said that
the bill probably would not satisfy the extremists of either side, but that
it should provide a reasonable basis for adjustment and compromise. The
bill should not be considered from a partisan viewpoint, said the Senator,
and he emphasized in this connection the fact that he and Cutting were
from different parties.*

The provisions of the Hawes-Cutting bill, as the measure soon came
to be commonly called, were fairly simple. The bill authorized the Philip-
pine legislature to call an election for choosing delegates to a constitutional
convention. The constitution, when completed, was to be submitted to the
Filipinos for approval or disapproval. If they approved, it was then to be
submitted to the United States Congress. If Congress, in turn, approved
the constitution, the Philippine people were to choose officials and the new
government was to begin. This was not yet complete independence, how-
ever, but merely the beginning of a 5-year transitional period, during which
tariffs on Philippine-American trade goods were to be introduced and grad-
ually moved up to normal level. The United States was also to retain
control of foreign affairs during this period. At the end of the 5 years,
the Filipinos were to vote on whether or not they desired complete inde-
pendence. If they did, the United States was to withdraw., If they did
not, Congress was to decide on the next step.’

The Committee on Territories and Insular Affairs, after conducting
hearings,® reported the bill favorably on 2 June 1930. Three minor amend-
ments were made, dealing only with matters of wording. The report was
submitted by Hawes, but acknowledged Cutting’s help in both the bill and
the report itself. The most interesting part of the report was its list of
14 conclusions: (1) It is the policy of the American government to free
rather than to retain the Philippines. (2) The Philippine people are
justified in their plea for independence. (3) The Philippines have made
remarkable strides in self-government. (4) They are conducting their
own governmental affairs now with few exceptions. (5) They are aware
of the difficulties independence will bring. (8) They prefer to risk these
difficulties now, while confident of their ability to endure them. (7) As
far as American interests in Philippine trade are concerned, it is better
to grant independence now than after still deeper ties have been estab-
ished. (8) The uncertainty now prevailing is harmful in all aspects of
Philippine life. (9) There are important elements, both American and
Philippine, whose interests demand some action. (10) Our action will de-
termine our prestige in the Orient. (11) The Philippines are of doubtful
trade advantage now, and perhaps would even be a liability in time of
war, (12) Postponing of the date of independence will only promote
deeper ties, perhaps making the granting of independence impossible. (13)
No selfish motives should interfere with our pledges to grant independence.
(14) The Philippine people are unanimous in their demand for early and
complete independence.”

The second session of the 71st Congress took no action on the Hawes-
Cutting bill, nor did the short session which followed. In the 72nd Con-
gress, however, the Philippines very quickly became an issue. There were
two reasons for the increased interest. First, the depression was causing

cnd, there was a shift in political control in Congress.” Actually, there
viere 48 Republicans, 47 Democrats, and one Farmer-Laborite in the Sen-
ste. Hoover, however, summed up the situation pretty well when he said,
‘&xtactuanywehadnomonthanwredmpubﬁms,usonatounonh,
Morris, Cutting, and others of the Left wing were agninst us."*
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Hawes introduced a bill (8. 2743) identica) to the original Hawes-
Cutting bill on 7 January 1932. He had made a trip to the Philippines in
the summer of 1931, however, which caused him to reconsider certair

of the measure. Although convinced even more fully than before

t the Filipinos desired their independence,” he felt that certain changes

in the trade provisions of the bill were necessary. In conference with
Cutting, he came up with a new bill (8. 3377). The only real change was
that restrictions were set on the amount of Philippine sugar, hemp, cord-
w coconut oil which could be imported duty-free into the United

On February 11 and 18, the Committee on Territories and Insular
Affalrs conducted hearings on the latest version of the Hawes-Cutting
bill.* Testimony was heard from individuals of every shade of opinion
on the question of independence for the Philippines, but the most out-
standing about the hearings was the role played by Secretary of
War Patrick J. Hurley. He too had made a trip to the Philippines, and
had drawn entirely erent conclusions from those of Hawes. He felt
that the Filipinos did not all desire independence and that they certainly
were not for it. Because of his view and his manner, Hurley several
times turned the hearings into a fiery exhibition. From the beginning,
he clashed with Hawes and Senator Willlam H. King of Utah. Indeed, at
one point, after a heated exchange with King in which the Senator objected
to the Becretary referring to the Hawes-Cutting bill as a “cowardly”
solution to a serious problem, Hurley completely lost his temper and made
& fool of himself by stalking out of the room.”

Cutting did not have too much to say in the hearings, but even he
clashed once with the Secretary of War. When Cutting asked him if he
;ﬁ"d that the Jones Act of 1916 made a promise of independence to the

pinos, Hurley rambled on for some time about our obligation to pre-
mlth. Filipinos for independence before giving it to them. When he

y finished, Cutting said, “Mr. Secretary, if you will pardon me, when
I asked you what I thought was a simple question, I did not expect 8
p speech in reply.” Hurley certainly did not appreciate the remark.
for after a few more sarcastic exchanges, he expressed the feelings that
any opinion he voiced to the committee which differed from theirs was
considered “a stump speech, but what you gentlemen say is the height of
statemanship.” Cutting said the charge was false, and urged Hurley to
give an answer to the most recent question, his definition of a stable gov-
ernment. Hurley profoundly defined it as “a government that can exist.”
Cul let the matter rest after that, but later made it clear that he was
not od with the Secretary’s answers.™

Despite the admonitions of Hurley, a majority of the committee de-
cided to report the bill favorably, though with several amendments, and
did o on 24 February 1932. The report was quite similar in nature to the
one on the earlier version of the bill. It pointed out the harmful uncer-
tainty valling, the moral obligation to grant independence, etc., then

to an explanation and justification of various measures of the

The amendments increased the transitional period to 15 years, sel

up & more rigid achedule of restrictions on duty-free goods, stipulated that

funds taken in from the tariffs were to be used to pay off Philippine

indehtedness, limited of Filipinos into the United States t¢

or a conference of Philippine and Americin

the end of the transitional period to discuss future trade
between the two countries.”

Cutting, in the meantime, had begun to make his first comments 0?
md-mmmmm He did not usually make Iof
and not talk at all unleas he had some specific point ¢

make. For instance, on 18 February 1982, he obtained the ficor sim Nf
to introduce and have printed in the Record a letter from the Philipp »*

:
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commission in the United States stating that the Hawes-Cutting bill (and
its House counterpart, the Hare bill) provided “a sound and statesman-
like solution of the question of Philippine independence.” Similarly on
8 June he had printed in the Record an article from the Harvard Businsss
Review by Rufus S. Tucker entitled “A Balance Sheet of the Philippines.”
He called it “‘authoritative” and said it “demonstrates rather conclusively,
I think, that the islands have cost us more than they have repaid us.”
The article also played down the military usefulness of the islands.»

On 13 June Cutting made the first of his major speeches on Philip-
pine independence. He began with a summary of the bill, then pointed
out that he considered section nine, which provided for a vote the
Philippine people on the question of independence at the end of the tran-
sitional period “the basis of this whole bill,” and later “the fundamental
section in this bill.”” The bill, he said, was admittedly a compromise, but
one which the majority of the committee considered “the best way of
meeting the difficulties which it had to face.”»

At this point in his remarks, Cutting was interrupted by Senator King,
who asked why the bill provided for 15 years as a transitional period
rather than the original 5. Cutting replied that the sponsora of the bill
had previously thought that 5 years would be enough for the necessary
adjustments. After testimony before the committes, however, they had
become convinced that at least 15 years would be required.”

Cutting continued his remarks, and quoted from statements of every
president since McKinley which he called “pledges’” for Philippine inde-
pendence. He gave special emphasis to the Jones Act of February, 1916,
which he'said was a definite pledge of independence as soon as a ‘‘stable
government” was established in the islands. By the commonly accepted
definition of a stable government, i. e., the ability to maintain order and
observe international obligations, he sald the Philippines had one, and
indeed had had one since as early as 1919, It was at this point that Cut-
ting brought up, in a derogatory way, Hurley's remarks about economic
independence necessarily coming first, Few, if any, nations in the worid
could meet such a test, said Senator Cutting.®

Farmers, labor, and other groups favoring independence for the
Philippines for their own interests, were mentioned by Cutting, but these
were secondary to him. “I think that the first note which must be struck
in any discussion of Philippine independence,” he said, “is that we are
bound as a nation to keep our pledges made to the Philippine peopls in
the face of the world.” And further, even if we had never promised the
Filipinos their independence, “it is illogical and improper for any govern-
ment which professes to be based on the theory that all men are ci
equal to hold in subjection any people against their will.” That was why
he considered the plebiscite so important. He concluded:

All 1 wish to say in conclusfon is this, that to my mind everything else is
secondary to the question of giving the Filipinos a chance to decide for them-
selves. 1 would not do snything to drive from under our fiag any people who
wanted to stay there. On the other hand, 1 do not believe in keeping under
our flag any people who prefer to go it

The period of time fixed will allow the Filipinos a chance to create & new
oconomie system sn::blo for the new eonditions under whish tho{ will have
to exist after ind'pculfnee. After five years gm I tn"t:: they

than they are now hether
will be in‘:‘t:‘tm mm red T 8

Congress adjourned in June of 1982, Before it reconvened in Decem-
m,mumn.wagmngmmmmm.
platform advocating Philippine independence.

session of Congress took discussion of the Philippines
mmwya.m;lzmuxm On 9 Decem-
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ber he introduced an amendment to the pending measure for Philippine
e calling for application of the quota system to Filipino immi-

into the United States immediately upon ratification of the bill

the Philippine legislature. The American Federation of Labor wanted
said the Senator, and the Philippine representatives

such a p
considered it agreeable.®

On 14 December because of “strong feeling in the Senate that the
time should be cut down,” Cutting secured approval of another amend-
ment which cut the time required for attaining complete independence
from 15 years to 10.® Obviously, Cutting was perfectly willing to give and
take on the time element, feeling that not this, but the plebiscite, was
the most essential.

One further change was made in the bill before the vote was taken.
The plebiscite, on which Cutting had continually placed so much empha-
sis, was removed. Instead, it was decided that the vote of the Filipinos
on the constitution would also be taken as an expression of their desires
on independence. One writer put it in words with which Cutting would
doubtless have agreed when he said, “What a reductio ad absurdum of the
t‘l‘obilclte principle this was! It meant that the Philippine people were

us explicitly denied the right to make a final decision on the basis of a
dozen years' experience with the transitory regime."”

The greatly amended version of the Hawes-Cutting bill passed the
Senate on 17 December without a record vote. Because the Hare bill in
the House was slightly different, a conference was necessary. The final
compromise bill was accepted by the Senate on 22 December and by the
House a week later, It was sent to President Hoover on 3 January 1933.
He returned it without approval on 13 January.

In his veto message, Hoover said the bill failed completely to fulfill
our obligations to the Philippine people, to the American people, and to
the world, Becom! more specific, the President said that the time pro-
vided for was too short to allow the Filipinos to adjust adequately, ex-
preased fear that the Philippines would be unable to preserve their inde-
pendence against internal disorders and outside aggression, and, finally,
said that the economic interests of American farmers, laborers, and busi-
ness men were inadeqguately protected.™

President Hoover's veto triggered Senator Cutting into his second
major speech on the Philippine problem. It was 16 January 1933. Ninety-
three of the 96 senators were present. The Senator from New Mexico
was at his best. “Mr. President,” he began, “for the first time in history,
0 far as I know, a great nation, of its own volition, is proposing to give
freedom to a people whose domain has formed an integral part of its
territory.” “I think. . . that ought to be & source of pride to both peo-

es,” he continued. ‘“This action may well form an important landmark
world history. . '™

After these high generalities, Cutting came down to earth. Refer-
ring to the letters of four Hoover cabinet members which the President
was in “an attempt to bolster up his cause,” the Senator pointed
that letters contradicted not only each other and the President,
were in some cases even self-contradictory. He was especially critical
the letter of Secretary of War Hurley. ‘“The President, in general, has

the inconsistent arguments of his four Cabinet officers into a
veto which in its nature must be as inconsistent as the sources
from which he drew it.” The m he pointed out, had been pro-
clatmed to the country as “sta e and farseeing,” and Congress

for passing & measure. The committee had
workesd hard and carefully on the and though it doubtless had faults,
80 would any other measure which could be drawn up.®

REE
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Cutting even threw in a little humor as he moved along, some
which was rather rare in his speeches. Hoover, he pointed out, was fon
of using the word “spiritual,” and often used it when most people would
consider the matter purely material or practical. ‘“The President sees a
spiritual side to the number of telephones and the number of automobiles
which are owned in the United States,” maintained the Senator. He then
became more serious, saying, “I submit to the Senate that Philippine
independence is neither a ‘spiritual aspiration’ nor a ‘spiritual boon., It
is a plain pledge” which we made to the Philippine people, especially in
the Jones Act. When the President says that the pledge is subject to our
responsibilities to the Philippine people, the American people, and the
world, “he is merely saying something which is equally applicable to any
legislation this Congress may pass.” Any bill passed, contended Cutting,
would injure someone in one or more of those three places.”

The speech concluded with a reference to the so-called ‘*selfish inter-
ests.” As he had done before, Cutting said that these groups had every
right to look after their interests. The main purpose of independence
for the Philippines, however, was ““to do justice to the Philippine people.”®

This speech doubtless had some influence in bringing about the 68 to
26 over-riding of President Hoover's veto on 17 January.* The House had
passed the bill over the veto four days earlier, so with the Senate action
the Hawes-Cutting bill (sometimes called the Hare-Hawes-Cutting bill
since the compromises with the House version) became law.

Certain anti-independence people had always doubted the sincerity of
the Filipino.drive for independence. Both Hoover and Hurley claimed that
Manuel Quezon and Sergio Osmena, two of the outstanding Filipino lead-
ers, told them that they realized the Philippines were not ready for inde-
pendence. When Hoover, in a White House meeting, asked the two why
they supported independence, they replied that it was merely to retain
political support among their people. Hoover claimed to have been so
angered by this that he told them never to come to the White House
again®

Perhaps it was in part the realization that they were not ready for
independence which led such important Filipino leaders as Quezon and
Emilio Aguinaldo to oppose acceptance of the Hawes-Cutting bill, but if
so they were not willing to admit it. Aguinaldo criticized the bill as *‘a
relief measure intended to mitigate the acute economic crisis . . . for
American farmers.” Quezon used a similar phrase, but then went on to
claim that his chief objection was the retention by the United States of
military and naval establishments after Philippine independence.®

Quezon became the leader of the group opposed to acceptance of the
terms of the Hawes-Cutting bill. Their fight was successful. The reso-
lution of 17 October 1933 by which the Philippine legislature rejected the
offer of independence, listed four chief objections to the bill: the provi-
sions for Philippine-American trade relations would doubtless prove very
detrimental to the Philippines; the immigration clause was offensive to
the Philippine people; the High Commissioner’'s powers were too indefi-
nite; and, the retention by the United States of naval and military reser-
vations after independence was most objectionable. The resolution also
orovided for a commission to go to the United States to attempt to secure

1 more acceptable independence bill.»

On 13 January 1934, Cutting reported that the sponsors of the bill
would make no attempt to give the Filipinos a chance to reconsider by

extending the time of expiration beyond 17 January. He could not con-
celve of taking the matter up, and even if it did, he was con-

Congress
vim:dmaxmbmwmdbepamedwmchwouldbeuzoodumm
one.
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did take the matter up. Quezon, as leader of the Philippine

, met with President Roosevelt and found him sympathetic to

two of the four complaints as given in the 17 October resolution. Roose-

velt sent a message to Congress urging an independence bill with the

desired changes on 2 March 1934. One was quickly pushed through the

House under the leadership of Alabama’s Representative John McDuffie.

An identical measure in the Senate, sponsored by Senator Millard Tydings

of Maryland, was passed by a vote of 68 to 8 on 22 March. Cutting was

among the 68. The Tydings-McDuffie bill was reported favorably on 15
March. President Roosevelt signed it into law on 24 March.®

Actually only one of the four points to which Quezon objected was
changed, Army bases of the Uni States in the Philippines were to be
given up when complete independence came, and the matter of naval bases
was to be negotiated. Probably convinced that they could not get a
better bill, the Filipinos accepted the Tydings-McDuffie bill on 1 May.

Senator Bronson Cutting of New Mexico was dead five days later.
Only 46 years old, his life was taken in a tragic plane crash. He did not
live to see the independence of the Philippines come about on 4 July 19486,
or even the inauguration of the transitional Commonwealth of the Philip-
pines on 15 November 1835. Senator Harry B. Hawes was doubtless cor-
rect when he said on 16 November 1935, that Cutting would have been
filled with happiness at yesterday's scene in Manila.®

v

Though Bronson Cutting could hardly be considered the central figure
in the Philippine Independence movement, he was, as we have seen, con-
sistently interested in the issue during his tragically brief career in the
Senate. His role is worthy of greater attention than it has received. In
attempting to evaluate the part he played in the movement, the essential
task is to determine, if possible, his motives. 'Was he, as Hawes claimed,
“q friend of the Filipino people,” or was he simply a friend of the special
interest groups in the United States who desired independence for the
Philippines purely to protect their own interests?

If Cutting’s speeches can be taken at face value, there is no doubt
of his motivation. As we have seen, he spoke most often of our pledge
of ultimate independence to the Philippine people. He emphasized the
Jones Act of 1916 as the principal pledge, but was also fond of quoting
from statements by the various Presidents to show that every one since
l(ol(mlznhad agreed that the Filipinos were ultimately to have their
independence. Cutting even went so far at one time as to express the
feeling that we would have had a moral obligation to the Philippine people
to grant them their independence had we never promised it to them. In
other words, it was un-American to hold any people subject without their
expressed consent. It was for this reason that Cutting considered the
plebiscite such an essential part of the bill.

Am:ouﬂz he did sometimes mention such factors as the interest of
bor groups, and once even noted the economizing theory—
{. e., the idea that the Philippines were costing us more than they were
profiting us—Cu! quys careful to point out that these issues
were secondary. The fundamental jssue was justice for the Philippine

Since Senator Cutting helped write the 2 June 1930 committee report
on the Hawes-Cutting bill, it too might be taken as reflective of his

such things as the harmfulness of the prevailing state of uncertainty, our
to the Filipinos, our prestige in the Orient, and the desires of the
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Obviously, the kind of reasons Cutting emphasized for favo inde-
pendence sounded much better than suncg thiggs as protection of New
Mexico’s sugar beet growers against competition from Philippine sugar,
exclusionist ideas, and protection of American labor unions cheap
Filipino labor. Was he sincere, then, in emphasizing the i tic motives
as opposed to the economic ones? Look at what historians have said of
the movement in the American Congress for Philippine independence:

The Independence Act of 1984, then and since adverlised to the world as
an exemplary deed of renunciation, found probably 90 per cent of its motiva-
tion in_a cynical desire of American producers to close the American market
to the Filipinos at whatever cost to the latter. . Independence was granted when
the wiser Filipino leaders had ceased to desire it and upon terms almost certain
to produce economic disaster in the Philippines.

The action of that group was determined at almost every turn by economie
pressure-groups who sought to advance their special interests, with no regard
for the general welfare of either the Philippines or their own country.

‘“The basic motives were not altogether high-minded,” said another, whose
section dealing with the movement was entitled “Freedom For (From?)
The Filipinos.”® Such statements could be multiplied almost endiesaly.

Whether these accusations are just when applied to Senator Cumng
is open to debate. It is true, however, that certain ties, indirect thougi
some of them may be, can be shown between the Senator from New
Mexico and certain of the so-called ‘“selfish-interest” groups. Hawes, in
his book on the Philippine problem, listed seven such groups: (1) three
national farm organizations—the National Grange, National Farm Bureau
Federation, and Farmers' Union; (2) two national dairy organizations—
the Cooperative Milk Producer's Association and National Dairy Union;
(3) the American Federation of Labor; (4) groups in 19 beet-sugar states
and 8 cane-sugar ones; (5) exclusionists; (6) American investors in Cuban
sugar; and (7) an element fearing Filipino competition with Negroes for
jobs which had traditionally been held by that group.® Cutting can be
connected in some manner with at least three of these.

The best case can be made in connecting Cut with the American
Federation of Labor, or at least with labor in general. As we have seen,
he acknowledged the Federation's influence in one of his own remarks in
the Senate, when he secured approval for an amendment provided for the
quota system on Filipino immigration immediately upon their approval of
the independence bill. In addition to this, evidence of a close tie with
labor showed up soon after Cutting's death. A senator delivering a
memorial address said, “Labor lost an ally and a friend when Bronson
Cutting died.” And two labor unions sent resolutions to Congress in
appreciation of Cutting’s services as a friend and champion of their

cause.®

Another reasonably close tie can be implied between Cutting and the
sugar interests, New Mexico was one of the 10 beet-sugar producing
states which had a group actively pushing Philippine independence.*

The third possible tie, admittedly somewhat weaker, is with the exclu-
sionists. The American Legion issued a statement supporting the stand
of this group; Cutting was an important figure in the American Legion.*

* Three other points might be mentioned as ble “selfish” motives

g:dum Texas,

Philippine products were of a higher quality.® Perhaps it is possible
thattlwpfewwpleotNewl(exieomwmlnvolvedinthhlhoo!
work would have appreciated elimination of the Philippine products. Sec-
ond, the Spanish-Americans of New Mexico might have tended to sym-
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pathize with the Filipinos and favor their independence because of a
common e and religion. If so, Cutting would doubtless have been
influenced by sentiment, since so much of his support came from
the Spanish-Americans. Third, there was a family connection which
could possibly have had some influence. Cutting had an uncle, Robert
Fulton Cutting, of New York, who had been a member of the old Anti-
Imperialist League and was a director of the American Sugar Beet Com-
pany.“ :

Mention of the old anti-imperialist movement of 1898 leads to another
interesting consideration. One writer considered the remnants of this
group an important part of the support for independence in the 1930's.
An authoritative study of the old movement pointed out that it was
“based almost exclusively on grounds of abstract political principle.” The
anti-imperialists of 1898 felt that it was against the basic American poli-
tical doctrine of the consent of the governed to subject alien peoples to
our rule. The study concluded by pointing out that it was a very different
fomblnat!on of forces which secured passage of the independence act
ater on.'

This was a valid conclusion; it was indeed a very different combina-
tion of forces which made up the pro-independence group of the 1830's.
But perhaps Bronson Cutting was one carry-over, at least so far as
motivation was concerned. His expressed motives for favoring independ-
ence certainly fit with the ideas of the old anti-imperialists. Indeed, he
might have been part of the group had he been old enough at the time,
for he once said in the Senate that ‘‘We should never have gone into the
Phillipine Islands in the first place.” Even one work which was quite
critical of Congressional motives as a whole pointed out that Senator
Cutting was an exception.*

One further consideration is necessary to place Cutting's role in proper
perspective, and that is the state of public opinion in the United States
on the question of Philippine independence in the early 1930's. Strangely
enough, writers have differed widely in their remarks on this subject.
Several have stated that the American people as a whole tended to favor
independence,* while at least one wrote that the matter was of little con-
cern to most Americans one way or the other.* Probably it is safe to
say that Philippine independence was not a burning issue in the United
States at any time, but that more and more people began to favor it,
largely for economic reasons, as the Great Depression deepened. Senators
George Norris and Sam Bratton both expressed the sentiment after Cut-

s death that he had never considered the popularity of a cause in
making his stand, but only the rightness of it."* Perhaps Cutting really
was convinced, as he said, that it was only right to grant independence to
the Filipinos.

In conclusion, it should be noted that sincerity was one of Cutting's
most often-noted attributes. Senator Norris stated, “I have no fear of
contradiction when I say no member of the Senate ever doubted hs
sincerity of purpose in any legislative struggle in which he participated.”*
The economic and other ‘“selfish” connections mentioned above, then,
doubg‘e‘;&nyed some part in Cutting’s actions—indeed, he d.d not deny
this . Perhaps they played a greater role than one would gather
from his own utterances in the Senate. However, on the basis of the
evidence available, it seems safe to conclude that the reasons for inde-
pendence which he emphasized were the ones really uppermost in his
mind. He was sincerely interested in fulfilling what he felt to be a
definite pledge to the Philippines; he really was “a friend of the Filipino

people.”
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