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[bookmark: _GoBack]Historians’ accounts were based on emancipating the public on the irregularities that were taking place at the slaughterhouses. Historians seconded by the author of The Jungle, Upton Sinclair, believed that informing the public about the unhygienic slaughterhouse and corrupt practices by the meat inspectors needed to be frowned upon for action to be taken. The public knowledge would, therefore, necessitate meat regulatory laws. On the other hand, the popular account was that the meat industry was doing very badly and enacting the Meat Inspection Act into law was the only salvation left for the industry. The accounts have differed from the popular version because, according to historians, the public relation between the political elites represented by President Theodore Roosevelt and that of the majority population needed to be harmonized and sustained as it traditionally was (Davidson & Lytle, n.d). For the popular account, it was just meat business and industry suffering from one serious publication.
The roles of individuals in history, as depicted in the history of the Meat Inspection Act, are demonstrated as public informers and activists for human rights. Historians are characteristically public whistleblowers because they provide etiological exposition of the course of a problem (Pihlainen, 2016). Like the author Upton Sinclair discovered the rot in the Chicago meat processing plants, he explained his points logically that later instigated legislation of the Inspection Act on meat industry (Davidson & Lytle, n.d). History of the Meat Inspection Act also reveals the power of influential political minority over a vast majority group. President Roosevelt’s friend at the Congress assembly acted to align the assembly to pass the Meat Inspection Act into law. It was a demonstration of state sovereignty over unchecked flamboyant corporations. Since then, it is known that corporations are subject to state regulatory provisions.
Indeed, neither reformers nor the packers won the victory. The reformers led by the federal government and historian authors were not victors because the value of employment in the United States at the time depreciated and that caused a periodic stir in the employment sector. Similarly, the packers lost the public trust and consequently, the United States’ exportation of meat products decreased at the time. This led to poor market performance and tough times for the packers.  These arguments are strongly persuasive because, in achieving equality in governance, inequality is paramount. As the government sought to rectify the mistakes in the meat industry, it simultaneously caused a loss of jobs and reduced state revenue creation. It became a loss for the two sides at the time. That is why I have reached the conclusion that none of the two achieved victory.
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