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1. 2011

1.1 June

1.1.1 The “Roaring Twenties” - Where’d the Money Come from?
(2011-06-12 18:47)

The standard narrative presented by most American History textbooks talks about the booming
economy of the 1920’s: unemployment was almost unknown, and not only did Americans have
jobs, but they had well-paid jobs; new standards of personal wealth arose - people sold their
horses and bought cars, people got radios, telephones, and electricity.
What created these “good times”? Princeton University’s Larry Kudlow explains:

Coolidge’s vice president was former Harding budget director and Chicago banker
Charles Dawes. Coolidge kept on former-President Harding’s Treasury man, Andrew
Mellon. Working with a Republican Congress during the mid 1920s, these men contin-
ued the “return to normalcy” policies of Warren Harding by cutting tax rates, reducing
federal spending, and lowering the post-WWI Federal debt.

The timeless economic truths hold: lower taxes, reduce government debt, and people will
prosper. The good times of the 1920’s ended with the Great Depression - a time marked by
increased government debt, higher taxes, and government interference in the free market. It
is debatable whether or not regulation caused the Great Depression - some economists think
that the reason is to be found in the tariffs - but it is in any case clear that the Great Depression
was prolonged by government spending, government debt, government regulation of business,
and taxes.

1.1.2 The McKinley Legacy (2011-06-12 18:57)

President William McKinley was assassinated in 1901, throwing Vice President Theodore
Roosevelt into office. But in the years before he died, McKinley’s actions created important
precedents. Harvard University’s Alvin Felzenberg writes:

A strong “soundmoney” and high-tariffman, McKinley helpedmake the United States
a world power. The Spanish-American War, commenced and ended upon his own
terms, proved a trial run for American participation in World War I. Woodrow Wilson’s
presidency might have ended on a better note had he followed McKinley’s example
of including the opposition party in the peace negotiations.

McKinley understood the importance of international currency exchange - America was
entering its peak industrial era, and needed a good trading medium. The tariff question
is more complex: tariffs can be reduced or eliminated with those nations who do likewise,
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creating truly free trade. But against nations who impose tariffs, we must also levy, to create
an equilibrium.

Mark Hanna was McKinley’s campaign manager, both for his election and his re-election.
Hanna and McKinley made a winning team:

In their two winning campaigns against the charismatic and populist “boy orator,”
William Jennings Bryan, the two pioneered many of the techniques political consul-
tants and their clients have employed ever since. As president, McKinley introduced
them into the art of governance.

McKinley’s victory in the Spanish-American War gave U.S. control over the Philippines. Difficult
to manage, Roosevelt would eventually begin the process of spinning the Philippines off as
an independent country (by 1935 the independence process would be almost complete, to be
interrupted by WWII, and finalized in 1946).

1.1.3 Doubting the Pulitzer (2011-06-22 15:16)

Journalists and newspaper reporters of all stripes dream of winning the famed Pulitzer Prize.
Walter Duranty did, in 1932, for his work as a New York Times reporter in Russia - at that time,
the Soviet Union. Duranty’s articles were detailed and well-written. They were also wrong:
whenmillions died in the famine, or series of famines, which Joseph Stalin orchestrated to press
his people into submission, Duranty assured American readers that there was no famine!
When, many years later, Duranty’s falsehoods, written as propaganda to support the Soviet
Union in the eyes of journalists and their audiences, his reputation was ruined. No longer
regarded as a serious reporter, he was seen seen as someone who had deliberately lied to
millions of Americans. Whether he did so because he believed in Stalin and wanted to support
him, or because he had been paid by the Soviet government, is not clear.
In any case, the question arose: should his Pulitzer Prize be retracted? In 2003, the Pulitzer
committee conducted several meetings to review the case. They wrote:

In recent months, much attention has been paid to Mr. Duranty’s dispatches re-
garding the famine in the Soviet Union in 1932-1933, which have been criticized as
gravely defective.

Although Duranty wrotemany articles over several decades, the prize had been awarded specif-
ically for thirteen articles in the newspaper and two in a magazine:

In its review of the 13 articles, the Board determined that Mr. Duranty’s 1931 work,
measured by today’s standards for foreign reporting, falls seriously short. In that
regard, the Board’s view is similar to that of The New York Times itself and of some
scholars who have examined his 1931 reports.

Although the Pulitzer committee found Duranty’s work to be substandard, the worst examples
of his falsified articles were written after 1931, while the prize was given for the work written
in 1931. It was decided not to retract his prize, but rather to make a corrective statement:
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The famine of 1932-1933 was horrific and has not received the international attention
it deserves.

The Pulitzer committee wanted to accomplish three things: make a statement about the sever-
ity of the famine and the blatant ignoring of it by the media, rebuke Duranty for his negligence,
and yet let the rebuke suffice instead of actually withdrawing his prize.

By its decision, the board in no way wishes to diminish the gravity of that loss.
The Board extends its sympathy to Ukrainians and others in the United States and
throughout the world who still mourn the suffering and deaths brought on by Josef
Stalin.

In any case, the fact remains that a Soviet Communist dictator starved millions of his own
people to death, and an America reporter refused to let the world know.

1.1.4 Japan Sneaks (2011-06-23 14:21)

To understand what happened at Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, one must go back at
least a decade, and possibly more. Japan’s imperial ambitions didn’t fan into flame overnight.
Politically and militarily, much thought and discussion had been given to the question of how
Japan would dominate eastern Asia and control the Pacific Ocean. At the same time, other
nations were not paying attention. Oxford’s Michael Korda writes:

The year 1933 was pivotal in more ways than one. Japan’s rearmament and intran-
sigence were increasing at a rapid pace ...

In American, however, people were thinking mainly about economic survival:

Preventing the United States from collapsing into chaos and taking steps to rebuild
its crippled economy and self-confidence were foremost in the president’s mind, nat-
urally enough, and neither he nor his Army Chief of Staff had much time to worry
about events in ...

distant Japan. On the contrary, the U.S. Army was having a difficult time obtaining enough
funding to keep itself in existence, let alone defend the nation against Japanese attacks:

War was far from Roosevelt’s mind, and the problems of the Army farther still. Military
appropriations were relentlessly cut back; the development and production of new weapons
were slowed to a standstill, even for the most basic needs.

Japan, however, was building battleships, aircraft carriers, and airplanes at an ever-increasing
rate, and developing new theories of warfare - all of which would be directed eventually at
America.
©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com 15



BlogBook 1.2. JULY

1.2 July

1.2.1 Getting a Prize for Lying (2011-07-02 20:19)

Scholars have arrived at slightly different numbers when they research how many millions of
people starved to death when Joseph Stalin created famines in parts of his Soviet Union in the
early 1930’s. The famines, created in order to subdue regions which might question Stalin’s
authority, killed somewhere between four and ten million people. The numbers will remain
forever approximate.

New York Times reporter Walter Duranty, who was in Russia at the time, at a dinner
party with staff from the British Embassy, said that his own travels caused him to estimate
between seven and ten million deaths.

Why, then, would Duranty write in his articles, published in the New York Times, that
"there is no actual starvation," and again that there had been no "deaths from starvation"?

It became clear that Duranty was a big fan of Stalin’s, and of their "planned system of
economy." He wanted to give the Soviet Union a good image around the world, and so
deliberately lied to millions of American readers. It later became clear that he was one of
network of Americans who sympathized with the Soviets, and would manipulate information
to keep the Soviet Union strong - while making America vulnerable in what would later become
the Cold War.

Duranty wrote well, so well that he earned Pulitzer Prize for journalism. Both the New
York Times and the Pulitzer committee would later publicly acknowledge that they had
been fooled, and that Duranty was writing, not accurate and objective reports, but rather
propaganda for Moscow.

1.2.2 How Did Good Businesses Get Bad Reputations? (2011-07-04 12:00)

It is common to read, hear, and see imagines of large corporations as the "bad guys": symbols
of greed and heartlessness, eager to take money in any form, exploiting workers, insensitive
to the concerns of the poor, and uncaring in regard to preserving the earth’s environment.
Business, you might think, is simply evil.

How did this stereotype develop? To accept these ideas, one would have to forget that
millions of poor people have managed to improve their lives by working their way up in
business. Every American, not only the rich and middle class, has experienced an increase
in her or his standard of living because of business activity: even the poor have cell phones,
televisions, and a host of other gadgets.

Columbia University’s Professor Thomas Woods writes:

History textbooks love to highlight the villainous American businessmen who have
"exploited" workers, taken advantage of the public, and wielded so much power.
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Government officials, on the other hand, are portrayed as benevolent, self-sacrificing
crusaders for justice, without whom Americans would be working eighty-hour weeks
and buying shoddy goods at exorbitant prices. This is what every students believes
as he leaves high school (or college, for that matter), and it’s hard to blame him. This
kind of thing has been taught, day after day, for years.

Although we might disagree with Professor Woods’ use of the word ’every’ (surely not every
student has fallen for this propaganda!), his generalizations are largely correct: and they hint
at the source of this incorrect but pervasive view: one reason for painting such a dim picture
of business is to make government look good.

It is, after all, the government which taxes heartlessly - even the poorest person must
pay sales tax, property tax, gasoline tax, cell phone tax, and dozens of other taxes. It is the
government which creates no wealth: the total amount of value in the economy remains the
same as the government taxes and spends. Even when a government prints more paper
money, this does not create value: it simply dilutes the pool of wealth, making each dollar
worth a little less as each new one is printed. The government increases neither the total nor
the average standard of living for Americans.

So beware over-simplified paradigm of "business bad, government good": remember
that business is simply the activity of ordinary people going about their lives. Government is
the activity of regulating people’s lives. If there were no business, there would be no life to
regulate.

1.2.3 Running for President - Over and Over Again (2011-07-21 14:32)

William Jennings Bryan ran as a candidate for the U.S. Presidency several times, and never
won. Despite this, he is an influential figure in history. Northwestern University’s Collin Hansen
writes:

Williams Jennings Bryan trusted a God who sided with common folk. Bryan made a
name for himself in the Progressive Era by fighting the economic elites of his own
Democratic Party. His oratorical skills catapulted him all the way to the party’s nom-
ination for President in 1896 when he famously harangued the gold standard. "You
shall not press down upon the brow of labor this crown of thorns," Bryan thundered,
stretching out his arms. "You shall not crucify mankind upon a cross of gold."

Jennings is difficult to categorize: by today’s standards, he is neither a liberal nor a conserva-
tive. We are no longer debating about the exact relationship between the dollar and an ounce
of gold, but in Bryan’s era, the gold standard of currency was a divisive question. What is
common to both eras is Bryan’s sense of the common man. He reacted against any sense of
aristocracy or elitism. Although he lost the 1896 election for the presidency, that did not stop
him from running again:

Three times Bryan ran for President; three times he failed. Nevertheless, besides
Woodrow Wilson and Theodore Roosevelt, Bryan dominated the era of reforms that
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ran from the 1890s to the 1920s. He championed four constitutional amendments
enacted during this period—prohibition, direct election of senators, the income tax,
and woman suffrage. Known as the "Great Commoner," Bryan opposed the business
interests that he believed had undercut America’s working classes. "There can be no
good monopoly in private hands until the Almighty sends us angels to preside over
the monopoly," he argued.

Bryan’s support for these four amendments defines his political stance, and some of the issues
of that time period. Although some of his views may be naive - Prohibition was a failure and
income tax has caused misery for millions - his intent is unmistakable, and these measures
may have even made sense in their time, if not in ours. Aside from his political views, he was
also known for his speaking skills, which allowed him to communicate those views to millions:

Traits that won Bryan the masses made him controversial and unpopular among oth-
ers. A great speaker during an age of oratory, Bryan came across as a loud dema-
gogue to many business and political leaders. He stuck to his principles and resigned
his position as secretary of state in WoodrowWilson’s cabinet as America prepared to
enter World War I. But Bryan had appeared inept in his efforts to mediate the conflict,
and his simple piety did not impress opponents. Yet according to biographer Michael
Kazin, "admirers embraced him because he so publicly campaigned in the name of
Christian principles and was never known to have transgressed them."

After three runs for the presidency, a term as Secretary of State, and four years as a congress-
man, Bryan left governmental politics, but stayed involved in social and communal causes.
He was bitterly attacked by H.L. Menken and Clarence Darrow, especially when he dared to
voice skepticism about Charles Darwin.

But Bryan did not entertain any retreat from culture. "Sometimes the Christian has
sought to prepare himself for immortality by withdrawing from the world’s tempta-
tions and from the world’s activities," Bryan said. "Now he is beginning to see that
he can only follow in the footsteps of the Nazarene when he goes about doing good
and renders ’unto the least of these,’ his brethren, the service that the Master was
anxious to render unto all."

Bryan’s political method was to learn what was on people’s minds - which questions occupied
the ordinary citizen - and then address them. He was a

politician with principles. William Jennings Bryan’s towering personality cast a long
and controversial shadow over American politics. Biographer Michael Kazin says
Bryan "burned only and always to see religion heal the world."

Despite the anger and hatred directed toward him, he remained peaceful and calm. He didn’t
use his speeches to stir up rage against those who were attacking him; instead, he simply
worked to find ways to improve the lot of the ordinary citizen.
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1.2.4 A Helping Hand During the Great Depression (2011-07-21 15:28)

When thousands and millions of Americans were unemployed, and even homeless, and when
the farmers who produced the nation’s food were suffering in the Dust Bowl drought of the
1930’s, help was at hand from numerous charitable organizations. Some of them are still with
us, like the Salvation Army.

One of the leaders of these helping organizations was Dorothy Day. She created not
only one, but several, nation-wide movements to help the poor. But her story begins long
before the Great Depression. Northwestern University’s Collin Hansen writes:

It is perhaps symbolic that a mover and shaker like Dorothy Day survived the 1906
San Francisco earthquake. As she watched her mother help the earthquake’s home-
less, Day developed a sensitive heart toward "the least of these." But it was social-
ism — not the church — that first harnessed her activism. In 1917 police arrested
the budding journalist while she protested at the White House for woman suffrage.
The activist Day saw little use for a meek Jesus. "I wanted a Lord who would scourge
the money-changers out of the temple," Day wrote in her autobiography, The Long
Loneliness, "and I wanted to help all those who raised their hand against oppression."

Dorothy Day’s desire to help the oppressed was an urgent desire, one that sought immediate
and measurable action, not merely nice sentiment. The rhetoric of socialist activists would
grab her attention. She would discover that, despite the rousing phrases of the socialists,
real and substantive action would be more likely to come from spiritual, rather than Marxist,
motives:

Nevertheless, the time Day spent in prison tried her commitment to secular activism.
She even asked for a Bible and sought comfort from the Psalms. For years after
she left prison, Day’s interest in Christianity grew slowly but steadily. Love for the
poor drew her to the Roman Catholic Church, whose huddled masses she met while
reporting among immigrants.

Her socialist acquaintances were mostly opposed to religion, and would not bother to consider
the important charitable work which the Christians were doing among the poor. Although not
married, Dorothy Day had lived with a socialist man for several years. When it came to love or
politics, he would rather dump her than be related to someone willing to consider the spiritual
side of human existence.

Day’s move toward Catholicism came at a cost. She split with her common-law hus-
band, Forster Batterham, when Day gave birth to their daughter, Tamar, in 1927.
Day, feeling the guilt of an earlier abortion, saw Tamar’s birth as a sign of God’s
mercy and forgiveness, and had her baptized. Like many of Day’s radical friends,
Batterham would not tolerate religiosity. "It was not because I was tired of sex, sa-
tiated, disillusioned, that I turned to God," Day wrote. "It was because through a
whole love, both physical and spiritual, I came to know God."
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Dorothy would eventually prove her talent as a writer, editor, and reporter.

While writing for the Catholic magazine Commonweal in 1932, Day met the man who
would steer her toward her life’s calling. Peter Maurin, a French immigrant and former
monk, urged Day to launch a newspaper that would spread Catholic social teaching.
Maurin supplied the philosophy behind The Catholic Worker, but Day provided the
journalistic know-how. The newspaper’s pacifism and advocacy for the poor afforded
Maurin and Day numerous opportunities to back their words with action. Yet on two
occasions things became so difficult that Maurin asked Day to quit with him.

After 1933, the Great Depression got worse, year by year, and the farming crisis didn’t
help matters, either. In addition to writing, Dorothy Day found it necessary to take action.
She began to create institutions, known as ’Catholic Worker Houses’, in major cities. These
locations would help anyone, regardless of religious belief - the unemployed and homeless.

By 1936, 33 Catholic Worker houses had sprouted nationwide as the growing network
of newspapers opened their doors to the down and out. But some staff members
lamented Day’s commitment to the "undeserving" poor. They preferred to spend
the limited funds on socialist propaganda. Day held her ground, and the dissenters
left.

In addition to helping the poor, Dorothy Day was committed to the idea of pacifism. Reading
the New Testament carefully, she came to the conclusion that it was utter against war.

Likewise, World War II tested the newspaper’s integrity. When The Catholic Worker
declined to choose sides, two-thirds of their readers quit taking the paper. Maurin
wondered if they should give up, since the world evidently didn’t want to listen. "God
gives us our temperaments," Day remembered, "and in spite of my pacifism, it is
natural for me to stand my ground, to continue in what actually amounts to a class
war, using such weapons as the works of mercy for immediate means to show our
love and to alleviate suffering."

Although she did influential work during the 1930’s and 1940’s, Dorothy Day lived until 1980.
Looking back on her long life, she wrote:

If I could have felt that communism was the answer to my desire for a cause, a
motive, a way to walk in, I would have remained as I was. But I felt that only faith in
Christ could give the answer.

She was disillusioned by the idea of a central bureaucracy in a distant capital city, which was
what the communists and socialists had created. Rather than look to a political or governmental
structure to provide a solution, Dorothy Day saw that real action can be taken among the poor
and among the oppressed by a spiritual community which is willing to live and work among
them.
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1.3 August

1.3.1 Money and History (2011-08-18 16:29)

It is impossible to keep political history, social history, economic history and cultural history
completely separate from one another. These areas of life are all inter-related. When the
United States began in 1776, and when it replaced its Articles of Confederation with the Consti-
tution a few years later, it was clear that the political and religious freedom which Americans
wanted needed to be harmonized with financial freedom. Although these areas of life many
seem unrelated, the principle was clear: if you lose one, you’ll soon lose the other. Having
the freedom to speak your political opinion goes hand-in-hand with keeping taxes low. Having
the liberty to exercise whatever religion you choose is inseparable from a free market economy.

It is no coincidence the end of slavery, being an expansion of personal freedom, gave
rise to economic growth. Temple University’s Mark Levin writes:

The free market is the most transformative of economic systems. It fosters creativity
and inventiveness. It produces new industries, products, and services, as it improves
upon existing ones. With millions of individuals freely engaged in an infinite number
and variety of transactions each day, it is impossible to even conceive all the changes
and plans for changes occurring in our economy at any given time. The free market
creates more wealth and opportunities for more people than any other economic
model.

Economic systems are very sensitive to any trend which seeks to reduce individual liberty.
Just as the abolition of slavery increased personal freedom, a few decades later the Populists
would try to reduce it. Most attempts at reducing individual liberty are hidden behind promises
of more freedom, not less. The Populists, or People’s Party, was a political movement formed
in 1891 that claimed to work in the interests of labor and farmers, and pretended to seek more
economic liberty in the free coinage of silver. But in reality, they wanted a graduated income
tax, and government control business. The presence of the Populist Party, and its attempt to
place candidates into elected offices, slowed economic growth.

Happily, the ordinary voters saw through the claims of the Populists, and by 1896, the
People’s Party was no longer a force in the nation’s political life. Prosperity could continue.
Cengage’s history book states:

With the collapse of populism in 1896 and the end of the depression in 1897, the
American economy embarked on a remarkable stretch of growth. By 1910, the United
States had secured its status as the world’s greatest industrial power.

The lesson is clear: personal political freedom and individual religious liberty lead to free mar-
kets and lower taxes - all of which brings prosperity for the entire nation.
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1.3.2 Journalist Caught (2011-08-22 10:24)

Newspaper reporters often wish to present themselves as neutral and objective in their
communication of facts to their readers; and some of them are. But some are not. The case of
Walter Duranty has become a famous example. He wrote for the New York Times, and reported
from Russia in the 1920’s and 1930’s. During these years, Soviet rule Joseph Stalin was
creating a series of artificial famines which would ultimately kill several million people; Stalin
was depopulating sections of the country which were not enthusiastic about his dictatorship.

Duranty, however, failed to mention any of this in his articles. In fact, he painted a
rather pleasant picture of life in the Soviet Union, and assured his readers that there was no
starvation. How and why would a journalist write such unquestionable falsehoods?

Columbia University Professor Mark von Hagen, who worked with the management of
the New York Times to investigate Duranty’s writings, commented that Duranty

frequently writes in the enthusiastically propagandistic language of his sources

and

Much of the ’factual’ material is dull and largely uncritical recitation of Soviet sources,
whereas his efforts at ’analysis’ are very effective renditions of the Stalinist leader-
ship’s self-understanding of their murderous and progressive project to defeat the
backwardness of Slavic, Asiatic peasant Russia.

Duranty has knowingly repeated the texts of the Soviet propaganda agency in his articles,
despite his clear awareness that the claims were false.

The management of the New York Times, distancing itself from Duranty’s work, commented
that

Other writers in the Times and elsewhere have discredited this coverage.

It remains something of a mystery why Duranty would sacrifice his own credibility and profes-
sionalism to support the dictatorship which would ultimately kill millions of its own citizens.

1.3.3 Soothing Racial Tensions (2011-08-23 06:44)

Those who live in the United States are accustomed, when hearing the phrase ’racial tensions’,
to think of misunderstandings and frictions between African-Americans and Americans of
European ancestry. But ’race’ can refer to much more than simply Black or White. There
are many other racial distinctions which can be made among humans, and which can be the
occasion for miscommunication and even conflict.
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A large number of Chinese immigrants entered the western U.S. in the second half of
the nineteenth century. They came mainly to work on railroads: the few pennies per day they
were paid was much more than they could have earned in China. Cengages’s history book
states:

As many as 300,000 Chinese immigrants arrived in the United States between 1851
and 1882, and more than 200,000 Japanese immigrants journeyed to Hawaii and
the western continental United States between 1891 and 1907. They contributed
in major ways to the development of two of the West’s major industries: railroad
building and commercial agriculture.

But different cultures do not always easily mix. Although the vast majority of Chinese, Blacks,
and Whites developed cooperation and mutual respect as they lived in pioneer towns together,
sometimes there were frictions. Professor Ferenc Szasz at the University of New Mexico writes
that

Famed Methodist itinerant John "Father" Dyer reportedly staved off an 1880 anti-
Chinese riot in the mining town of Breckenridge, Colorado. When an angry mob
began to shout, "The Chinese must go," Dyer mounted the nearest steps and be-
gan to sing "All Hail the Power of Jesus’ Name." He paused after several verses to
launch into an extemporaneous sermon, preaching that God’s love was intended for
all humanity and that all men were brothers. Eventually the mob dispersed.

The pastors, priests, and preachers of the western U.S. worked to create a social harmony in
which all races could live and work together.

1.3.4 Free Markets, Free People, Free Society (2011-08-23 07:02)

As Americans explored the increasing economic freedoms of the 1800’s, the nation prospered.
The abolition of slavery, even if it meant a temporary setback for the businesses of the
deep south, brought opportunities for millions of Americans. The defeat of the Populists, or
People’s Party, with their desire for increased taxes, encouraged the markets and workshops
in small towns across the country. As the growth continued, small businesses turned into big
businesses, and new ways of envisioning trade arose. Cengage’s history book states:

Corporations were changing the face of America. Their railroad and telegraph lines
crisscrossed the country. Their factories employed millions. Their production and
management techniques became the envy of the industrialized world. A new kind
of building - the skyscraper - came to symbolize America’s corporate power. These
modern towers were made possible by the use of steel rather than stone framework
and by the inventions of electrically powered elevators.
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But it did always go so smoothly. Although the rise of large corporations created wealth and job
opportunities for millions of people, and raised the standard of living for almost all Americans,
there were times when the system went bad. A good business environment depends upon
a free market, in which everyone can compete fairly. But some corporations were in league
with the government: a cozy relationship between a business and the government can lead
to unfair advantages being given to that business: then there is no free market, and no fair
competition. All corporations should face the fierce conditions of competition equally; only
then will a truly free market create prosperity for lower, middle, and upper class citizens.

Temple University’s Mark Levin writes

that the individual is more than a producer and consumer of material goods. He
exists within the larger context of the civil society—which provides for an ordered
liberty.

Free markets do more than raise the standard of living for the working class. Free markets
acknowledge human dignity. The worker

sees in the free market the harmony of interests and rules of cooperation that also
underlie the civil society. For example, the free market promotes self-worth, self-
sufficiency, shared values, and honest dealings, which enhance the individual, the
family, and the community. It discriminates against no race, religion, or gender. The
truck driver does not know the skin color of the individuals who produce the diesel
fuel for his vehicle; the cook does not know the religion of the dairy farmers who
supply milk to his restaurant; and the airline passenger does not know the gender of
the factory workers who manufacture the commercial aircraft that transports him—
nor do they care.

Free societies arise from, and are sustained by, free markets.

1.3.5 Economics Changes Society (2011-08-24 06:28)

Karl Marx wrote that all history is economic history. While he may have taken it a bit too far,
it is certainly true that culture can be influenced developments in the business world. In the
second half of the 1800’s, economic growth makes itself felt, as the historical narrative tells

about how the newly powerful corporations transformed America; how they inten-
sified their search for a new forms of production and management; how the jobs
they generated attracted millions of immigrants, southern blacks, and young single
women to northern cities; and how they triggered an urban cultural revolution that
made amusement parks, dance halls, vaudeville theater, and movies integral fea-
tures of American life. [Cengage’s history book]
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While the business world was seeking to explore the capabilities of science and technology,
society explored the new options it found in these developments:

The free market is an intricate system of voluntary economic, social, and cultural
interactions that are motivated by the desires and needs of the individual and the
community. [Mark Levin]

In a complex web of millions of individual actions, individual choices add up to form both
economic and cultural trends. Each person minutely and indirectly affects the course of
society:

while the symmetry between the free market and the civil society is imperfect—that
is, not all developments resulting from individual interactions contribute to the over-
all well-being of the civil society—one simply cannot exist without the other. [Levin]

Because of the complexity, indirectness, and subtlemanner in which thesemillions of economic
actions and cultural preferences add up, it is impossible to predict their ultimate direction, and
their progress will not be perfectly efficient. Despite difficulties, setbacks, false starts, and
dead ends, the general pattern will emerge, yielding both individual and societal gains.

1.3.6 Corporate Growth (2011-08-24 06:43)

In the last few decades of the nineteenth century, and the first few decades of the twentieth,
corporations grew, wages rose, the number of people working in industry increased, and the
population of the United States grew steadily. A steadily growing population is one necessary
precondition for a prosperous economy. Cengage’s history book describes this era:

This growth in scale was in part a response to the enormous domestic market. By
1900, railroads provided the country with an efficient transportation system that
allowed corporations to ship goods virtually anywhere in the United States. A na-
tional network of telegraph lines allowed constant communication between buyers
and sellers separated by thousands of miles. And the population, which was expand-
ing rapidly, demonstrated an ever-growing appetite for goods and services.

This prosperity, and its benefits to citizens at every income level, is founded upon an under-
standing of property. Although legal ownership is a central concept in any free society, it is
balanced by a moral tradition of stewardship - that one is only temporarily in charge of one’s
property, and has a duty to use it wisely, fairly, and for the benefit of others. Legal ownership
gives the individual power to make decisions; the moral tradition gives the individual guidance
about how to make those decisions. Temple University’s Mark Levin writes:
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The key to understanding the free market is private property. Private property is
the material manifestation of the individual’s labor—the material value created from
the intellectual and/or physical labor of the individual, which may take the form of
income, real property, or intellectual property. Just as life is finite, so, too, is the
extent of one’s labor. Therefore, taxation of private property, or the regulation of
such property so as to reduce its value, can become in effect a form of servitude,
particularly if the dispossession results from illegitimate and arbitrary state action.

If the legal notion of private property is threatened, both the freedom of society, and its ability
to attempt justice are inhibited.

the federal government should raise revenue only to fund those activities that the
Constitution authorizes and no others. Otherwise, what are the limits on the Statist’s
power to tax and regulate the individual’s labor and, ultimately, enslave him?

Taxes, although sadly necessary, must be kept to a minimum, or else both the individual and
society will suffer a loss of freedom, the inhibition of justice, and a decrease in the ability to
benefit either the person or the community.

1.4 September

1.4.1 Stalin: Even Worse Than We Thought (2011-09-05 11:21)

For millions of people in eastern Europe, the end of World War Two simply meant exchanging
the inhumane oppression of the Nazis for the inhumane oppression of the Soviet Communists.
Like Hitler, Stalin wanted to dominate Europe and kill millions of people who represented any
form of resistance to his expansion. As the Washington Times writes,

For several generations of foreign-policy students, the term "Yalta" was a code word
for an ailing President Roosevelt bartering into communist slavery Poland and other
Eastern European nations. The undeniable evidence was that Soviet dictator Joseph
Stalin treated many of the “agreements” painstakingly reached by FDR, Stalin and
Winston Churchill in the Crimean city in February 1945 as worthless “promises” to
be crumpled and tossed in the trash bin.

The conference at Yalta was a meeting between the three military powers: the USA, the USSR,
and England. They were personified in Roosevelt, Stalin, and Churchill. The purpose of the
meeting was to decide what to do with the nations of Europe once the war was over.

The Harvard Russian scholar S.M. Plokhy sums up the key lesson from the Yalta Con-
ference in a telling phrase: "Democratic leaders and societies should be prepared
to pay a price for close involvement with those who do not share their values." And
indeed a heavy price was paid for what happened at Yalta.
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The problem with the conference is that there was no way to enforce the agreements about
the structure of post-war Europe, and there had never been an intention on Stalin’s part
of following through on his agreements. Stalin said whatever sounded nice, and signed
whichever documents were prepared, but secretly intended to do very different things. Har-
vard’s Professor Plokhy draws the general conclusions that free societies must be very careful
when negotiating with totalitarian societies. Essentially, one can never develop a sense of
trust in such negotiations.

In hindsight - always a good vantage point from which to examine history - the sce-
nario for Yalta was preordained. The Red Army already held sway over a wide swath
of Eastern Europe, and Stalin’s appetite for more territory appeared unsated. He was
in no mood to bargain over the spoils he had in hand, declaring, "This war is not as
in the past; whoever occupies a territory also imposes on it his own social system."
Such is what he proceeded to do, without a glance at the peoples he subjugated
under communism.

Stalin’s armies already occupied much of eastern Europe, and he viewed such territory as his
own, to do with as he pleased. Having murdered millions of citizens in his own country prior
to the war in order to solidify his grasp on political power, he certainly would not let either
human decency or diplomatic treaties affect his actions in occupied lands.

Thus we have Stalin blithely agreeing to negotiations over the postwar Polish state
that would include both his hand-picked communists and a non-communist delega-
tion that favored free elections leading towards democracy. When the latter group ar-
rived in Warsaw, under a safe-conduct pass, the Soviet secret police promptly hauled
them off to jail; several were shot. So much for Stalin’s "word of honor."

Although the conference was held in 1945, many of the papers from it were not made
public until the fall of Soviet Communism around 1990. The millions of pages of declassified
documents required years of reading and research. History professors around the world are
learning new facts about the Yalta conference, which helps us to understand this attempt to
organize the post-war world. Some historians have thought that Roosevelt’s failing health
may have affected his ability to work, but Professor

Plokhy insists that the record shows no sign that Roosevelt’s physical condition ham-
pered his performance. Perhaps. But several factors should be considered. His blood
pressure soared from 186/108 to 260/150 betweenMarch and November 1944. Physi-
cians tried to restrict him to a four-hour "workday" (he refused). A hacking cough and
abdominal pains made sleep difficult.

Even though we now have more information about the conference, it seems that we may never
know the exact extent to which Roosevelt’s health did, or did not, affect his ability to work. But
we do know, now more than ever, that Stalin’s Soviet Communism was based strictly on the
desire to dominate other nations, and that Stalin saw murdering and lying as useful tools to
get what he wanted.
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1.5 October

1.5.1 Who Was Where? (2011-10-06 20:06)

In the early years of exploring North America, people from various parts of Europe made
settlements and small towns. The ethnicity of these early groups would have a lasting impact
on the formation of culture in the United States. As Cengages’s textbook states,

In the mid-Atlantic region, settlers from all over northwestern Europe were creating a
new ethnic mosaic. English colonists were probably always a minority, outnumbered
at first by the Dutch, and later by Germans, Scots, and Irish, but New England was
in every sense the most English of the colonies. New France was as French as New
England was English. The farther south one went, the more diverse the population;
the farther north, the more uniform.

Sometimes, reading history books, one might be tempted to think that the United States was
formed mainly by the British: but evidence tells us that it was actually German and Dutch
settlers who formed the core of American culture.

1.5.2 Learning How To Do Democracy (2011-10-09 08:40)

At more than one time in American history, the lessons of democracy had to be learned: first,
in the colonial days, when each colony had its own internal republicanism in the forms of town
councils and legislatures; then in 1776, when a grander scale of democracy was introduced;
and later, as the nation expanded westward, small towns formed in the wilderness and had
to develop democracy for themselves. Professor Szasz, at the University of New Mexico,
explains:

Churches and Sunday schools served as the bulwarks of social stability. Not only
did they provide venues for regular services, their rooms held a variety of social
gatherings as well, thus functioning as training grounds for political democracy. The
numerous church meetings introduced people to such basic democratic principles
as how to conduct public meetings via accepted rules of order, how to speak to the
issue at hand, and (usually) respect for majority rule. Thus, the church and political
gatherings of the era overlapped and reinforced each other.

The churches on the western frontier were ideal places for democracy to develop: the Christian
principles of tolerance and kindness meant that when a church building was used for a political
gathering, all people were welcome to express their opinions. A fundamental respect for every
person, especially those with whom you disagree, was encouraged. It is no accident that these
western states were largely against slavery, and it is no accident that the first woman elected
to Congress (Jeannette Rankin from Montana, elected in 1916) came from this region.
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1.5.3 Who Will Become a Millionaire? (2011-10-15 18:51)

The American Dream about economic ascent begins in the area around the Rhine River known
as the "Electoral Palatinate" at the end of the eighteenth century. Germany was then a land
from which people emigrated. Craftsmen, farmers, and laborers climbed in the harbors of
Europe into ships bound for faraway lands. Nobody knows the exact number of the millions
of people who fled poverty. But what we do know, however, is which emigrant achieved the
most in distant places: Johann Jakob Astor, born in 1763 in the small village of Walldorf near
Heidelberg as the child of a poor butcher, died in 1848 in New York as the richest man in the
United States. Ascents like his would later create the impression that in America even the
simplest man could become rich, if only he tried sufficiently.
In Germany, on the other hand, often even the greatest effort didn’t achieve much. The young
Johann Jakob (he would later Americanize his name to ’John Jacob’) saw this early in the case
of his father, who traveled from farm to farm, in order to slaughter the cattle of the farmers.
But most people couldn’t afford to kill their animals and eat them, as the historian Alexander
Emmerich writes in his biography of Johann Jakob Astor. Only on holidays did the older Astor
earn reasonable money; the rest of the year, the family had to go hungry. For a while, Johann
Jakob helped his father in his meager business, but then he made his way toward faraway
places - at first, to London. There, his brother had learned the trade of building instruments.
This is the first reason for the success that John Jacob Astor will later have: Astor had valuable
flutes in his luggage, as he, merely twenty years old, arrived in America in January of 1784.
The last few meters across the sea he finished by foot, and that might serve as an example
of his determinedness. The South Carolina, the ship on which he traveled, actually got stuck
in the ice near the city of Baltimore. Astor was too impatient to wait for warmer weather. He
packed his things and walked over the frozen slabs of ice.
We see here two principles about immigration into the U.S.: first, temporary economic condi-
tions can lead to permanent emigrations; Germany was mostly a prosperous nation, but during
the few tough years it experience in the late 1700’s people left. Secondly, immigrants are often
very determined people - exceptionally decisive and adventurous.

1.6 November

1.6.1 Wilson Introduces Segregation (2011-11-06 14:32)

After the end of the Civil War in 1865, African-Americans emerged into fuller participation in
government. They voted by the millions, and Blacks were elected as Representatives and
Senators in Congress. Most social institutions were desegregated and integrated. But this era
of freedom was soon to be brutally repressed.

President Woodrow Wilson, representing the Democrat Party of southern whites, didn’t
like the idea of African-Americans exercising full voting rights, or holding elected offices.
Before becoming President of the United States, he had been president of Princeton University,
where he created policies to discourage African-American students from even applying for
admission. Cengage’s history text reports that, as the leader of the Democrat Party, he had
little sympathy for African-American desires to attend universities,
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nor did Wilson, at this time, view with any greater sympathy the campaign for African
American political equality. He supported efforts by white southerners in his cabinet,
such as Postmaster General Albert Burleson and Treasury Secretary William McAdoo,
to segregate their government departments, and he largely ignored pleas from the
NAACP to involve the federal government in a campaign against lynching.

We see, then, a giant step backwards. Blacks were voting in fewer and fewer numbers after
Wilson became president. His Democrat Party, for example, at this time imposed "poll taxes"
and "literacy tests" for voting in those states (like Mississippi) where the Democrat party had
a strong hold on political power.

Not until Republicans, like Eisenhower, were elected to the White House would there
again be a chance for African Americans to resume that fuller participation in government
which they initially had after the Civil War.

1.6.2 New York - Its Best Years (2011-11-22 12:36)

What was it like to visit the city of New York during its glory days? Author Eric Metaxas relates
how it may have seemed to a passenger from Europe on a ship, steaming "past the Statue
of Liberty and toward the fabled island of Manhattan, the city overwhelmed" a perceptive
observer: "Manhattan at the end of the Jazz Age was a dizzying place for any visitor, even one
as cosmopolitan as" a professor from Berlin’s university:

New York seemed to exhibit the crazy, boundless energy of a bright-eyed adolescent
in full growth spurt: the whole island seemed to be bursting at the seems in every
direction, grinning as it did so. The tallest building on the planet, the Bank of Man-
hattan Trust building, had just three months earlier been topped by the silver spire of
the newest leader, the Chrysler Building. But the Empire State Building, which would
in a few months surpass them all - and hold the lead for forty years - was that very
minute growing at the unprecedented rate of four and a half stories per week. The
nineteen-building Art Deco masterpiece that would become Rockefeller Center was
under construction, too, and far uptown, also under construction, was the George
Washington Bridge - soon to be the longest bridge in the world, almost doubling the
previous record.

The city was at its prime, as yet untouched by the ravages of the Great Depression, the ra-
tioning of the war years, and the inner-city poverty which would characterize the second half
of the twentieth century; it wasn’t perfect - still wrestling with the wave of organized crime
sparked by Prohibition - but it was perhaps as good as it ever got.

1.6.3 Bringing Culture to America (2011-11-22 14:03)

More than bringing people and skills, the early settlers in North America brought culture -
music, food, and other traditions. Whether America is a tapestry or a melting pot, neither
would be thinkable without the influx of rich heritages. Thomas Sowell writes:
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In 1683, thirteen Mennonite families established Germantown in Pennsylvania, now
part of Philadelphia. Many other German religious denominations and sects followed,
including Calvinists, the Amish, and others virtually unknown to the larger society. In
1742, Heinrich Muhlenberg arrived, and became the organizer of the Lutheran church
in America and also founder of a prominent family whose achievements included
creation of Muhlenberg College, an outstanding institution in Pennsylvania.

A diverse spectrum of religious heritages can be traced to German-speaking immigrants
from places like Switzerland and Austria: Lutherans, Catholics, Calvinists, Amish, Mennonites,
Reformed, and antecedents of today’s Baptists: the Anabaptists. Beyond religious trends, they
brought with them the arts - the music of Bach was popular in colonial era - and mathematics
- it was the German philosopher Leibniz who had co-discovered calculus and other forms of
advanced mathematics (along with Englishman Isaac Newton).

Thus began the "Pennsylvania Dutch" - Dutch being in this case an American mis-
pronunciation of the word Deutsch for German. By 1745, there were an estimated
45.000 Germans in Pennsylvania. Most settled out on the frontier as it existed at
that time, in order to acquire cheap land within their meager means. This made
them vulnerable to Indian attacks, especially because of the reluctance of the colo-
nial government to provide defense. Control of the government was largely in the
hands of pacifist Quakers living safely in Philadelphia.

Creativity and ingenuity allowed these early settlers to survive, when the colony’s government
refused any military protection from the attacks. They were not military people, nor were
they well-armed, yet they were annihilated or terrorized into retreat by the attacks on their
farmsteads and villages.

In 1709, Germans established Neuberg - now called Newburgh - on the Hudson River,
and then spread north into the Mohawk Valley. As in Pennsylvania, this was frontier
territory, subject to Indian raids. The Germans of the Mohawk Valley region came as
indentured servants - people bound by contract to work for a certain number of years
(usually three to seven) to pay off the cost of their transportation to America. At least
half of the white population of colonial America came this way. It was a scheme first
tried with German and Swiss immigrants and later spread to the Scotch, the Irish, and
others. The Germans who settled in the Mohawk Valley came as indentured servants
of the British government, which paid half their transportation and settlement costs.
More so than other groups, Germans left their home in groups, ranging from whole
families to whole communities.

Although the idea of indentured servants has been criticized as thinly disguised slavery, it was
in fact they only way in which many people could afford to come to America’s freedom, and
can be seen as simply a type of loan: once repaid, the former servant was released into full
civil liberty.

The fact that German-speaking immigrants tended to arrive in larger groups, rather than indi-
viduals or isolated families, enabled them to contribute to American cultural formation. Music,
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dance, cooking styles, and clothing traditions were more readily preserved and transmitted
this way.

The early German immmigrants - both in New York and in Pennsylvania - came
from the Palatinate, a small region in the southwestern part of Germany, along the
Rhine. Sixteen families of Palatines also settled in New Bern, North Carolina, in 1710.
Eighteenth-century South Carolina also carried on a brisk trade in German indentured
servants from the Palatinate.

German-speaking villages were common up and down the Atlantic coast, but usually not di-
rectly on the coast; rather, further inland. Names of towns and rivers, from Pennsylvania to
Georgia, and from New York to Texas, reflect the contributions made by Germans to the found-
ing of American society.

1.6.4 Indentured Servants - Getting to Freedom Can Be Tough
(2011-11-22 14:19)

Many Europeans wanted to come to America to enjoy liberty. Yet the trip was expensive, and
some could not afford the cost of the ticket. One way to make the trip was to become an
indentured servant: to borrow the money to buy the ticket, and then work to repay the price
after arriving in America. Thomas Sowell recounts how a number of people from central Europe
went through this process:

Usually, a boat trip of several weeks on the Rhine to Holland preceded their transat-
lantic voyage. Then began their ocean travel, on wind-driven ships, averageing be-
tween eight and ten weeks on the water. Indentured servants were packed into
small, ill-ventilated quarters on small ships perpetually pitching on the Atlantic waves
- producing widespread seasickness among the passengers. The weakness and de-
hydration produced by seasickness made the ill-fed passengers particularly vulner-
able to disease. Contemporary observers described the scenes below decks, "some
sleeping, some spewing," some "devoured with live," some "beset with boils, scurvy,
dysentery, many cursing themselves and others." At night, there were "fearful crys"
and the groaning of "sick and distracted persons," some of whom were "tumbling
over the rest, and distracting the whole company. . . ." These were the more or
less normal conditions. In extreme cases of ships delayed at sea by weather, the
suffering and the casualties could be worse. In 1749, two thousand Germans died at
sea on voyages to Philadelphia alone.

It is shocking to realize the dangers and difficulties of the journey, and reveals how strong was
the desire on the part of some people to come to America - and how desirable American liberty
was at that time.

After a vessel docked in an American port, potential buyers of the passengers’ in-
denture contracts came aboard. The indentured servants were brought out of their
quarters, walked up and down to let the buyers see them, and sometimes feel their
muscles and talk to them to form some opinion of their intelligence and submissive-
ness. Sometimes a middleman called a "soul driver" would buy a group of servants
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and then walk them through the countryside, selling their contracts here and there as
opportunity allowed. The society of the time attached no moral stigma to this trade
in human beings, and it was openly engaged in by individuals of the highest rank
and renown. George Washington purchased the contracts of indentured servants to
work at Mt. Vernon, just as he owned slaves. As late as 1792, the new American
government devised a plan to import indentured German labor to help construct the
city of Washington.

It is important to remember that, once the debt had been paid, an indentured servant was
released into full civil liberty - he became an equal to the other colonists. Many of them rose
to positions of economic prominence, merchants owning their own businesses.

Deaths on the ocean voyage were so widespread among the Germans that many
children were orphaned by the time the ships finally reached America. These orphans
were either adopted by relatives in America or apprenticed out to someone to learn a
trade. One of these German orphans, John Peter Zenger, was apprenticed to a printer
and in later years went on to establish his own newspaper. In 1734, his editorial
criticisms of the governor of New York led to his being arrested and tried for libel. His
acquittal was one of the landmarks in the development of the doctrine of freedom of
the press.

This early German involvement with freedom of the press is no accident: since the time of
Martin Luther, Germans had understood the value of expression. Limits on expression, or
inabilities to express, directly affect civil liberties:

Like helpless people everywhere, the indentured servants were preyed upon by the
dishonest. Some ship captains provided inadequate food or sold them into longer
periods of bondage than actually required to work off the cost of their transportation.
Germans who could not understand English were especially vulnerable.

Some individuals planned to become indentured servants, as an economic plan to arrive in the
land of liberty; others would up as indentured servants by accident:

Many Germans left their homes with no plans to become indentured servants, but
found that the mounting costs of travel to Holland and then across the Atlantic were
more than they had bargained for. Others had family or friends in America whom
they expected (or hoped) would pay their fare, and when this failed to happen, they
were sold into indentureship. The term "redemptioner" was used to describe the
kind of person who came looking to have his fare redeemed in one way or another,
although there was no distinction made between such people and other indentured
servants after both found themselves in that status.

The attraction of America was strong: certain regions of Europe suffered from bad rulers, from
bad weather, or from struggling economies.

And yet, they kept coming - and generally in ever larger numbers. The Germans
arriving in the port of Philadelphia alone in the 1740s and 1750s added up to more
than 60.000 people, conservatively estimated. An estimated one-half to two-thirds
of these were indentured servants. Although indentured servants were subject to
many of the restrictions and punishments that applied to slaves - including corporal

©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com 33



BlogBook 1.6. NOVEMBER

punishment - they did have a few legal rights during their years of indentureship,
and those years did come to a conclusion. Often indentured servants received a
modest payment in cash or in kind upon reaching the time for freedom, and many
were given land. This was not always the best or the safest land. In the Mohawk
Valley or in western Pennsylvania, for example, it was land in frontier areas, near
Indians unhappy at seeing their ancestral lands invaded. Many whites who settled
in such areas were killed or carried off into bondage by the Indians.

The pain and danger endured by these early settlers shows the strength of their resolve to
creative religious and political freedom, and to seek economic opportunity; had they not settled
here, America would have been a barely tolerable place - their cultural contributions cannot
be overestimated.

1.6.5 Wilson’s Progressivism Emerges (2011-11-24 10:29)

Woodrow Wilson took a carefully calculated path to power. He knew that he could create a
powerful network of acquaintances in academia; he sought and took a series of positions as
professor and as administrator at the university level. When he reckoned that between col-
leagues and former students, he had a large enough web of influential supporters, he began
to target political offices. He began by writing more popular essays and articles, instead of the
academic monographs he had been producing. Historian Jonah Goldberg recounts that

high among his regular themes was the advocacy of progressive imperialism in or-
der to subjugate, and thereby elevate, lesser races. He applauded the annexation
of Puerto Rico and the Philippines - "they are children and we are men in these deep
matters of government and justice" - and regularly denounced what he called "the
anti-imperialist weepings and wailings that came out of Boston." It’s a sign of how
carefully he cultivated his political profile that four years before he "reluctantly" ac-
cepted the "unsolicited" gubernatorial nomination in New Jersey, Harper’s Weekly
had begun running the slogan "For President - Woodrow Wilson" on the cover of ev-
ery issue.

Fortunately for the Philippines, the majority of Americans embraced the notion that we should
set a course toward independence for that nation. Wilson’s progressivism incorporated the
Anglo-Saxonism, ultimately a sort of racism, which believed that America was obliged, by its
superiority, to bestow the benefits of paternalism upon lesser nations. It was against this
arrogant progressivism that Warren Harding would advocate a return to ’normalcy’ - a return
to calmer vision of international diplomacy being based upon human equality. But Woodrow
Wilson was not interested in equality, whether among foreign nations, or in the United States:
he wrote

that giving blacks the right to vote was "the foundation of every evil in this country."

But Wilson and his progressivist movement not only opposed the rights of African-Americans to
vote (it was they who enacted literacy tests and poll taxes to discourage the Black electorate),
but they also opposed the federalist division of powers. The horizontal division of powers
(executive, legislative, judicial), and vertical division of power (city, county, state, federal) was
designed to prevent too much power from falling into the hands of one group - or the hands of
one man. Wilson’s political theory was
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a sweeping indictment of the fragmentation and diffuseness of power in the American
political system.

The very division of power which was designed to prevent the government from having too
much control over the life of the individual citizen was the division of power which Wilson
opposed because it would prevent his progressive movement from managing the details and
institutions of society.

1.6.6 Progressivist Government Controls Citizens (2011-11-24 11:19)

In his quest for power, Woodrow Wilson explained progressivism: as President, Wilson wanted
to control both society and individuals. Progressivism was the political theory which justified
this attempt to take away freedom on a massive scale. Wilson was a ’social Darwinist’ and
saw the government as the ultimate expression of development. Instead of human societies
striving to create ever more liberty for citizens, Wilson believed that true progress was power
being taken away from individuals and being consolidated in the hands of the government.
Historian Jonah Goldberg explains:

From this perspective, the ever-expanding power of the state was entirely natural.
Wilson, along with the vast majority of progressive intellectuals, believed that the
increase in state power was akin to an inevitable evolutionary process. Government
"experimentation," the watchword of pragmatic liberals from Dewey and Wilson to
FDR, was the social analogue to evolutionary adaptation. Constitutional democracy,
as the founders understood it, was a momentary phase in this progression. Now it
was time for the state to ascend to the next plateau. "Government," Wilson wrote
approvingly in The State, "does now whatever experience permits or the times de-
mand." Wilson was the first president to speak disparagingly of the Constitution.

For the progressivist movement, then, the goal was not freedom; the goal was a single, central
government amassing ever more power to itself and controls the details of both civic and
personal life. They refused to place any limit on the authority of the regime. If government
power was the goal, for Wilson and the progressivists, then ’rights’ were the enemies:

Wilson reinforced such attitudes by attacking the very idea of natural and individual
rights. If the original, authentic state was a dictatorial family, Wilson argued in the
spirit of Darwin, what historical basis was there to believe in individual rights? "No
doubt," he wrote, taking dead aim at the Declaration of Independence, "a lot of non-
sense has been talked about the inalienable rights of the individual, and a great deal
that was mere vague sentiment and pleasing speculation has been put forward as a
fundamental principle." If a law couldn’t be executed, it wasn’t a real law, according
to Wilson, and "abstract rights" were vexingly difficult to execute.

Wilson, taking office in 1913, was willing to discard both the Constitution and the Declaration
of Independence - and with them, the rights and freedoms of ordinary citizens to make choices
in their own lives. Why? The idea of the Democrat Party and the progressivists was that the
government had the specialized knowledge of experts, and so the government should make
important decisions, not the people.
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1.6.7 The President and the Teacher (2011-11-24 12:12)

The progressivist movement which attempted to take over America in the early 1900’s had a
number of leaders and heros. They shared a vision of a country which turned over power to
a strong central government, taking rights and choices away from individual citizens, with the
rationalization that the experts employed by the regime knew much more, and much better,
than ordinary people - about everything from nutrition to foreign policy, from economics to
road traffic. The best thing for the people to do was accept the wisdom of rulers, and not get
in the way of the plans which the government wanted to implement. Historian Jonah Golberg
explains:

The totalitarian flavor of such a worldview should be obvious. Unlike classical liberal-
ism, which saw the government as a necessary evil, or simply a benign but voluntary
social contract for free men to enter into willingly, the belief that the entire society
was one organic whole left no room for those who did not want to behave, let alone
"evolve." Your home, your private thoughts, everything was part of the organic body
politic, which the state was charged with redeeming.

Among the leading progressivists we find a President, Woodrow Wilson, and a teacher, John
Dewey. Not accidentally, the president was a former teacher who had been active in aca-
demic policy-making, and the teacher was involved in using federal policy to control childhood
development in a comprehensive way. The progressivists saw childhood as golden opportunity
to shape social and political attitudes before individuals reached an age at which they might
begin to express a right to self-determination.

Hence a phalanx of progressive reformers saw the home as the front line in the war to
transformmen into compliant social organs. Often the answer was to get children out
of the home as quickly as possible. An archipelago of agencies, commissions, and bu-
reaus sprang up overnight to take the place of the anti-organic, contra-evolutionary
influences of the family. The home could no longer be seen as an island, separate
and sovereign from the rest of society. John Dewey helped create kindergartens in
America for precisely this purpose - to shape the apples before they fell from the
trees - while at the other end of the educational process stood reformers like Wilson,
who summarized the progressive attitude perfectly when, as president of Princeton,
he told an audience, "Our problem is not merely to help the students to adjust them-
selves to world life ... [but] to make them as unlike their fathers as we can."

The progressivist movement, then, started the educational process earlier, by adding kinder-
garten, and changed the purpose of universities from education to indoctrination. The goal in
all of this was to ensure that citizens didn’t not develop their own views, but rather accepted
whatever the regime imposed.

1.6.8 Progressivism’s European Roots (2011-11-26 17:45)

Progressivist policy makers, like President Woodrow Wilson, carefully studied their European
predecessors. Not all aspects of progressivist theory came from Europe. Some aspects were
American: Wilson’s racism, which he expressed in deterring African-Americans from applying
to universities, and which caused him to segregate the previously integrated departments of
the federal government, arose from the Democrat party in the United States, which had worked
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to enact "Jim Crow" laws, poll taxes, and literacy tests to keep Blacks from voting. But other
aspects of progressivism came from the other side of the Atlantic. As historian Jonah Goldberg
writes,

No European statesman looked larger in the minds and hearts of American progres-
sives than Otto von Bismarck.

Bismarck had learned the basic dynamic of progressivism, which is that the people must feel
that the state is the bestower of paternal benefits, so that they will tolerate the government’s
intrusion into their private, social, and family lives.

"Give the working-man the right to work as long as he is healthy; assure him care
when he is sick; assure him maintenance when he is old," he famously told

the civic leaders of his time; when ’the working-man’ thus sees himself in the womb of the state,
he will allow the state to regulate and tax, and will even serve the state to his own destruction.
But that was Bismarck in Europe; in America, these same principles were at the base of the
progressivist movement, but took on a slightly different appearance.

WoodrowWilson wrote that Bismarck’s welfare state was an "admirable system .. the
most studied and most nearly perfected" in the world.

Wilson studied, and copied, Bismarck, and made no secret about it.

Wilson’s faith that society could be bent to the will of social planners was formed

by his study of Bismarck, but his target was not Bismarck’s Europe; Wilson wanted to shape
American society, and in order to do so, he would have to ignore the will of the voters. There
is no room in progressivism for John Locke’s concept of ’majority rule,’ but rather there is only
a vision of an elite, an aristocracy, populated by experts, whose status allows them to ignore
millions of ballots cast in free elections. This is Woodrow Wilson’s progressivism.

1.6.9 Progressivism: War is Opportunity (2011-11-26 21:13)

It may seem odd that self-styled ‘progressives’ are eager to see their nation engaged in war.
Isn’t that opposed to the very sense of humaneness which progressivism allegedly espouses?
Yet progressivists reliably seek war for their nations, and barring war, seek ‘themoral equivalent
of war’ - as in ‘war on poverty’ or ‘war on drugs’ or ‘war on disease,’ etc.
To explain this paradox, it must be remembered that the goal of progressivism is social engi-
neering - to take control over the individual’s life, and over the community’s life, and allow
an aristocracy of experts to shape society, utterly apart from the will of the individual, or the
expression of the majority of voters.
Thus we see President Woodrow Wilson, and his Democrat party, eager to push America into
World War One. The question isn’t whether or not it was the right thing to do; the question is
why they did it. War gives the government the excuse to exert more control over society than
would normally be tolerated: roused by a national cause, people submit to rationing, drafts,
curfews, and limits on the freedom of speech.
The progressives
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supported the war enthusiastically, even fanatically (the same goes for a great many
American Socialists). And even those who were ambivalent about the war in Europe
were giddy about what John Dewey called the “social possibilities of war.”

The war was valuable to progressives, not because they had any interest in finding justice for
Europe, nor because they even cared which side of the war America would back, but rather
because it would allow them to manipulate American society here at home, in the name of a
war in a distant land. Progressives

ridiculed self-described pacifists who couldn’t recognize the “immense impetus to
reorganization afforded by this war.”

Wilson explained that, although he was “an advocate of peace,” he saw that “there are some
splendid things that come to a nation through the discipline of war.” Dewey recognized that
the war would give an opportunity for the progressivists to force Americans

“to give up much of our economic freedom ... we shall have to lay by our good-
natured individualism and march in step.” If the war went well, it would constrain
“the individualistic tradition” and convince Americans of “the supremacy of public
need over private possessions.”

America’s entry intoWorldWar One, in 1917, wasmotivated by opportunism: the progressivists
in the Democrat party saw that, in the process of placing the nation onto a wartime footing,
they would have chances to engage in social engineering on a grand scale. They didn’t care
much about what was happening in Europe, or why; they knew that a war was a crisis, and a
crisis is an opportunity for those who will exploit it.

1.7 December

1.7.1 The Worst Attack? (2011-12-11 15:33)

What was the worst attack on America? There are many potential answers to this question:
the British treatment of Boston during the American Revolution; the Japanese attack on Pearl
Harbor; terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001. Part of answering the question would be
defining the word ’worst’.
Perhaps the most devastating attack on the United States was the ratification of the sixteenth
amendment in 1913. The allowed the government, for the first time in the nation’s history,
to levy income taxes. After 137 years, the government was now able to directly confiscate
earnings of ordinary citizens.
Naturally, in order to be politically viable, the amendment had been introduced as something
which wouldn’t be used much or often, and which would only apply to a selected few of the
"ultra-wealthy": as a Yale alumnus noted:

The tax code that started in 1913 as fourteen pages now exceeds sixty-seven thou-
sand. An income tax that was promised to only apply to the wealthiest 1 percent in
1913 quickly grew to 5 % in 1939 and then, following World War II, to almost 75 %

38 ©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com



1.7. DECEMBER BlogBook

of all Americans. To soften the tax blow, the government did what it always does: it
reframed the argument. When "War on Terror" was considered to be too aggressive
it was changed to "overseas contingency operations," which is supposed to sound
much friendlier. The same idea applied to our tax agency. The "Bureau of Internal
Revenue" was renamed the "Internal Revenue Service" to, as the government puts
it, "stress the service aspect of its work."

In a little over a century, the nation had left the vision of John Locke, who wrote that the
government’s responsibility to protect the property rights of citizens was second only to the
government’s task of protecting the lives of its citizens, and the nation had been subjected to
a government which believed that its main mission was to confiscate the property of citizens
and use it, not according to the will of the citizens, but the will of the government.

1.7.2 Railroads Get Derailed? (2011-12-26 19:33)

The creation of a transcontinental railroad system in the mid-1800’s was a major engineering
feat. It would also change the nation, drawing remote sections into closer contact - both com-
mercially and culturally - with each other. The construction of this network was costly, and
where much money is, much politics will soon follow. Historian Thomas Woods writes:

The transcontinental railroads in the latter half of the nineteenth century were typi-
cally built with substantial infusions of federal, state, and local government aid. This
aid took two forms: loans and grants. The railroads sold the land to settlers for
cash. In the process, they also created a market for their services. Those who lived
near their railroad now had livelihoods that hinged on the railroad’s success, usually
because they needed it to ship their freight.

Although the intention was good, the government’s intervention into the funding of the con-
struction had unintended - and unfortunate - consequences. Government subsidies invariably
distort normal market forces. For example, instead of connecting the various towns along the
way in a straight line (the shortest distance between two points), construction companies paid
by the mile could receive more money by building zig-zag or curving routes. Cengage’s history
textbook notes that

the Pacific Railroad Act granted land and loans to railroad companies to spur building
a transcontinental railroad from Omaha to Sacramento. Under these laws, the U.S.
government ultimately granted

huge amounts of land, and dollars paid by hard-working honest tax-paying citizens. Starting
in 1862, millions of acres, and lots of money, was handed out - sometimes in return for bribes,
sometimes as a response to political pressure, and usually with little rhyme or reason.
But “despite waste, corruption, and exploitation,” something good ultimately, unwittingly, and
unintentionally came of the federal fiasco: despite the fact that this money produced largely
no direct results - the federally subsidized railroads performed worse than the others, and
often went bankrupt - large amounts of land and cash were transferred out of the hands of
the government (where these assets produced nothing useful) and into the hands of ordinary
citizens for private ownership (where the land could be agriculturally useful, and where assets
generally benefit communities).
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In the end, the nation’s successful transcontinental railroads were either those built and fi-
nanced with no government intervention and funding, or they were those which, built with
government subsidies, had gone bankrupt, and were “turned around” after private owners
rescued them from bankruptcy court.

1.7.3 A Tale of Two Railroads (2011-12-27 10:49)

The history of American railroads often highlights the first transcontinental system - the joining
of the Union Pacific and the Central Pacific in 1869 in Utah. This achievement was marred by
the corruption and waste brought into the enterprise by the government. Subsidies, grants,
and loans - even if well intended - distorted market forces and offered temptation to those
inclined toward bribery and dishonesty. Sadly, the line was so poorly built - federal incentives
encouraged quick building, but not careful building - that sections of it were immediately closed
and had to be re-assembled. Because of these, and other, outrageous costs, the line went
bankrupt.
Learning from these mistakes, James J. Hill decided to build another transcontinental network,
the Great Northern Railroad. He refused to take any federal subsidies, loans, or grants, and
in so doing, ensured a well-constructed railroad which would be financially sustainable and
relatively free from corruption. Hill had been born into a family that was not wealthy, and he
understood the business principles of working one’s way up from the bottom. Historian Thomas
Woods describes Hill’s enterprise:

Many people have supposed that the railroads could never have been built without
government largesse. But this is untrue. For one thing, the entire English railway
system was built with private funds. Second, the history of the Great Northern Rail-
road provides an outstanding example of a businessman who prospered without any
government help: railroad magnate James J. Hill.

Government help is not what it seems: it is not help. The government’s attempt to “help” the
first transcontinental system actually destroyed it. Even when the government has the best
of intentions, its intervention into productive activity contaminates it with non-market forces.
Sometimes, too, the government doesn’t have the best of intentions, when corrupt individuals
inside the government can personally profit from government spending schemes. James J. Hill
understood this:

Hill was the entrepreneurial genius behind the Great Northern, which stretched from
St. Paul to Seattle - the samemarket in which Henry Villard, equipped with the help of
the federal government, would fail with his Northern Pacific Railroad. Hill, who came
from a very modest background, eventually joined a group of friends in purchasing
the bankrupt line.

Villard’s Northern Pacific Railroad was another example of how to do everything wrong: he
accepted subsidies, loans, and grants from the government. The line quickly went bankrupt.
Because of the financial distortions it caused, it brought other businesses down with it. This
is a type of ripple effect when non-market forces are introduced into the economy. Cengage’s
history textbook explains:

Jay Cooke’s banking firm, fresh from its triumphant marketing of Union war bonds,
took over the Northern Pacific in 1869. Cooke pyramided every conceivable kind
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of equity and loan financing to raise money to begin laying rails west from Duluth,
Minnesota. Other investment firms did the same as a fever of speculative financing
gripped the country. In September 1873, the pyramid of paper collapsed. Cooke’s
firm was the first to go bankrupt. Like dominoes, thousands of banks and businesses
also collapsed. Unemployment rose to 14 percent, and hard times set in.

Under the leadership of Jay Cooke, the Northern Pacific not only was contaminated by interven-
tion from the U.S. government, but its market dynamics were also distorted by the Canadian
government. (The only thing worse than one government trying to help is two governments
trying to help you.) After the Great Northern Railroad when bankrupt under Cooke’s leadership
in 1873, is was purchased and resuscitated by Henry Villard, who sadly repeated Cooke’s mis-
takes, seeking help from the government in the form of subsidies, loans, and grants. Villard
took the company into bankruptcy again in 1893. Finally, James J. Hill led a group of investors
who bought the company and ran it successfully by avoiding any help from the government.
Thomas Woods tells us that

Hill prospered. When most of the transcontinentals went bankrupt in the economic
downturn of 1893, Hill both reduced his rates and turned a sizable profit. He went on
to build steamships to carry American products to markets in Asia. It was a tremen-
dous success at first, until it ran into the stupidity and destructiveness of the Hepburn
Act of 1906, which regulated rail rates and gave teeth to the Interstate Commerce
Commission.

Hill’s strategy was so successful that he caused large exports to Asia, creating momentum for
the American economy. Finally, Congress intervened, giving regulatory power to the Interstate
Commerce Commission, which successfully supported the Asian economies, causing large im-
ports from Asia. Market regulation had the power to weaken the American economy and create
a trade imbalance - our reliance on imports from Asia - a problem we still have.
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2.1 January

2.1.1 Women Advanced Despite Progressivism (2012-01-03 16:33)

The progressivist views which flourished in certain circles around the turn of the century, and
which were embodied in Woodrow Wilson, claim as their fruit the advent of women’s suffrage,
and the entry of women into full participation in the governing process. In short, the progres-
sivist movement would have all women thank it, and consider themselves indebted to it, as it
claims to have given them full civil rights.

But how true is this claim?

While it must be acknowledged that the first woman elected to congress, Jeannette Rankin,
embraced progressivist policies, it must be pointed out that she ran for office with the sponsor-
ship of the Republican party, and was elected by the voters of Montana in November 1916, a
state not normally associated with the progressivist movement.

Beyond this, however, we note that the first five women elected to congress were Republicans,
during an era in which that party was moving further away from progressivism. Eight of the
first ten women elected to the House of Representatives were Republicans. During these years,
the 1920’s and 1930’s, the party was moving away from the progressivism with which it had
flirted during the years of Teddy Roosevelt. Yet it is during these years that it, and not the other
party, moved women decisively into participation in government.

Even a progressive like Jeannette Rankin was nudged into active participation through her
acquaintance with Jane Addams, who represented within progressivism a strand of that move-
ment which sought to take action in the private sector - charities which were not funded by
taxpayer dollars, but rather by donations - and a strand which was fueled by religious thought
rather than political fervor.

The emergence of women into government is more accurately symbolized by Alice Mary Robert-
son, elected in 1921 from Oklahoma to the House of Representatives. She was not only the
second woman, after Rankin, to be elected to Congress, but was also the first woman to preside
over the House of Representatives.

"I came to Congress to represent my district," Alice Mary Robertson declared, "not women."
Distancing herself from progressivist agendas, she took a common-sense view to legislation.
Arguing against progressivist programs for pregnant women, she saw through the apparently
benign benefits of offering instructions on parenting, and perceived instead "an autocratic,
undefined, practically uncontrolled yet Federally authorized center of propaganda." She under-
stood the dangers of a government telling parents how they should care for their children.

Congresswoman Alice Mary Robertson, and the women elected to Congress after her, had
little use for progressivist ideas, and instead worked to secure individual liberty and personal
freedom. Progressivist goals were certainly noble, but also were certainly better served by
private sector funding and non-governmental organizations.
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2.1.2 Agriculture Fueled America’s Growth (2012-01-12 13:20)

The importance of agriculture during the first century of the United States can hardly be over-
stated. During that time, the majority of the nation’s population lived and worked on farms.
Feeding the country was the first necessary step to any greater achievement. Those who came
to America - the German farmers whose abundant produce fed millions - laid the foundation
for greatness. Historian Thomas Sowell writes:

However they came to America, and whatever their vicissitudes en route or after
arriving, the early German settlers quickly established a reputation for hard work,
thoroughness, and thriftiness. German farmers cleared frontier landmore thoroughly
than others and made it more productive. They often began by living in sod houses,
then log cabins, then finally stone farmhouses. Their farm animals were not allowed
to roam free but were also housed, in huge barns like those of their homeland.

The German farmers worked with attention to detail, neatness, and logical arrangements of
their land and animals. Farming to maximize productivity and the land’s yield was no casual
or haphazard work. The sloppy image of farmers as "hillbillies" and ignorant rural bumpkins
had perhaps some basis in the subsistence farming of Appalachia, but the breadbasket states
productively supplying grain and meat to the continent were organized around an amazingly
efficient and scientific pattern of agriculture.

2.1.3 Benjamin Rush (2012-01-13 13:14)

Among the brilliant group of individuals called our ’Founding Fathers’ is Benjamin Rush, from
the city of Philadelphia. He signed the Declaration of Independence. He was a physician; he
developed and sold medicine. In the field of psychology, he articulated one of the first clear
theories of addiction, and noted that if mental patients in hospitals had meaningful tasks, they
were more likely to recover. He worked against the British notion that mental patients should
be kept in dungeons, and placed them in more cheerful types of hospital settings. He published
the first American textbook on chemistry, and one on psychology.
Because of his deep Christian faith, he was strongly opposed to slavery. In addition to support-
ing the Pennsylvania Abolition Society, he helped to create the African Methodist Episcopal
Church in 1816. He encouraged people to read the Bible at home and study it in school; he
believed that regular reading of the Scripture would advance the abolitionist cause.
He spent almost his entire life in and near the city of Philadelphia. Familiar with the countryside
in southeastern Pennsylvania, he wrote:

A German farmmay be distinguished from the farms of the other citizens of the state,
by the superior size of their barns, the plain but compact form of their houses, the
height of their inclosures, the extent of their orchards, the fertility of their fields, the
luxuriance of their meadows, and a general appearance of plenty and neatness in
everything that belonged to them.

The high efficiency and productivity of the German farmers in Pennsylvania impressed Ben-
jamin Rush. As a scientist, he valued the high yields they got from their land. Although his own
heritage was largely English, he learned to appreciate the skills of the German farmers, and
soon realized that they were necessary to keeping Pennsylvania economically strong.
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2.1.4 Technology in the New World (2012-01-13 13:27)

Although we are inclined to think of iPhones, iPods, and laptops when we hear the word ’tech-
nology’, working with iron and copper, using a printing press, making gun powder, or knowing
how to turn wood into paper are equally important skills, and were central to the decades just
before and after the United States declared its independence. Thomas Sowell writes:

Most of the early German immigrants had none of the highly developed scientific,
technical, or intellectual skills associated with German achievements in the vanguard
of Western civilization. What they did have were the discipline, thoroughness, and
perseverance that made such achievements possible. They were renowned as "the
nation’s best dirt farmers." The highly successful German farmers were paralleled
by the achievements by German skilled craftsmen in colonial America. Glassmaking
was - and is - a skill associated with German Americans. The first papermill was also
set up by a German. The first Bible published in America was printed by a German,
in the German language.

The papermill was built in 1690 by William Rittenhouse, who had changed his named from Wil-
helm Rittenhaus when he came to America. The German families who settled in Pennsylvania
explained to their neighbors that they were ’Deutsch’ - the German word for ’German’. But the
local population misunderstood, and began to call them ’Dutch’ - hence the phrase, still used
today: "Pennsylvania Dutch".

The Pennsylvania Dutch were very un-German in two important respects: they were
pacifists and distrusters of government. As Palatines, they were descendants of peo-
ple from a province that had suffered especially severe and repeated devastations
by contending armies during the Thirty Years’ War. They were also refugees from
autocratic tyranny and religious persecutions. Moreover, the religious freedom of
Pennsylvania - rare even in America at that time - had disproportionate attraction
to pious and pacific religious sects. Germans of that era took little or no interest in
government or politics.

The Germans in Pennsylvania contributed to several key ingredients in America’s political de-
velopment: they distrusted governments, they strongly preferred peace to war, and they saw
a connection between freedom of religion and faith’s ability to empower people.

2.1.5 Settling the New World (2012-01-18 14:28)

As the colonies that would later become the United States grew, thousands of immigrants
came, not only from Germany, but from Austria and Switzerland as well. The term ’Pennsyl-
vania Dutch’ was used then, and is still used today, to describe many of them. When asked
which language they spoke, they replied by saying Deutsch, but this was misunderstood by
some to be "Dutch" - the term lives on today, as do the misunderstandings. The actual Dutch
settled mainly in the region around what is now New York City, not Pennsylvania. These set-
tlers brought with them a diversity of beliefs, starting with the first arrivals in 1683: Lutherans,
Roman Catholics, Calvinists, Amish, and others. Thomas Sowell describes their settling in Penn-
sylvania:
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The early German settlers lived in self-isolation in farming communities made up of
people of a particular religious denomination. They were socially separate from the
larger society and internally separated by numerous religious divisions. The English
language and the culture of the British settlers had little influence within the areas
settled by Germans. They imported books from Germany and published newspapers
and preached sermons in German. With the passage of time, English slowly began to
creep in, often with German sentence structure, to produce a peculiar local dialect
known as Pennsylvania Dutch. The most isolated of these German settlers were -
and are - the Amish, who today still live in farm communities very much like those
of the early settlers. Pious religious people who dress in old-fashioned black clothes,
the Amish avoid modern ways, drive horse-drawn black carriages, and keep their
children out of public schools as a means of preserving their way of life.

Austrian, Swiss, and German immigrants soon outnumbered the English. Cengage’s history
book tell us that

Germany replaced England as the main source of voluntary immigrants.

Financing their trip to the America was not easy. Students of American history are familiar with
’indentured servants’, but a slightly different concept was widely used to pay for trips to the
New World:

Perhaps 70,000 of the free immigrants were Germans. Most of them arrived as fami-
lies, often as redemptioners, a new form of indentured service that was attractive to
married couples because it allowed them to find and bind themselves to their own
masters. Families could stay together. After redemptioners completed their service,
most of them streamed into the interior of Pennsylvania, where Germans outnum-
bered the original English and Welsh settlers by 1750. Other Germans moved to the
southern backcountry.

As the Germans tamed the Pennsylvanian countryside, they looked for other areas in which
they might be needed. Their reputation for excellence in agriculture made them welcome in
most colonies. These "Pennsylvania Dutch," who were really

Germans, pushed west into the mountains and up the river valleys into the interior
parts of Virginia and the Carolinas.

It was in this setting - the backcountry south and west of Philadelphia - that certain cultural
images arose. The German settlers encountered farmers from Ireland and Scotland who had
settled in and around the Appalachian Mountains, whose farming methods were less precise,
and whose social concepts less refined.

2.1.6 Coolidge Becomes President (2012-01-23 15:44)

On August 2, 1923, President Harding died while on a speaking tour in California. Vice-President
Coolidge was in Vermont visiting his family home, which had neither electricity nor a telephone,
when he received word by messenger of Harding’s death. Coolidge dressed, said a prayer,
and came downstairs to greet the reporters who had assembled. His father, a notary public,
administered the oath of office in the family’s parlor by the light of a kerosene lamp at 2:47 am
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on August 3, 1923; Coolidge then went back to bed. Coolidge returned to Washington the next
day, and was re-sworn by Justice Adolph A. Hoehling, Jr. of the Supreme Court of the District of
Columbia, as there was some confusion over whether a state notary public had the authority
to administer the presidential oath.
The nation did not know what to make of its new President; Coolidge had not stood out in the
Harding administration and many had expected him to be replaced on the ballot in 1924. He
appointed C. Bascom Slemp, a Virginia Congressman and experienced federal politician to work
jointly with Edward T. Clark, a Massachusetts Republican organizer whom he retained from his
vice presidential staff, as Secretaries to the President (a position equivalent to the modern
White House Chief of Staff). Although a few of Harding’s cabinet appointees were scandal-
tarred, Coolidge announced that he would not demand any of their resignations, believing that
since the people had elected Harding, he should carry on Harding’s presidency, at least until
the next election.

2.2 February

2.2.1 Crony Capitalism vs. Free-Market Capitalism (2012-02-14 21:25)

Is capitalism good or bad? Does it create prosperity for the average citizen or enslave them in
low-paying labor? The answer is not simple, because there are various types of capitalism.
In the history of the United States, we have seen two main sorts of capitalism in action. Free-
market capitalism, known by the phrase laissez-faire, calls for open competition between com-
panies, and for the government to refrain from regulating economic activity so that this com-
petition can be fair - "a level playing field."
The other form of capitalism in American history is called crony capitalism. In this system,
companies hope to enlist the government on their side in competition against other companies.
Large corporations lobby or otherwise influence legislators and regulators to write rules which
will hinder competitors; they also seek subsidies and other support from the government.
These two types of capitalism are directly opposed to each other. Not only are they opposed
in their methods - free markets vs. regulated markets - but they are opposed in their goals
and outcomes: the goal of crony capitalism is monopoly. One business hopes to use the gov-
ernment as a weapon against its competitors, and hopes to corner the market in its products.
Indeed, a true monopoly can only arise and exist when the government intervenes in the mar-
ket.
Free-market capitalism ensures that a monopoly cannot have a solid hold on the market. As
soon as one company seems situated to become a monopoly, there is a strong profit motive for
a competitor who believes that there is a way to undersell or outsell the would-be monopolist.
The result of free markets is efficiency. The result of crony capitalism is waste. This can be
seen clearly in the transcontinental railroads of the 1860’s. When the Union Pacific and the
Central Pacific enjoyed subsidies from the federal government and were thus shielded from
market forces, their construction quality was low and their waste massive.
By contrast, other railroad lines built without government support were built better, quicker,
and were operated more profitably.
It is very important to distinguish between these two types of capitalism.
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2.2.2 Breaking a Non-Monopoly (2012-02-17 12:26)

Rockefeller’s Standard Oil Company is often described as a “monopoly” which was “broken up”
by the Supreme Court under pressure from Teddy Roosevelt. It was never a true monopoly,
meaning that it never had 100 % of the market. It wasn’t broken up by the Supreme Court or
by Roosevelt; its market share had already fallen by the time the 1911 ruling was issued.
Standard Oil’s market share peaked at over 50 %. There are various ways to measure market
share: production, final retail sales, gallons pumped, etc. There is no doubt the that company
was huge, and its large market share allowed it to impact prices. But given the presence of
competitors, Standard Oil did not have complete control over the market.
When a company is as big as Standard Oil, two problems arise: there is a lot more room for
waste and inefficiency, which means that your competitors have a chance of underpricing you;
being the biggest, you are the primary target for all competitors. Both of these factors began
to take Standard Oil down, before the federal government took any action. Thomas Woods
writes:

the federal government moved to dissolve Standard Oil during Theodore Roosevelt’s
presidency. But by the time the federal government dissolved Standard Oil in 1911,
the company’s market share had already been reduced to 25 percent as a result of
normal market competition.

Different historians give different numbers regarding Standard Oil’s market share, but all agree
that its market share fell significantly, and long before the Supreme Court ruling began to
appear likely.

historian Gabriel Kolko notes that from 1899, Standard Oil had “entered a progressive
decline in its control over the oil industry, a decline accelerated, but certainly not
initiated, by the dissolution.” Standard’s decline, Kolko explains, was “primarily of its
own doing - the responsibility of its conservative management and lack of initiative.”

If a market is free enough - unfettered by regulation - it will keep itself in order, even to the
point of dismantling companies which threaten to approach monopoly status. By contrast,
only with the the help of government intervention and regulation can a company become a
true monopoly with 100 % market share.

2.2.3 The Moral Equivalent of War (2012-02-17 14:17)

It has always been difficult to have enough patience with our constitutional system. Visionary
leaders want to make sweeping changes immediately, but our system is deliberately designed
to slow everything down. Why? Moving slowly is a good way to safeguard our freedom. Those
who lack the necessary patience often look fondly at wartime situations. In the urgency of
war, big decisions are made conclusively by a leader and implemented swiftly. Progressives,
like Woodrow Wilson, wonder why we can’t bring that same decisiveness to other activities.
Because they see this military behavior as paradigmatic, they generate phrases like "the war
on poverty" or the "war on narcotics" as they try to generate that same authoritarian leadership
- a leadership which would run roughshod over constitutional processes, and over civil rights.
George Will writes that
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War, said James Madison, is "the true nurse of executive aggrandizement." Randolph
Bourne, the radical essayist killed by the influenza unleashed by World War I, warned,
"War is the health of the state."

Both sides agree - war inflates executive power. But is that a good thing? Progressives think
so. A strong executive can boldly re-engineer society. It doesn’t matter weather or not society
wants to be re-engineered, or if we have to trim personal liberty in the process: this is the
essence of progressivism.

The armed services’ ethos, although noble, is not a template for civilian society,
unless the aspiration is to extinguish politics. People marching in serried ranks, fused
into a solid mass by the heat of martial ardor, proceeding in lockstep, shoulder to
shoulder, obedient to orders from a commanding officer — this is a recurring dream
of progressives eager to dispense with tiresome persuasion and untidy dissension in
a free, tumultuous society.

While there may be a justification for unilateral executive power in the form of a military officer
commanding troops, there is no justification for it in a civilian government. It endangers the
very freedom which the government is supposed to protect.

Progressive presidents use martial language as a way of encouraging Americans to
confuse civilian politics with military exertions, thereby circumventing an impedi-
ment to progressive aspirations — the Constitution, and the patience it demands.
As a young professor, Woodrow Wilson had lamented that America’s political par-
ties “are like armies without officers.” The most theoretically inclined of progressive
politicians, Wilson was the first president to criticize America’s founding. This he did
thoroughly, rejecting the Madisonian system of checks and balances — the separa-
tion of powers, a crucial component of limited government — because it makes a
government that can not be wielded efficiently by a strong executive.

Woodrow Wilson, and other progressives, don’t want to wait for the legislative process, and
believe that their plans for society are so important, and so correct, that they can’t risk diluting
them with compromise.

Franklin Roosevelt agreed. He complained about "the three-horse team of the Ameri-
can system": "If one horse lies down in the traces or plunges off in another direction,
the field will not be plowed." And progressive plowing takes precedence over consti-
tutional equipoise among the three branches of government. Hence FDR’s attempt
to break the Supreme Court to his will by enlarging it.

Franklin Roosevelt learned from Woodrow Wilson. There could be no debate, and no compro-
mise, for his plans. But the mistake Roosevelt and Wilson made was in failing to see that
personal liberty is the core value of our constitutional system. Nothing justifies compromising
individual freedom. But FDR and Wilson believed that nothing, not even respect for freedom,
justified compromising their attempt to re-design societies or economies.

In his first inaugural address, FDR demanded "broad executive power to wage a war
against the emergency, as great as the power that would be given to me if we were in
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fact invaded by a foreign foe." He said Americans must "move as a trained and loyal
army" with "a unity of duty hitherto evoked only in time of armed strife." The next
day, addressing the American Legion, Roosevelt said it was "a mistake to assume
that the virtues of war differ essentially from the virtues of peace." In such a time,
dissent is disloyalty.

To the ears of someone who understands the American notion of liberty, Roosevelt’s words are
shocking. A carefully designed separation of powers was put into place to prevent suddenly
unilateral action: FDR would cheerfully brush it all aside and gather dictatorial power to himself.
In fact, the word ’dictator’ was seen as something rather good by the progressives: among
people like Woodrow Wilson in 1912 and FDR in 1932,

Yearnings for a command society were common and respectable then.

The media of that era echoed this desire for dictatorship:

Walter Lippmann, then America’s pre-eminent columnist, said: "A mild species of
dictatorship will help us over the roughest spots in the road ahead." The New York
Daily News, then the nation’s largest-circulation newspaper, cheerfully editorialized:
"A lot of us have been asking for a dictator. Now we have one. ... It is Roosevelt.
... Dictatorship in crises was ancient Rome’s best era." The New York Herald Tribune
titled an editorial "For Dictatorship if Necessary."

The demand for dictator-like powers

expresses progressivism’s impatience with our constitutional system of concurrent
majorities. To enact and execute federal laws under Madison’s institutional architec-
ture requires three, and sometimes more, such majorities. There must be majorities
in the House and Senate, each body having distinctive constituencies and electoral
rhythms. The law must be affirmed by the president, who has a distinctive electoral
base and election schedule. Supermajorities in both houses of Congress are required
to override presidential vetoes. And a Supreme Court majority is required to sustain
laws against constitutional challenges.

One route which progressives use when circumventing constitutional systems is the perception
that there is a current crisis requiring immediate action. Whether or not there is a crisis, the
perception will justify the executive grasping the powers which properly belong to the other
two branches of government so that he can deal decisively with the perceived danger. This
was famously summed up by Rahm Emanuel:

You never want a serious crisis to go to waste. And what I mean by that: it’s an
opportunity to do things that you think you could not do otherwise.

From the Roman Republic to twentieth century Europe to twenty-first century America, this has
been a political strategy - "this is a crisis - give me the power to rule absolutely so that I can get
things back in order." Narratives beginning with phrases like these rarely have happy endings.
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2.2.4 Coolidge: Loved and Hated (2012-02-24 18:14)

Many older U.S. History textbooks still look at the presidency of Calvin Cooldge (1923 - 1929)
unfavorably. This outdated view of one of America’s greatest leaders is a hangover from the
radicalism of the 1960’s, when many leaders were denigrated simply because they were lead-
ers. Contemporary historians take a more nuanced view of Coolidge. Ann Coulter writes that

Coolidge cut taxes, didn’t get the country in any wars, cut the national debt almost
in half, and presided over a calm, scandal-free administration, a period of peace,
17.5 percent growth in the gross national product, low inflation (.4 percent) and low
unemployment (3.6 percent).

But let Coolidge speak for himself. On August 11, 1924, he gave a speech, in which he analyzed
what would be necessary for the nation to make the kind of progress which would benefit all
Americans at all income levels. He said:

This country needs every ounce of its energy to restore itself. The costs of govern-
ment are all assessed upon the people. This means that the farmer is doomed to
provide a certain amount of money out of the sale of his produce, no matter how
low the price, to pay his taxes. The manufacturer, the professional man, the clerk,
must do the same from their income. The wage earner, often at a higher rate when
compared to his earning, makes his contribution, perhaps not directly but indirectly,
in the advanced cost of everything he buys.

Coolidge saw that government was a burden upon people, and that taxation would slow the
nation’s ability to foster its own growth. To create prosperity for the ordinary person, govern-
ment should get out of the way, lower taxes, and curtail its activities. Such a policy allows the
economy to grow at maximum pace. The president continued:

The expenses of government reach everybody. Taxes take from everyone a part of his
earnings and force everyone to work for a certain part of his time for the government.

President Coolidge saw that we cannot tax only a part of the population. It is an illusion to
think that we can "tax the rich" or "tax the north" or "tax the south" or "tax young" or "tax the
old" - a tax on anyone will result in a burden for everyone. If one person pays taxes, that is
money taken out of the productive economy, and the ripple effect goes through all sectors of
the nation.

When we come to realize that the yearly expenses of the governments of this coun-
try - the stupendous sum of about 7 billion, 500 million dollars — we get 700 million
dollars — is needed by the national government, and the remainder by local gov-
ernments. Such a sum is difficult to comprehend. It represents all the pay of five
million wage earners receiving five dollars a day, working 300 days in the year. If
the government should add 100 million dollars of expense, it would represent four
days more work of these wage earners. These are some of the reasons why I want
to cut down public expense.
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Government expenses in Coolidge’s day were small compared to later years, but in either case,
the government repented a huge drag on the any productive worker. The amount of time - for
money is time - consumed by the government, when measured in the labor of ordinary people,
is breathtaking. Millions of working women and men are denied the wages which are rightfully
theirs, because the taxes confiscate them. Coolidge’s economic insights made him a excellent
leader. What was a minor fluctuation in the economy became the Great Depression because
later leaders did not follow Coolidge’s example.

2.2.5 Native American Citizenship (2012-02-26 13:57)

The original residents of North America, after suffering losses in property and rights, gained
back those lands and freedoms in a series of legislative steps. Among the several measures
taken, the Dawes Act (with its later emendations) and the Indian Citizenship Act of 1924 stand
out.
The Dawes Act was written by a Republican senator, Henry L. Dawes. Because the Republicans
had the majority in the Senate at the time, he was able to get his legislation approved in 1887.
The basic intention of the Republican Party in passing this bill was to ensure that Native Amer-
icans ("Indians") had permanent legal ownership of their land. The Dawes Act was amended
by subsequent pieces of legislation over the next two decades.
The 1887 legislation hadmixed results. One the one hand, it clearly established legal ownership
for Indians. On the other hand, it created a tangled of regulations regarding who had legal
jurisdiction over that land, and weakened the role of tribal governments.
Further progress was made with the Indian Citizenship Act of 1924. With both the House of
Representatives and the Senate featuring Republican majorities, and with Republican President
Calvin Coolidge in the White House, it was finally possible to grant full citizenship to Native
Americans.

2.3 March

2.3.1 The Mind of an Assassin (2012-03-03 13:52)

Who was the man who killed President William McKinley? Born in Alpena, Michigan, he also
spent part of his childhood in Detroit, and on a family farm in or near Warrensville, Ohio. His
family’s heritage was from eastern Europe; they were Roman Catholics and generally voted
Republican. Leon abandoned his family’s traditions, and began embracing socialism and anar-
chism, after finding himself lacking in social skills and generally treated as an outcast by other
young people. He spent huge amounts of time in his family’s attic, reading radical books.
His life’s trajectory moved ever further away from things normal and healthy. As Ann Coulter
explains,

Leon Czolgosz, who killed President William McKinley in 1901, was a socialist and an-
archist (okay, that’s redundant) who was captivated upon hearing a speech by radical
socialist Emma Goldman the year he shot McKinley. If memory serves, Goldman’s
inspirational speech had something to do with "hope" and change."
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Coulter’s quirky humor in recounting this bit of history reveals the ironic patterns: despite
potential conflicts between socialism and anarchism, radicals like Goldman and Czolgosz con-
tinually worked at formulating the perfect blend of the two. Violence thoroughly permeated
this movement: Goldman and her boyfriend, Alexander Berkman, attempted to murder Henry
Clay Frick in 1892, who was not even a government official, but merely a businessman. They
planned this murder as an act of terrorism - many anarchists of the era organized random acts
of violence to keep the public in a state of anxiety. Frick survived the attempt, and Goldman’s
boyfriend went to jail.
The attempted murder of Frick, along with a pattern of similar anarchist bombings and assassi-
nations around the world - the King of Italy had beenmurdered in 1900 - inspired Leon Czolgosz,
a misfit and a malcontent.

2.3.2 Roosevelt’s New Deal (2012-03-10 15:08)

History books usually use the phrase ’New Deal’ to refer to a bundle of legislation and pro-
grams initiated by FDR during his first term, between 1933 and 1936. The New Deal can be
subdivided into a First New Deal and a Second New Deal. The many different organizations
and government offices created by the New Deal were a bewildering maze of abbreviations
and acronyms, and possibly gave rise to the term "alphabet soup" as people attempted to
understand them.
The Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC), which was closely linked to the Soil Conservation Ser-
vice (SCS), and provided unskilled manual labor opportunities, primarily for young men, and
primarily in rural settings. These projects were linked to the preservation of natural resources,
e.g., planting trees as windbreaks to reduce soil erosion. The National Youth Administration
(NYA) was an urban counterpart to the CCC and offered jobs in the cities, but the NYA also
offered jobs to girls as well as boys. Historian Jonah Goldberg notes that the CCC was operated
like the army:

Perhaps no program better represented the new governmental martial outlook than
the Civil Conservation Corps, or CCC. Arguably the most popular program of the
New Deal, the CCC mobilized some 2.5 million young men into what could only be
called paramilitary training. CCCers mostly worked as a "forestry army," clearing
dead wood and the like. Enlistees met at army recruiting stations; wore World War
I uniforms; were transported around the country by troop trains; answered to army
sergeants; were required to stand at attention, march in formation, employ military
lingo - including the duty of calling officers "sir" - read a CCC newspaper modeled on
Stars and Stripes, went to bed in army tents listening to taps; and woke to reveille.

More jobs were created, for men as well as boys, by the Works Progress Administration (WPA),
the Public Works Administration (PWA), the Federal Emergency Relief Administration (FERA),
and the Civil Works Administration (CWA). The WPA was the largest of the New Deal programs;
it created jobs by constructing public buildings and utilities; its focus was on smaller projects
and unskilled workers. TheWPA was a "grownup" version of the NYA. The PWAworked on bigger
projects - dams and bridges - and did not hire workers directly, but rather gave contracts to
construction companies who then created jobs. The CWA’s task was to create a short burst
of employment in order to get men back to work; their main projects were pipelines, schools,
roads, playgrounds, and airports. FERA was the "mother agency" which created the others, but
did some direct work itself. Confusingly, these agencies did not all start or end at the same
©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com 53



BlogBook 2.3. MARCH

time, sometimes changed their names, gave birth to other programs, absorbed other programs,
replaced other programs, and eventually went out of existence. Not only was the public faced
with the dizzying "alphabet soup" of acronyms, but they were all constantly changing. In any
case, these programs also invigorated the arms industry:

The Public Works Administration paid for the aircraft carriers Yorktown and Enterprise
as well as four cruisers, many smaller warships, and over one hundred army planes
parked at fifty military airports. Perhaps one reason so many people believed the
New Deal ended the Depression is that the New Deal’s segue into a full-blown war
economy was so seamless.

The Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) was designed to create jobs by building a system of
hydroelectric dams, electrical power generating plants, and a long-distance high-voltage power
grid to bring electricity to much of the rural south. Operating as it did with federal subsidies,
it was able to offer the service at a relatively low price, which put downward price pressure on
the private utility providers in the region. Like the CCC, it had a military tone:

Almost every program of the early New Deal was rooted in the politics of war, the
economics of war, or the aesthetics of war coming out of World War I. The Tennessee
Valley Authority, or TVA, the signature public works project of the New Deal, had its
roots in a World War I power project. (As FDR explained when he formally asked
Congress to create the thing, “This power development of war days leads logically
to national planning.”) The Supreme Court defended the constitutionality of the TVA
in part by citing the president’s war powers.

The Agricultural Adjustment Administration (AAA) was most famous for paying farmers not to
grow crops, but had other activities as well. The AAA slaughtered six million pigs, which were
not butchered for sale, but simply buried. It also directed that ripe crops in the field, ready for
harvest, were either burned, plowed under, or left to rot. All of these actions were aimed at
reducing the food supply so that farmers could get better prices for the crops they sold. Para-
doxically, the AAA was shrinking supply to raise prices, while the TVA was dumping subsidized
supply into the market to lower prices. More than half of the AAA’s programs were eventually
ruled unconstitutional by the Supreme Court, because it placed fees and taxes on the compa-
nies who processed agricultural products, and used that revenue to subsidize farmers, which
violated principles of fair commerce.

Because one of the central goals of the early New Deal was to create artificial scarcity
in order to drive prices up, the Agricultural Adjustment Administration ordered that
six million pigs be slaughtered. Bountiful crops were left to rot. Many white farmers
were paid not to work their land (which meant that many black tenant farmers went
hungry). All of these policies were enforced by a militarized government.

The Social Security Administration (SSA) was created during the New Deal, and is still with us
today as one of the more significant government programs. Created to address the needs of
those who were too old to work, or physically unable to continue working, it was not meant to
finance the semi-recreational concept of retirement which developed in later decades.
The Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC), which followed on the heals of the Emer-
gency Banking Act (EBA) and the Economy Act (EA), attempted to restore stability and confi-
dence in the financial system by assuring ordinary depositors that their savings were safe.
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The National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) was formed to strengthen organized labor by rec-
ognizing the right of unions to have "closed shops" - all workers in factory must join the union
if a majority of the workers votes for it - and by forcing management to negotiate with union
bargaining teams (management is required to recognize the union as the legitimate bargaining
representative, and is required to bargain). Understandably, union leaders were enthusiastic
about Roosevelt’s New Deal, and about Hugh Johnson, appointed by Roosevelt to operate some
New Deal programs:

The President’s NRA Day Parade boasted fifty thousand garment workers, thirty thou-
sand city laborers, seventeen thousand retail workers, six thousand brewery hands,
and a Radio City Music Hall troupe. Nearly a quarter-millionmen and womenmarched
for ten hours past an audience of well over a million people, with forty-nine military
planes flying overhead. Because of events like this, writes Arthur Schlesinger Jr.,
Johnson and Roosevelt achieved their goal of "transforming a government agency
into a religious experience." A member of the British Independent Labour Party was
horrified by such pageantry, saying it made him feel like he was in Nazi Germany.

Perhaps the programwhichmost symbolizes the spirit of Roosevelt’s NewDeal was the National
Recovery Administration (NRA). The NRA attempted to micro-manage the American economy
by writing thousands of regulations for nearly every aspect of business and industry. The
response from the public was negative, and the Supreme Court eventually rejected much of
the NRA’s activity as unconstitutional. Roosevelt was forced to re-think his strategy, and the
NRA’s failure gave way to the ’Second New Deal’ which attempted to be less invasive. The
Supreme Court’s nullification of the NRAwas based on the famous "sick chicken" case (if poultry
was raised, butchered, and sold inside one state, then the state, not the federal government,
has jurisdiction for questions of safety and sanitary conditions). By the time the NRA was
overturned by the Supreme Court, it had lost much of its popularity, but in its early days, it had
been promoted by the media and the government:

Not surprisingly, victims of the Blue Eagle received little sympathy in the press and
even less quarter from the government. Perhaps the most famous case was Jacob
Maged, the forty-nine-year-old immigrant dry cleaner who spent three months in jail
in 1934 for charging thirty-five cents to press a suit, when the NRA had insisted that
all loyal Americans must charge at least forty cents.

For promotional purposes, the NRA had adopted as its symbol a blue eagle. This imagery
continued the military tone of other New Deal programs:

It’s difficult to exaggerate the propagandistic importance FDR invested in the Blue Ea-
gle. "In war, in the gloom of night attack, soldiers wear a bright badge on their shoul-
ders to be sure their comrades do not fire on comrades," the president explained.
"On that principle those who cooperate in this program must know each other at a
glance."

In response to the Supreme Court’s nullification of the NRA and AAA, Roosevelt proposed his
"court packing" scheme in 1937, to add judges to the Supreme Court - implicitly meant were
judges friendly to Roosevelt’s programs. The "court packing" plan was rejected inasmuch as it
conflicted with the constitutional concepts of separation of powers.
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The Fair Employment Practices Commission (FEPC) was created by Roosevelt’s executive order
8802, and represented a step forward for the civil rights of African-Americans. Arising as it did
in 1941, it is generally considered to be too late to be part of the New Deal, and is instead
considered to be part of the arms build-up which allowed America to survive the Japanese
attack.
We have reviewed here only a representative of the many New Deal programs. Other initia-
tives included the Reconstruction Finance Corporation (RFC), Homeowners Loan Corporation
(HOLC), the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC), Federal Crop Insurance Corporation
(FCIC), Rural Electrification Administration (REA), Resettlement Administration (RA), Farm Se-
curity Administration (FSA), and the Indian Reorganization Act (IRA). Many of these agencies
had overlapping jurisdictions, and others supervised each other, compounding the confusion.
In sum, the New Deal presented staggering number of agencies and programs, which continu-
ally morphed, gave birth to each other, and replaced each other. It was difficult to keep track
of them. Eventually, the Supreme Court reminded Roosevelt that there were constitutional
limits on his power. The net effect of the New Deal, by increasing taxes and public debt, was
to prolong the depression, and to turn a temporary depression into the Great Depression.

2.3.3 Money and Freedom (2012-03-19 07:01)

Not only in American history, but in the histories of all different parts of the world, there is
a curious connection between the freedom of speech and the right to use your own property
as you see fit. It might seem odd that this link between the expression of beliefs on the one
hand, and material objects on the other hand, is so pervasive in the human experience. But
as unlikely as this bond between immaterial ideas and physical possession may appear, the
modern world is based, as Mark Levin writes, on the intellectual heritage of philosophers and
scholars, whose work coalesced into our modern outlook, which

is a way of understanding life, society, and governance. The Founders were heav-
ily influenced by certain philosophers, among them Adam Smith (spontaneous or-
der), Charles Montesquieu (separation of powers), and especially John Locke (natural
rights); they were also influenced by their faiths, personal experiences, and knowl-
edge of history (including the rise and fall of the Roman Empire).

“Edmund Burke, who was both a British statesman and thinker, is often said to be the father of
modern” revolutionary theory: he was able to clearly express the distinction between the Amer-
ican Revolution and the French Revolution, and clearly and accurately predicted the trajectory
of the latter before it happened.

He was an early defender of the American Revolution and advocate of representa-
tive government. He wrote of the interconnection of liberty, free markets, religion,
tradition, and authority.

This bond between freedom of speech and economic freedom lies at the heart of the American
Revolution. The Founding Fathers - the Continental Congress, the authors of the Declaration of
the Independence, the Constitution, the Bill of Rights, and The Federalist Papers - believed

in the dignity of the individual; that we, as human beings, have a right to live, live
freely, and pursue that which motivates us not because some man or some govern-
ment says so, but because these are God-given natural rights.
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In this way, the more abstract freedoms are joined to the more concrete freedoms. Among
the abstract freedoms are freedom of speech, freedom of religion, freedom of assembly, and
freedom of belief; naturally, these can all be phrased differently - represented by different
words - but they all revolve around ideas and the communication of ideas. Among the concrete
freedoms we find freedom from “taxation without representation,” freedom from being forced
to yield property or its use (quartering British troops), and the freedom to buy and sell at
freely-agreed-to prices.
It is our task to remove the outdated circumstances which surrounded the ideas of the Founding
Fathers, and place those ideas, without corrupting them, into new circumstances. What are
the contemporary analogues of The Sugar Act of 1764, The Stamp Act of 1765, The Townshend
Acts of 1767, The Tea Act of 1773, The Coercive Act of 1774, and the Quebec Act of 1774? How
did these legislations harm us then, and which legislations harm us now in the same way?
When we can free society from government’s intrusion, we allow people to speak and act freely,
and the ordinary citizen

also recognizes in society a harmony of interests, as Adam Smith put it, and rules
of cooperation that have developed through generations of human experience and
collective reasoning that promote the betterment of the individual and society. This
is characterized as ordered liberty, the social contract, or civil society.

Thomas Paine eloquently distinguished between government and society, as John Locke had
done a generation earlier. Although not perfect, the equilibrium toward which a society moves,
when unencumbered by government intervention, is continuously self-correcting, and the best
achievable in this world.

2.4 April

2.4.1 Hamilton Revisited (2012-04-07 10:14)

Alexander Hamilton authored a number of those newspaper articles which we now call ’The
Federalist Papers’ - although many of them were originally published anonymously. Together
with James Madison and John Jay, they made the case for the new constitution then under
consideration in 1787 and 1788.
The papers address many different questions; one major issue was the relationship of the cen-
tral government to the individuals states. It was important to convince readers that the states
would retain much of their own authority, and not be made slaves to the federal government:

The administration of private justice between the citizens of the same State, the
supervision of agriculture and of other concerns of a similar nature, all those things, in
short, which are proper to be provided for by local legislation, can never be desirable
cares of a general jurisdiction. It is therefore improbable that there should exist a
disposition in the federal councils to usurp the powers with which they are connected;
because the attempt to exercise those powers would be as troublesome as it would
be nugatory; and the possession of them, for that reason, would contribute nothing
to the dignity, to the importance, or to the splendor of the national government.
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Sadly, at certain points in American history, the central government has done exactly that:
transgressed its proper boundaries, and meddled in the internal affairs of local government.
Such activity essentially overrides the free votes of local citizens, and oppresses them under
the dictates of a distant authority. Reflecting on Hamilton’s words, in 1960, Senator Barry
Goldwater wrote:

Hamilton was wrong in his prediction as to what men would do, but quite right in
foreseeing the consequences of their foolhardiness. Federal intervention in agricul-
ture has, indeed, proved "troublesome." Disregard of the Constitution in this field has
brought about the inevitable loss of personal freedom; and it has created economic
chaos. Unmanageable surpluses, an immense tax burden, high consumer prices,
vexatious controls - I doubt if the folly of ignoring the principle of limited government
has ever been more convincingly demonstrated.

There is no doubt that the United States, like any other nation, needs diligent and skillful farm-
ers. They and their farmland are essential to the nation’s survival and health. But it is possible
to have a surplus of farmers.

Doing something about it means - and there can be no equivocation here - prompt
and final termination of the farm-subsidy program. The only way to persuade farmers
to enter other fields of endeavor is to stop paying inefficient farmers for produce that
cannot be sold at free-market prices.

Agriculture is perhaps one of the clearest cases for both free markets and local control. When
centralized governments, instead of local ones, attempt to regulate or manage agriculture,
the result is invariably bad, as we see not only in the history of the United States, but also, for
example, in the Soviet Union. When markets are regulated, farms produce either too much, or
too little, or inefficiently, or produce the wrong crop altogether.

2.4.2 Saving Tombstone (2012-04-19 16:07)

The "Wild West" earned its name - a shortage of women, children, and old people set up a
social dynamic which could only lead to trouble. Add in a shortage of law enforcement officers,
and a plethora of opportunities to steal cattle, gold, and silver - the west needed to be tamed.
The men who did it earned their places in American memory as heroes.
Among those who made the west safe for settlers, and who stopped the rampant criminal
behavior, were Wyatt Earp, his brothers, and his friends. Historian William Weir writes:

Say "O.K. Corral" and the same picture pops into the minds of millions of people. It’s
a cold, blustery day in the high desert town of Tombstone, Arizona. Three tall, broad-
shouldered men who long frock coats do not hide their holstered six-guns slowly walk
down the dusty street. With them is a skinny man with a shotgun. Waiting for them
are four grubby men in cowboy outfits. They, too, have holstered six-guns.

Images, however, do not always make for accurate history. At least four major motion pictures
and a TV series have been made about Wyatt Earp in Tombstone. None of them are totally
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accurate, and some of them have bent the story so far from the actual facts that they count
as fiction.
Accurate history doesn’t alwaysmake for goodmovies. The gunfight at the O.K. Corral lasted, in
fact, only thirty seconds. It’s difficult to make a movie about an event that short, so Hollywood
has stretch the fight out to ten or twenty minutes in most movies, and changed the outcome.
In real life, Old Man Clanton was not at the gunfight, having died previously. One movie version
adds Johnny "Ringo" Ireland to the gunfight - but in actuality, he wasn’t there.
But an accurate history of Wyatt Earp’s activities is still fascinating, and justifies his status as
an important figure in civilizing the west.:

The head of the frock-coated crew, U.S. Marshall Wyatt Earp, leading his brothers,
Virgil and Morgan, and their friend, Doc Holliday, tells the cowboys to throw up their
hands. Instead, the cowboys draw their guns, and both sides begin shooting. When
the smoke clears, the evil Clanton-McLaury Gang, which had been terrorizing Tomb-
stone, is kaput, and the lawmen led by Wyatt Earp have established law and order.

The build-up had been a series of incidents, involved the stealing of horses or ponies from the
army and the robbery of a stage coach. But the Hollywood image needs more correction:

In reality, Wyatt Earp was wearing a mackinaw instead of a frock coat, he carried his
revolver in a coat pocket instead of a holster.

A ’mackinaw’ is "a short coat or jacket made of a thick, heavy woolen cloth, typically with a
plaid design," according to one dictionary. They are usually red and black, and often worn for
hunting.

Wyatt Earp was once a city policeman in Wichita, Kansas, from April 1875, until ...
a year later. Later, he became number two man in the four-man police force of
Dodge City, Kansas. At the time of the gunfight of the O.K. Corral, he was merely
a citizen deputized temporarily by his brother Virgil, Tombstone’s city marshal, and
the nominal leader of his group.

Wyatt Earp had wanted to leave law enforcement entirely, but conditions in Tombstone were
so bad that his brother gave him the temporary status as long as needed. Record-keeping in
those times and places was often spotty, so some gaps in Earp’s career exist.

2.4.3 FDR Unaware of Danger (2012-04-20 13:13)

The end of WWII and beginning of the Cold War are not clearly defined. It became clear to
American military intelligence during the war that the Soviet Union could not be trusted. While
Stalin was making promises, he was already planning to break them. As Stalin was signing
various treaties and documents, he was already planning to violate them. Worse, decrypted
KGB communications revealed a network of Soviet intelligences agents planted - as "moles" -
inside the U.S. government.
Communist spies working for Stalin held positions which allowed them access to confidential
information, and positions which gave them some measure of influence in decision-making.
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American army intelligence, however, kept much of this secret. To communicate it to upper-
level members of FDR’s administration would be to risk further security leaks: the KGB would
discover that the Americans had broken their codes.
Eventually, non-military branches of the government learned independently of the security
breaches. Whittaker Chambers, a former Soviet agent, revealed information about the spy
network to a member of FDR’s administration. Historian Ann Coulter writes:

A friend of Chambers had arranged a private audience with President Roosevelt’s as-
sistant secretary of state, Adolf Berle. After dinner at Berle’s home, Chambers spent
several hours detailing the Communist espionage network of which he had been a
part. He gave Berle the names of at least two dozen Soviet spies, working for the Roo-
sevelt administration. Among them was Alger Hiss, a top State Department official,
as well as his brother Donald Hiss. Berle urgently reported to President Roosevelt
what Chambers had said, including the warning about Hiss. The president laughed.

Roosevelt either didn’t believe that the Soviets could do this, or he felt that any Communist
infiltration was slight and benign and not worth worrying. Perhaps he thought Stalin wouldn’t
do it. Historians have long debated the extent to which Stalin was able to deceive Roosevelt.
FDR was certainly aware that Stalin was deceptive, but was Roosevelt aware of the full extent
of Stalin’s willingness to mislead?
As it turns out, Alger Hiss was indeed a Soviet agent, sending secret information to Moscow,
and receiving payment from the KGB. During Roosevelt’s administration,

no action was ever taken against Hiss. To the contrary, Roosevelt promoted Hiss to
the position of trusted aide who would go on to advise him at Yalta. Chambers’s
shocking and detailed reckoning of Soviet agents in high government positions even-
tually made its way to William C. Bullitt, former ambassador to Russia and confidant
of the president. Alarmed, Bullitt brought the news to Roosevelt’s attention. He, too,
was laughed off.

Finally, after FDR’s death in 1945, Hiss was convicted, confessed, and sent to prison.

2.5 May

2.5.1 European Settlers Americanize (2012-05-11 09:29)

Thousands of Germans arrived in the New World, starting in 1683. Most of them started on
the mid-Atlantic coast. They sought religious freedom, economic opportunity, and political
participation. They brought with them the richness of their culture - everything from music
to recipes. They took part in the shaping of the United States, contributing their expertise in
various fields.
The Muhlenberg family is an example: born near Hanover, Henry (Heinrich) Muhlenberg ar-
rived in America in 1742, having been requested by settlers in Pennsylvania to be their spiritual
leader; they wanted a German-speaking Lutheran pastor. Henry’s son, Peter, was a major gen-
eral in Washington’s army and commanded the first brigade at the Battle of Yorktown in 1781;
he later was elected to both the House of Representative and the Senate, before President
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Thomas Jefferson appointed him to a job in the executive branch. Peter’s brother, Frederick
Muhlenberg, was a member of the Continental Congress before being elected to the House of
Representatives, where he became Speaker of the House. Peter’s other brother, Gotthilf Hein-
rich Muhlenberg, avoided politics, and instead studied botany, becoming one of America’s first
noted scientific authorities on the subject. All three Muhlenberg brothers, Peter, Frederick, and
Gotthilf, were trained as clergymen and served as Lutheran pastors early in their careers. Their
brother-in-law, married to their sister Maria, was Matthias Richards, who was likewise elected
to the House of Representatives after serving as a major from 1777 until the war’s end.

The next generation of the family continued the tradition of excellence. Peter’s son, Franz
(Francis) Muhlenberg was elected to the House of Representatives. Gotthilf’s first son, Henry
Augustus Philip Muhlenberg, was ambassador from the United States to the Austrian Empire,
after having served in the House of Representatives; Gotthilf’s second son, Frederick Augustus
Muhlenberg, avoided politics and was a professor at Pennsylvania College. John Andrew Shulze
was the son of Eve, who was a sister to Maria, Peter, Frederick, and Gotthilf; he was elected
governor of Pennsylvania.

The Muhlenberg family provided generation after generation of scientists, military officers, and
political leaders for the United States. They are merely one example of the many German
families who settled here and worked for the common good. Historian Thomas Sowell writes:

With the passage of time, most German settlers spread out geographically, learned
to speak English, and both absorbed and contributed to American culture. Philadel-
phia scrapple, German chocolate cake, cole slaw, and sauerkraut were among their
many contributions to American cooking. German farming settlements spread north
and south through the great fertile valleys of the Appalachianmountain range. By the
late eighteenth century, there was an almost unbroken chain of German settlements
stretching from the Mohawk Valley in upstate New York down through western New
Jersey, central Pennsylvania, western Maryland, on down through the Shenandoah
Valley in Virginia, through the Piedmont region of the Carolinas, and into Savannah,
Georgia. Names scattered through this region still reflect those early German set-
tlements. Upstate New York has communities with such names as Palatine Bridge,
Germantown, New Hamburg, and Rhinebeck, as well as a region of the Mohawk Valley
known as German Flats. New Jersey has its German Valley area and Pennsylvania
its Heidelberg, Germantown, Muhlenberg Park, and King of Prussia. Maryland has
its Frederick and cities named for early German settlers, Hagerstown and Creager-
stown. The name of the German province of Mecklenburg was repeated in Mecklen-
burg County, North Carolina, and the village of New Mecklenburg in Virginia. Not
all the communities established by Germans had German names. Harper’s Ferry in
Virginia, Bethlehem in Pennsylvania, and Hope Settlement and Ebenezer in Georgia
were among many German communities with non-German names.

The names of both places and people tell the story of families, stretching back to 1683, but
stretching forward to today and tomorrow - these same families are still serving as leaders and
scientists.
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2.6 June

2.6.1 FDR’s Disaster (2012-06-06 15:04)

Historians and economists have debated the causes of the Great Depression: there is more
than one plausible explanation for the economic downturn which started in late 1929 or early
1930. But in any case, it is clear that one set of causes created the Great Depression, while a
second set of causes exacerbated it. If FDR had not instituted his slate of New Deal programs,
the Great Depression would not have lasted as long, nor been as severe.
One example is the famous National Recovery Act. Generating cognitive dissonance on a grand
scale, Roosevelt argued that the economy would blossom if industry groups were exempted
from antitrust laws and allowed to set wages and prices. President Roosevelt was essentially
saying that we should build monopolies: an odd enough thought on its own, but even stranger
coming from a self-proclaimed progressive who’d supported his uncle’s creation of the antitrust
legislation. Historian John Steele Gordon writes:

As the disaster of the Great Depression deepened, many economists of the day
thought that a major cause was "excess competition." As companies fought for mar-
ket share, they drove down prices, which put pressure on wages, which reduced
purchasing power among consumers, creating a vicious circle. The solution, these
economists argued, was the establishment of industry associations that would set
minimum prices and standardize work rules and labor conditions.

Essentially, Roosevelt’s economic advisors were hoping that across-the-board price increases
would stop the Great Depression: inflation as the cure. Government-sanctioned price-gouging
of American consumers would, however, only make raise the unemployment rate by reducing
demand, and stifle any attempts at economic growth by discouraging new businesses, or inno-
vations in old businesses. Although not an actual monopoly, federally-approved collusion on
prices across entire industry groups had the same effect.

The act, signed on June 16, 1933, authorized industrial and trade associations — ex-
empting them from the antitrust laws — to agree on prices, and negotiate among
themselves such matters as maximum work hours, minimum wages and labor condi-
tions. The codes that resulted in each industry would have the force of law, as long
as President Franklin D. Roosevelt agreed to them. The NIRA, in short, provided for
the cartelization of much of the American economy.

Looking for support, Roosevelt found little among free-market capitalists, but was embraced by
crony capitalists. Those capitalists who reject the principle of competition in a free market, and
instead embrace opportunism - including a willingness to benefit from government regulations
which favor them - saw that the National Recovery Act (NRA) would provide themwith a windfall.

Many of the biggest and most powerful corporations, or at least their CEOs, endorsed
the plan, including Gerard Swope of General Electric and Charles Schwab of Bethle-
hem Steel. Henry Harriman, the president of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, actually
helped draft the legislation.

Those industrialists who clung to the notion of a truly free market saw the NRA as a sweeping
violation of economic freedom, dictating prices to corporations and consumers alike.
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But, of course, there were other industrialists who were adamantly opposed, includ-
ing Henry Ford and Alfred P. Sloan of General Motors. The National Association of
Manufacturers also opposed the bill.

Like many New Deal programs, and many progressivist initiatives of earlier eras, the NRA was
carried out with a military spirit. Propaganda spread the idea. Enforcement, even though part
of the code were supposed to be voluntary, was heavy-handed.

The act established the National Recovery Administration, headed by Hugh Johnson,
and its symbol, the blue eagle, and motto, "We Do Our Part," soon became ubiqui-
tous, found in advertisements and store windows across the country. The NRA also
produced a blizzard of codes (more than 750 of them, covering 23 million workers)
and regulations. Thousands of business practices that had been standard were now
forbidden.

Roosevelt’s NRA faced a number of difficulties: it represented a repressive curtailment of in-
dividual economic freedom; it was unconstitutional; its directives, if followed, would not help
the economy, but rather make the Great Depression worse; and it relied on voluntary compli-
ance, which meant that either nobody would comply, or that it would eventually be enforced
surreptitiously by Hugh Johnson’s ruffians. Cengage’s history textbook tells us that

the government decided to limit production through persuasion and association -
techniques that Hoover had also favored. To head the National Recovery Administra-
tion (NRA), authorized under the National Industrial Recovery Act, Roosevelt chose
General Hugh Johnson, a participant in industrial planning experiments during the
First World War.

Roosevelt’s New Deal wasn’t so new: first, he followed in the footsteps of President Hoover,
who’d tried the same thing - an attempt at voluntary regulation. Relying on Hoover’s notion
of associationalism inevitably resulted in either utterly toothless regulations, or a tough per-
suasiveness which amounted to extortion. Second, FDR hired Hugh Johnson, whose wartime
lockdown on economic freedom under Woodrow Wilson amounted to an unconstitutional im-
position of a command economy, with freedom of speech being revoked as well. Johnson
organized conferences or groups to oversee each industrial sector and

specify prices, wages, and hours throughout the sector. He also asked each confer-
ence to restrict production.

The results were predictable: what didn’t work during World War One also didn’t work during
the Great Depression. Constricting economic freedom can only hurt the economy.

In winter and spring 1934, economic indicators plunged downward once again, and
manufacturers began to evade the code provisions.

Individuals were willing to risk a physical beating from one of Hugh Johnson’s thugs - there was
no official government enforcement, since NRA regulations were allegedly voluntary - because
there was no other way to put bread on the table, except to violate the NRA guidelines. To
try to preserve hope for both economic recovery and for preserving some degree of individual
freedom, voters filed a lawsuit, hoping that the Supreme Court would help. John Steele Gordon
writes:
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Naturally, opponents of the NRA went to court. The case that made it to the Supreme
Court was formally titled A.L.A. Schechter Poultry v. United States. The Schechter
company was one of a group of New York City kosher wholesale butchers who had
been charged with violating the rules established under the NRA code covering the
poultry industry. Among the charges that reached the Supreme Court were those in-
volving the sale of an unfit chicken to a local butcher, and the sale of two uninspected
chickens. This led Hugh Johnson to dub it "the sick-chicken case."

The Supreme Court’s decision in this case would be crucial. If it did not find a way to stop FDR’s
attempt to control the economy, a major chunk of personal freedom would be permanently lost.

Although the Second U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals had upheld the National Industrial
Recovery Act, the Supreme Court reversed, and did so unanimously. Chief Justice
Charles Evans Hughes wrote that while Congress had the authority to regulate inter-
state commerce, it could not delegate that power to the NRA, let alone to private
industry. In his concurrence, Justice Benjamin Cardozo called it "delegation run riot."

Not only did the Supreme Court stop FDR’s power-grab, but it did so unanimously - a rare show
of unity on the divided bench. The opinion made it clear that the federal government had no
place in attempting to regulate such businesses:

Further, Hughes ruled that the Schechters’ business was too small and inconsequen-
tial to have a real affect on interstate commerce, and therefore could not be regulated
by the federal government at all.

At this point, the NRA had been ruled unconstitutional, had failed to achieve any positive eco-
nomic result, and had become widely disliked by the public. Cengage tells us that

by fall 1934 it was clear that the NRA had failed. When the Supreme Court de-
clared the NRA unconstitutional in May 1935, the Roosevelt administration allowed
the agency to die.

The NRA, which had become extremely unpopular, was gone, and the voters were glad to see it
go. The American public, at first hopeful that something good might come of FDR’s New Deal,
began to dismiss his bewildering jungle of government programs as "alphabet soup," of which
the NRA was the worst.

2.6.2 The Problems with the New Deal (2012-06-08 11:32)

President Franklin Roosevelt’s famous New Deal programs caused, and still cause, controversy.
Although well-intentioned, they were plagued by a number of problems: they limited freedom,
they were unconstitutional, and they simply didn’t work. FDR’s initiatives actually lengthened
and worsened what would have been a relatively mild and short-lived economic setback. His-
torian Robert Murphy writes:
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Despite his undeniable rhetorical gifts and his cozy "fireside chats," FDR did not
charm everyone. Many business leaders feared and loathed him, considering the
New Deal to be a dangerous lurch towards the collectivism that was sweeping other
industrialized nations. Roosevelt also butted heads with the Supreme Court, which in
1935 threw out the National Industrial Recovery Act as an unconstitutional expansion
of federal (and in particular executive) power over free commerce in the Schechter
Poultry case. In another major setback to the New Deal, the Supreme Court threw
out the Agricultural Adjustment Act in 1936 in United States v. Butler, on the grounds
that the federal government did not possess the authority to micromanage agricul-
tural production. Incensed at what he considered the Court’s interference with the
clear will of the American people, in early 1937 Roosevelt famously threatened to
"pack the Court," meaning he wanted the authority to appoint more Justices than
the traditional nine. Realizing the danger this plan posed to the checks and balances
designed by the Founders to restrain the tyranny of the executive branch, many of
Roosevelt’s allies deserted him. However, at the same time the Supreme Court be-
came much more compliant, and upheld new legislation that replaced the voided
components of the original New Deal. In particular, the Court surprised many busi-
ness owners by upholding the constitutionality of the National Labor Relations Act in
April 1937. A month later the Court gave its blessing to the Social Securities Act as
well, and Roosevelt decided to drop his controversial plan. The spirit of his New Deal
survived, and a costly constitutional crisis had been avoided.

We can see two of the several strands of opposition to FDR’s New Deal, and more particularly
opposition to the National Recovery Administration (NRA) created by the National Industrial
Recovery Act (NIRA): opposition from the business community, which saw that the program
would hurt the economy and stifle job creation, and opposition from the Supreme Court, which
saw that Roosevelt had exceeded the constitutional authority given to the office of the presi-
dent. Roosevelt, in turn, responded to each of these: among business leaders, he supported
the crony capitalists against the free-market capitalists; against the Supreme Court, he used
threats and bullying. To what extent FDR succeeded is debatable: although some of his pro-
grams were nixed, he succeeded in creating more debt than had every been imagined, and
he succeeded in allowing government to interfere with the daily life of ordinary citizens to an
extent imagined only perhaps by Woodrow Wilson. Historian John Steele Gordon writes:

When the new Supreme Court building opened in 1935, the New Yorker magazine
praised its architecture, saying it was "a magnificent structure, with fine big windows
to throw the New Deal out of." But even Justice Louis Brandeis, hardly a member of
the court’s then-dominant conservative wing, told members of the administration,
"This is the end of this business of centralization, and I want you to go back and tell
the president that we’re not going to let this government centralize everything." Free
enterprise, and its sine qua non, competition, had been rescued by the court.

The tug-of-war between Roosevelt’s desire for government control and the Supreme Court’s
desire to preserve individual freedom had mixed results. The Supreme Court was able to pre-
serve some economic liberty, although not as much as Americans had enjoyed before 1933;
Roosevelt increased the government’s intervention into the economic choices of ordinary Amer-
icans, but not to the extent he wanted. This tension continues in American politics today.
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2.6.3 FDR Requires You to Volunteer (2012-06-08 12:45)

Upon taking office in early 1933, President Roosevelt began to unveil his numerous different
plans to create agencies which would intervene in the economy in various ways and - so he
hoped - fix the nation’s problems. FDR knew that his efforts at unprecedented levels of govern-
ment control needed some finesse: if he openly presented his desire for a command economy,
it would be rejected. One way in which FDR hoped to persuade the public was by claiming
that, rather than enforcing regulations, he was presenting guidelines to which individuals and
businesses were voluntarily complying. Historian Robert Murphy writes:

Many grade school discussions of the National Recovery Administration - the epitome
of the (first) New Deal approach to battling the Great Depression - talk of businesses
drawing up their codes of fair competition as if Roosevelt had merely offered helpful
suggestions. In reality, of course, the only way to make the NRA codes "work" was
to enforce their provisions on the small producers, once the big producers (and big
labor unions) had hammered out the code for a given industry. Countless producers
were fined or jailed, such as Jacob Maged, a Jersey City dry cleaner.

Although FDR was encouraging his political allies to insinuate that the New Deal corresponded
to populist notions about helping the "little guy" in the face of "big business," Jacob Maged
was the littlest of the little guys, being bullied by the National Recovery Administration (NRA).
Historian Burt Folsom explains:

Maged had been pressing pants for twenty-two years and his low prices and quality
work had kept him competitive with larger tailor shops in the better parts of town.
The NRA Cleaners and Dyers Code demanded that 40 cents be charged to press a
suit. Maged, despite repeated warnings, insisted on charging his customers only 35
cents. "You can’t tell me how to run my business," Maged insisted. When threatened
with jail, he said, "If you can send me to jail, go ahead." Not only was Maged thrown
in jail, he was also slapped with a hundred-dollar fine. "We think that this is the only
way to enforce the NRA," said Abraham Traube, a director of the NRA code authority
for the Cleaners and Dyers Board of Trade. "If we did the same thing in New York City
we would soon get the whole industry in line."

This hardly seems like voluntary compliance! Yet Hugh Johnson, operating the NRA for Roo-
sevelt, continuously put forth the notion that businesses across America were freely choosing
to operate according to NRA guidelines. It is true that, in many cases, there was no official
enforcement. In those cases, however, enforcement was left to thugs and ruffians hired by
Hugh Johnson, who made ominous comments about what could happen to small business own-
ers who didn’t comply. Major American cities had NRA parades in which workers marched like
soldiers. The message was clear: everyone was expected to join. Across the country, dozens
of men were fined or jailed - or both - for failing to volunteer.
Despite the heavy-handed enforcement, the NRA in fact failed to help the economy. Roosevelt
was actually relieved when the Supreme Court canceled the program, because he did not then
need to admit that it had failed. Historian John Steele Gordon writes:

In fact, the court did the Roosevelt administration a big favor. The whole system
established by the NRA was collapsing as public opinion turned decisively against
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it. "The excessive centralization and dictatorial spirit," columnist Walter Lippmann
explained, "are producing a revulsion of feeling against bureaucratic control of Amer-
ican economic life." The original bill had contained a two-year sunset provision, and
it was increasingly unlikely that Congress could have been persuaded to renew it.

FDR had learned. His future attempts at reducing the economic freedom of the ordinary citizen
would be more subtle.

2.6.4 The Sick Chicken (2012-06-11 10:51)

After Franklin Roosevelt took office in early 1933, he launched numerous programs during his
first hundred days in office. These programs - the first wave of the "New Deal" - affected many
different aspects of daily life for ordinary citizens, and involved massive increases both in the
amount of control which the government exerted over people and in the amount of debt which
the federal government was creating. One of the largest of these programs was the National
Recovery Administration (NRA), created by the National Industrial Recovery Act (NIRA).
FDR did so much so quickly that it took the public a while to sort out exactly what had happened
during those first hundred days (the phrase ’first hundred days’ is routinely used in many his-
tory textbooks to define the launch of New Deal programs). In fairness, President Roosevelt is
not alone to blame for the misery created by the New Deal - he had a willing Congress. The leg-
islation which passed both the House of Representatives and the Senate, the legislation which
began the New Deal, would eventually be understood as having prolonged and intensified the
Great Depression.
That was certainly not FDR’s goal. The purpose of the New Deal was to help America during
a severe economic downturn. Yet history so often reminds us about the law of unintended
consequences. New Deal programs made things worse, not better. In addition to their harmful
economic effects, they also impinged on personal freedoms. As these programs unfolded and
developed in the months following "the first hundred days," ordinary people began to feel the
tightening grip of many federal regulations on various aspects of their lives - like buying chicken
in a grocery store.
Chicken was the topic of a major lawsuit which found its way to the Supreme Court, and which
offered a defense of individual liberty in the face of Roosevelt’s New Deal regulations. Historian
Robert Murphy writes:

Perhaps the most outrageous injustice occurred in the Schechter case, which was
appealed to the Supreme Court and led (in 1935) to the overturning of the original
National Industrial Recovery Act as unconstitutional. The Schechter brothers were
chicken butchers in Brooklyn, and were subject to the NRA’s Code of Fair Competition
for the Live Poultry Industry of the Metropolitan Area in and about the City of New
York.

Historian Amity Shlaes describes the Byzantine maze of NRA regulations governing poultry
operations. Even the most compliant butcher would find it difficult to understand, much less
conform to, the endless pages of fine print:

Section 2 of article 7 declared that it was prohibited "knowingly to purchase or sell
for human consumption culls or other produce that is unfit for that purpose" ... The
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code prohibited "straight killing," defined it as "killing on the basis of official grade."
The rule meant that customers might select a coop or a half coop of chickens for
purchase, but they did not "have the right to make any selection of particular birds."

The Schechter brothers were prosecuted for failure to comply with the NRA rules, but the trial
quickly settled on the question of whether the NRA rules were constitutional. Robert Murphy
describes the facts of the case:

The Schechters were accused (among other code violations) of selling unfit chickens.
However, the evidence against them "in the end, was based on the selection of ten
chickens, which was then reduced to three suspect chickens, which, upon autopsy
by the health authorities, turned out to include only one unhealthy chicken. It was
an ’eggbound’ chicken [meaning that] eggs, upon its slaughter, were discovered to
have lodged inside it, something that would have been hard for the Schechters to
detect before sale." This was the only "crime" that related to anything that would
strike the average person as actually criminal. Nonetheless, the Schechter brothers
were found guilty of violating the NRA code, and fined $7,425 - the equivalent of
more than $100,000 at today’s prices. One of the brothers received three months in
jail, while his other brothers received lighter sentences.

As evidence was presented, and as the Supreme Court justices asked questions, it became
difficult for those in the courtroom not to giggle, as "the absurdity of NRA became evident."
Justice James Clark McReynolds asked questions to clarify the butcher’s terminology of "straight
killing" and how the selection of chickens for slaughter and sale was conducted:

McReynolds wanted to probe the meaning of straight killing, and he started with the
chickens. "How many are there in a coop?" There were thirty to forty, according to
the size of the coops. "Then when the commission man delivers them to the slaugh-
terhouse, they are in coops?" They were in coops. "And if he undertakes to sell them,
he must have straight killing?" He must have straight killing, yes. As [Schechter
lawyer Joseph] Heller put it: "His customer is not permitted to select the ones he
wants. He must put his hand in the coop when he buys from the slaughterhouse and
take the first chicken that comes to hand. He has to take that." At this point there
was laughter in the court. Then Justice McReynolds asked: "Irrespective of the qual-
ity of the chicken?" Irrespective of the quality of the chicken, Heller replied. Later
on, Justice Sutherland asked, "Well suppose however that all the chickens have gone
over to one end of the coop?" (More laughter.)

It became laughably clear that the NRA was an irrational compilation of rules and regulations
attempting to manage specialized industrial processes about which the regulators knew noth-
ing; it became clear that the NRA was an unconstitutional violation of individual liberty; and
it became clear that the NRA was harming, not hurting, the economy’s attempt to return to
normal levels.
When the Supreme Court struck down the NIRA, it would seem a defeat for Roosevelt and his
New Deal, and it would seem a victory for personal freedom. However, Roosevelt had another
maneuver: his famous attempt at "court packing," although a tactical loss, would prove a
strategic victory. When he moved to increase the total number of judges on the Supreme
Court, which would allow him to "pack" the bench with judges favorable to his programs, he
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was again overruled, and the "court packing" plan found to be unconstitutional. But Roosevelt
had shown that he would not stop, he would not give up, and he would continue to look for
ways to exceed the limits placed on government by the constitution. Robert Murphy continues:

Although the Supreme Court would overturn the absurdity of the NRA, they were not
nearly so bold after FDR’s attempt to pack the Court withmore justices who would see
the wisdom of the New Deal. Rather than risk their (waning) sphere of power against
the charismatic Roosevelt in an open confrontation, the Supreme Court becamemore
compliant with the New Deal. Roosevelt, for his part, dropped his plan to pack the
Court once it stopped throwing out his legislative victories.

Roosevelt’s steady efforts at undermining the concept of "limited government" had long-lasting
effects: for decades, the notion of what a government could properly regulate, and how a
government could invade the personal lives of citizens with its rule, was expanded. Historian
John Steele Gordon writes:

The Schechter case and others overturning major aspects of the New Deal led Roo-
sevelt to attempt to "pack" the court with new justices more favorable to his pro-
grams. He failed, but in the "switch in time that saved nine," the court began to
move to a more expansive view of federal-government power, especially with re-
gard to delegation of powers and interstate commerce. Only in the 1990s did the
court once more begin to narrow these powers.

As years went by, Roosevelt continued to bully the judiciary into allowed his New Deal pro-
grams. Eventually, as he appointed his own judges, the judicial branch went from allowing
New Deal programs to actively fostering government intervention in the private sector. The
Supreme Court went from striking down the NRA in 1935 to upholding a similar program in
1942. Historian Mark Levin writes:

The Constitution’s interstate commerce clause had as its purpose the promotion of
commerce and trade among the states. However, in 1942 the Supreme Court ruled
inWickard v. Filburn that a farmer growing wheat on his own land and for his own use
was still subject to federal production limits, even though none of his wheat ever left
the state, the Court "reasoned" that by withholding his wheat from commerce, the
farmer was affecting interstate commerce, even though there was no commerce, let
alone interstate commerce. This meant that private economic activity conducted for
the sole purpose of self-consumption and occurring wholly within a state’s borders
would now be subject to federal regulatory authority under the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act. Wickard swept away 150 years of constitutional jurisprudence, decentral-
ized governmental authority, and private property rights protection.

FDR had successfully manipulated and reshaped the judicial branch so that it would conform
to his notion that the government should be able to intervene and regulate almost anything
and almost everything. Roosevelt’s

judiciary seized a role for itself - the manipulation of law to promote a

New Deal agenda. FDR’s version of the judicial branch
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continues to this day. Indeed, through a succession of laws and rulings, all three
branches - the judicial, the legislative, and the executive - now routinely exercise
power well beyond their specific, enumerated authority under the Constitution.

Indeed, Roosevelt’s massive influence on American politics changed the nature of political
discourse. Since FDR’s inauguration and the "first hundred days" with its New Deal legislation,
a major question in the United States is whether we can ever return to the degree of personal
liberty and individual freedom which we enjoyed up until 1933.

2.7 July

2.7.1 John Jay on the Nature of Government (2012-07-08 16:18)

John Jay, writing in The Federalist Papers, addressed the perennial question of government’s
power versus citizen’s rights - only, in 1787, it was a far from theoretical question. The United
States had found its "Articles of Confederation" to be inadequate for organizing the nation, and
was considering whether or not to adopt the new Constitution. The Federalist Papers were a
series of articles written by Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, and John Jay. These articles
were written to encourage the ratification of the Constitution. Jay wrote:

Nothing is more certain than the indispensable necessity of government, and it is
equally undeniable, that whenever and however it is instituted, the people must
cede to it some of their natural rights in order to vest it with requisite powers.

At that moment, this eternal question took the concrete form of the Union. Specifically, should
the thirteen former colonies continue to form one nation, and - under the new Constitution - an
even more cohesive nation than they had been under the articles of confederation? Or should
the thirteen states be even more independent from each other? It might have been a step
toward greater liberty for the thirteen colonies to function as independent governments; but it
might also have been the end of them - if the Union were indeed necessary for the continued
freedom from British rule - and the step toward greater liberty would have resulted in the
termination of liberty. John Jay hoped to persuade the citizens that the Union was necessary
for continued survival; that, without the Union, independence and freedom would disappear,
and English rule would resume:

It is worthy of remark that not only the first, but every succeeding Congress, as well
as the late convention, have invariably joined with the people in thinking that the
prosperity of America depended on its Union. To preserve and perpetuate it was the
great object of the people in forming that convention, and it is also the great object
of the plan which the convention has advised them to adopt. With what propriety,
therefore, or for what good purposes, are attempts at this particular period made by
some men to depreciate the importance of the Union? Or why is it suggested that
three or four confederacies would be better than one? I am persuaded in my own
mind that the people have always thought right on this subject, and that their uni-
versal and uniform attachment to the cause of the Union rests on great and weighty
reasons.
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Jay, writing in the second of what would ultimately become a series of 85 articles, reminds his
readers that it is the nearly unanimous opinion of the Congresses run under the old articles
of confederation, and the opinion of the people at large, that the Union is necessary for the
preservation of the thirteen states.

2.8 August

2.8.1 Wartime Shortages (2012-08-15 13:41)

America’s War of Independence - or, if you prefer, The Revolutionary War - was one in which
the young United States faced perpetual deficits: a shortage of men, a shortage of money, and
a shortage of material. One might add a shortage of political support among the colonists. The
Continental Congress, and the governments of the individual colonies, took various steps to
cope with this shortfall, e.g., printing paper money, borrowing money, and seeking the aid of
the French. Another measure was the draft: the conscription or impressment of men to serve
as soldiers. The word ’impressment’ can also be broadened to describe the confiscation or
other appropriation of property and material (food, horses, etc.). Historian John Maass notes:

The War of American Independence (1775–83) created an incessant demand for
troops, weapons, provisions, and supplies in quantities most states could not readily
provide. A relentless need to bring soldiers into the field, keep them in the ranks,
and provide them with necessities to fight the enemy and prevail in the struggle for
liberty were constant challenges for all of the nascent state governments, all of which
lacked a sufficient financial foundation, manufacturing base, and logistical network
to sustain a concerted war effort. North Carolina was particularly beset by these
challenges. War with the Cherokees on the western frontier, persistent Loyalist hos-
tility, and several British incursions beleaguered the state from the winter of 1776
to the end of the conflict. Financial concerns added to the considerable obstacles
that confronted North Carolina upon independence, taxing its meager resources and
disturbing the internal stability of its society and newly created political institutions.

A policy of conscription and impressment, however, could easily backfire. Given that one of the
needs was more broad-based popular support for the war, confiscating property could easily
turn citizens against the independence movement. Impressment of property, if it was to be
successful, had to be done with the utmost delicacy, wisdom, and diplomacy. Those who did it
well learned, e.g., that property could safely be taken from those who were firmly against the
war, because there was no potential support from them anyway. Appropriating property from
others needed to be done with expressions of regret, and with an eye toward distributing the
burden fairly.
Conscription of men - the draft - was even more difficult, given the low level of information
technology to accurately census the population. Men could easily hide or disguise their identi-
ties. In some cases, substitutes were hired to fill a conscription obligation. Those who served
grudgingly often served poorly.
Given the deprivations faced by the Continental Congress - not only in terms of its armies
in the field, but in terms of financing, staffing, and equipping them - the American War of
Independence remains a historical David-and-Goliath narrative.
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2.9 September

2.9.1 Jay’s Defense Policy (2012-09-12 14:58)

John Jay, writing in the third of the Federalist Papers in 1787, stated his notion about national
defense, and how it would be strengthened by adopting the proposed Constitution. Under the
Articles of Confederation, national defense had been a murky subject. Arising from an equally
murky foreign policy, in which each of the thirteen states was free to make its own treaties
with other nations, the nation’s defensive structure was ambiguous. It was not clear if or how
the national government had the authority to call up the militia of one of the states. This left
the central government toothless, and the need for a stronger centralized military structure
was obvious. But at the same time, it was far from obvious how one might create a national
defense without harming the rights of the individual states, counties, towns, and individuals.
This, in a nutshell, is the paradox behind the Federalist Papers as they advocate for the rati-
fication of the new Constitution: how to obtain the benefits of a strong national government
without hindering the liberties of the individual citizen. This same tension lies behind the ninth
and tenth amendments to the Constitution, found in the Bill of Rights.
Jay wrote that

Among the many objects to which a wise and free people find it necessary to direct
their attention, that of providing for their safety seems to be the first. The safety of
the people doubtless has relation to a great variety of circumstances and considera-
tions, and consequently affords great latitude to those who wish to define it precisely
and comprehensively.

He begins by indicating that the issue of safety can be perceived or interpreted differently.
Honest and intelligent men might differ as to what they mean by the phrase "provide safety"
for the citizens of a nation. To clarify and sharpen the discussion, then, Jay continues:

At present I mean only to consider it as it respects security for the preservation of
peace and tranquillity, as well against dangers from foreign arms and influence, as
from dangers of the like kind arising from domestic causes. As the former of these
comes first in order, it is proper it should be the first discussed. Let us therefore
proceed to examine whether the people are not right in their opinion, that a cordial
Union under an efficient national Government, affords them the best security that
can be devised against hostilities from abroad.

Refining the definition, then, Jay writes that the types of safety in which the federal government
will have an interest are "security for the preservation of peace and tranquility," and "against
dangers from foreign arms and influence," and "dangers of the like kind arising from domestic
causes." John Jay is telling us that the national government will protect its citizens from foreign
military attack and from domestic criminals. Expanding the definition slightly, he includes that
the constitutional government will protect its citizens also from foreign "influence" - we have
rightly here to ask, what he means by this: propaganda, economic pressures, spying, etc.
Jay’s ruminations on national security did not take place in a vacuum. The experience of the
war (1775 to 1783) was close at hand. The Continental Congress had faced then the same
tension: how to provide a military defense for the liberties of the inhabitants of the thirteen
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colonies - soon to be the thirteen states - without violating the same freedom which it was
protecting. Mounting a defense of freedom required taxing citizens to pay for the military, as
well as conscripting or impressing men to be soldiers - the draft. Yet taxes and government
interference with the private lives of citizens were exactly the causes of the rebellion.
Describing how this tension played out in practical terms, historians Allan Millett and Peter
Maslowski write that

It looked as if the colonies were embarked upon an unequal war. A population of
two and a half million (20 percent of whom were slaves), without an army, navy, or
adequate financial resources, confronted a nation of eight million with a professional
army, large navy, and vast wealth. Yet many colonists were confident and deter-
mined. They believed in the "natural courage" of Americans and in God’s divine pro-
tection. Congress admitted that colonial soldiers lacked experience and discipline
but insisted that "facts have shown, that native Courage warmed with Patriotism
is sufficient to counterbalance these Advantages." And a British captain wrote that
Americans "are just now worked up to such a degree of enthusiasm and madness
that they are easily persuaded the Lord is to assist them in whatever they undertake,
and that they must be invincible." Colonists were determined because they strug-
gled for high stakes, summed up by George Washington: "Remember, officers and
soldiers, that you are freemen, fighting for the blessings of liberty; that slavery will
be your portion and that of your posterity if you do not acquit yourselves like men."
The Revolution was no European dynastic squabble, but a war involving an ideologi-
cal question that affected the population far more than did the kingly quarrels of the
Age of Limited Warfare. Large numbers of colonists ardently believed freedom was
the issue, not only for themselves but for generations yet unborn.

The focus on freedom as the goal of the war provided enough motivation to allow the thirteen
colonies to overcome their deficits in technology, in money, and in manpower. Other wars in
the preceding decades and centuries had been rivalries between competing European dynas-
ties. Soldiers were commoners employed by the royal houses - precious little motivation for
them to risk their lives. In adventures like the War of the Austrian Succession and the Seven
Years’ War, then, we see soldiers fighting without the concept of "total war" which motivated
the colonists in throwing off the British yoke. (The phrase "total war" would come to have a
negative connotation, two centuries later, when it was used by fascists against democracies,
but in George Washington’s time, the phrase was unknown - we apply it retroactively, as an
anachronism, to denote the passion and dedication of the Continental Army.) The colonists
knew that, once begun, they would either win the war, or be devastated by the British. There
would be no negotiated compromise as a ’middle way’ out.

Shouldering arms freely and believing freedom was the issue, Continentals never
became regulars in the European sense. They became good soldiers, but they re-
mained citizens who refused to surrender their individuality. They asserted their
personal independence by wearing jaunty hats and long hair despite (or perhaps
to spite) their officers’ insistence upon conformity in dress and appearance. Fur-
thermore, they were only temporary regulars. Unlike European professionals, they
understood the war’s goals and would fight until they were achieved, but then they
intended to return to civilian life.

The Americans revived the concept of "citizen soldier" from ancient Rome - a citizen who fought
for the goals of the war, not for pay, and who had a hand in determining those goals. European
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soldiers of the 1700’s fought for pay; the Americans fought for freedom. The Americans had
so thoroughly embraced the ideology of liberty that they were willing to die for it.

Americans reintroduced ideology into warfare, fought for the unlimited goal of inde-
pendence, and mobilized citizen-soldiers rather than professionals. In the spring of
1783, Washington summarized the drastic implications of these changes. "It may be
laid down as a primary position, and the basis of our system," he wrote, "that every
Citizen who enjoys the protection of a free Government, owes not only a proportion
of his property, but even of his personal service to the defense of it...." To protect the
nation, "the Total strength of the Country might be called forth." Mass citizen-soldier
armies would be motivated by patriotic zeal as they fought for freedom, equality,
and other abstract ideological virtues.

As abstract as the goals of war may have been, they took specific and concrete form in the
minds of the Americans: the list of grievances against the King of England in the Declaration
of Independence - drawn from the Intolerable Acts, the Stamp Act, the Townshend Acts, the
Sugar Act, the Tea Act, and others - was no mere ideological abstraction, but a physical reality.
This specificity prevented the American Revolution from becoming the debacle which was the
French Revolution.

2.9.2 Reshaping the USMC (2012-09-14 08:51)

When thinking of U.S. military leaders, lots of names come to mind – Washington, Grant, Persh-
ing, Eisenhower, Patton – but the name Ben Fuller probably does not come to mind. Although
relatively unknown, he guided the United States Marine Corps through some important devel-
opmental phases.
Ben Hebard Fuller was born in Michigan in 1870, and educated at Annapolis. Fuller’s first
important assignment was to the Philippines in 1899, reflecting a new era in U.S. foreign policy
and correspondingly new types of military deployment. Fuller’s career also coincided with
William Fullam’s controversial vision of a totally new role for the Marines. Over the next two
decades, Navy officers and Marine officers would debate whether the USMC wasmainly a police
force onboard and in port, or whether it would assume activities on land – activities larger than
merely the occasional landing party.
In 1928, Fuller had been promoted to the position of assistant commandant and brought into
USMC headquarters. A document entitled “Advanced Base Operations in Micronesia” had been
prepared and would dictate much of the USMC’s training and planning over the next decade –
leave the Marines amazingly well-prepared for the outbreak of WWII.
By contrast, the First World War had seen Marines used as infantry, apart from any amphibious
landing. Ben Fuller saw no action in WWI, being posted elsewhere. Although his lack of combat
experience probably slowed his advancement through the ranks, he was seen as valuable and
ultimately promoted in part because of his extensive training – in institutions like the Naval War
College and the Army’s Field Officer’s Course – which made him a capable tactician, strategist,
and theoretician.
Historian Merrill Bartlett has written a hagiographic account of Ben Fuller’s career in the USMC.
Bartlett’s panegyric takes the form of a reappraisal – Bartlett falls into the noble tradition of
historians who ask their readers to rethink the ‘standard account’ – seeking to rehabilitate Ben
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Fuller as a significant and praiseworthy Commandant of the USMC from 1930 to 1934. Inter-
service power politics, which Fuller faced, are notoriously thorny, but even more so for the
Marines, who stand not only vis-a-vis the Army, Coast Guard, and Air Force, but also occupy an
internal status within the Navy which places them technically ‘under’ Navy command.
Among the reasons for which President Herbert Hoover appointed Fuller to be Commandant was
that Fuller’s classmate from Annapolis was Chief of Naval Operations, and that the two could
be expected to work well together. “But Fuller stood firm every time the admirals attempted
to gain ground at the expense of the Marine Corps, and he never hesitated to take issue with”
his old friend from the academy days, as Bartlett writes.
During Fuller’s career, the USMC not only retained “traditional duties in support of the Navy
at sea and ashore, but also” adopted “new missions as colonial infantry, an advanced-base
force, and finally an amphibious-assault force.” Under Fuller’s command, the USMC’s role “as
a subsidiary of the Navy” ended. Fuller’s steadfast advocacy before Navy high command was
central to the USMC’s increased independence.
In 1933, Fuller had restructured the deployment of Marines within the Navy, and restructured
the chain of command; he ordered the officers to develop amphibious landing techniques,
which would be important in WWII. In this same year, the Navy authorized increased manpower
for the Marines, and procured equipment according to the USMC specifications instead of Navy
specifications; these steps were the fruit of Fuller’s advocacy.
In the previous years, there had been considerable dispute about the roles of Marines vis-a-
vis the Navy, and their role vis-a-vis the Army. The Army was eager to form a monopoly on
aircraft, and so the USMC aircraft were linked closely with Navy aircraft to prevent them from
being absorbed into the Army. Likewise, the Marines were defined as being

responsible for the seizure and defense of advanced bases; subsequent operations
ashore would then pass to the Army. Planners argued that the Marines should only be
employed as an adjunct to the Army if necessary, because in any likely scenario the
Marine Corps would be busy supporting the fleet. Prophetically, the Director of the
War Plans Division posited that Marine Corps air assets should always remain an in-
tegral part of naval aviation and never operate as a separate component; otherwise,
it would open the way for criticism from the Army Air Corps.

Through 1931 and 1932, the economic conditions of the country combined with the schemes
of the famous and infamous General Douglas MacArthur to cut the USMC to somewhere in the
neighborhood of 15,000 to 16,000 men. MacArthur believed that the USMC “should be limited
to the traditional duties aboard ship.” MacArthur’s trademark ego would allow no place a for a
significant Marine Corps to compete with his Army. It was from these depths that Fuller would
lift the Corps.
One wonders about the relative impact of two factors in strengthening the USMC: Fuller’s advo-
cacy for more manpower and better equipment, versus FDR’s view that the military could be
a “make work” program for unemployed civilians and boost production through procurement
of equipment.
Ben Fuller died in 1937, and was buried beside his son, who had died in WWI.

2.9.3 Stabilizing the Defeated Mexican Government (2012-09-24 17:16)

Historian Irving Levinson offers a more nuanced account about the war, conducted between
1846 and 1848 between the United States and Mexico, and its political and social dynamics
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than is given, according to him, by typical textbook narratives:

to many, the fighting that began on 8 May 1846 at Palo Alto, Texas, and ended with
the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo on 2 February 1848 constitutes the
military history of the United States of America’s war with Mexico. This framework
has remained fundamentally unchanged for more than 150 years. Then, as now, the
war stands as a conventional nineteenth-century conflict fought by armies of two
sovereign states in set-piece battles as well as in ongoing partisan warfare. This
paradigm is seriously flawed and ought to be replaced.

Within Mexico at that time, various demographic factions – delineated along economic, racial,
and other variables – prevented much of a consensus on policy, and certainly made any man-
date by a mathematical majority impossible. The country was so fragmented that as one group
offered intense, guerilla-style resistance to U.S. soldiers, major cities gave no resistance – not
even objection – to being occupied by the U.S. Army, and in some cases seemed to even benefit
from such occupation:

when U.S. forces entered Mexican territory, they crossed into a nation divided along
lines of class, race, and rights. The U.S. Army marched into a nation at war with
itself as well as at war with the invader. This particular duality remains essential to
understanding the subsequent course of events that involved governments, armies,
and civilians.

Wise military leaders – Levinson chooses Winfield Scott as an admirable example – understood
this dynamic, and went to great lengths to demonstrate benevolence toward the citizens of the
occupied cities. At the same time, U.S. forces in the region were dependent upon long supply
lines through unsecured territory; supply convoys needed large numbers of soldiers to guard
them along the way. Despite peaceful and masterful occupation of cities, therefore, the U.S.
troops were at risk because supplies were uncertain, and the larger U.S. strategy endangered
because many men were tied up guarding supply lines instead of attacking military targets.
Levinson compares and contrasts the U.S. presence in Mexico with the occupation of Spain by
Napoleon’s troops. That latter event, thirty or forty years prior to the U.S. conflict with Mex-
ico, was the actual origin of the term ‘guerilla’ warfare; whether it was the origin of the form
of warfare itself, and not merely the word, is subject to debate: one might possibly conceive
of Germanic resistance to Roman soldiers between 50 B.C. and 476 A.D. as guerilla warfare.
Levinson’s point is, however, that Winfield Scott did better than Napoleon, because Scott, while
facing the same type of hit-and-run adversary, did a much better job of forming friendly rela-
tions with that segment of the local population which was willing to countenance the possibility
of a mutually beneficial arrangement with the occupying U.S. forces.
The guerilla-style efforts at disrupting U.S. supply lines were effective; they might have even
crushed the U.S. military operations in Mexico, but they did not, largely because a significant
segment of the population was indifferent to, or even slightly supportive of, the U.S. presence.
This comfort with the presence of U.S. troops was the result of some Mexicans’ ambivalence
with their own government.
At this point, Levinson’s narrative omits a detail included by fellow historians Allan Millett and
Peter Maslowski. Their account of the same events notes that, at one point, Scott, realizing his
vulnerability in depending on long and difficult-to-defend supply lines, decided to operate his
army without a supply line, living off the land for needed materials. Levinson’s description of
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the effective guerilla operations, and their effect on those supply lines, reciprocally sheds light
on Scott’s decision to abandon temporarily those lines and work without them.
As the war progressed, and the Mexican military increasingly turned its resources toward of-
fering resistance to U.S. operations, those segments of Mexican society most opposed to the
Mexican government saw an opportunity, and rebellions arose in various parts of the country.
The Mexican military could not simultaneously harass U.S. troops and quell rebellions. Faced
with their inability to fight basically two wars at the same time, the Mexicans – or more exactly,
the Mexican government – was willing to negotiate a peace treaty. “The 2 February 1848
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo and the almost equally important truce agreement of 6 March
1848” ended the war, but did not end U.S. military activity in the country. The latter document
pledged U.S. military support for the Mexican government’s efforts to put down rebellions. In
addition to direct military action, the United States also sold significant amounts of weapons
to the Mexican army at deeply discounted prices.
Levinson’s article is important because it reminds to be alert for situations in which there is
a significant internal division in one of the belligerents. Such cases appear at different points
in history: in the incident involving the U.S.S. Panay, in 1937, there were three countries in-
volved – Japan, China, and the U.S. – there were in essence six parties, because each of those
countries had two major internal factions: in China, the Communists opposed the Nationalists;
in Japan, the militarists were eager to expand the war, while the civilian government was not;
in the United States, isolationists opposed internationalists. Mexico during the 1846-1848 war
was even more fractured: there were divisions of race, divisions of wealth, and divisions of
political agendas. Mexico’s internal schisms led to its inability to defend itself from the U.S.,
and ironically also led to military aid from the U.S.: having defeated Mexico, the U.S. found it
necessary to then stabilize Mexico in order to form a lasting peace.

A final lesson to be learnt concerns the distinction between victory in battle and
success in war. In Mexico, as would be the case at the end of the Second World
War, the U.S. Army could destroy any enemy formation that the Americans wished to
destroy. But domination of the battlefields did not guarantee the emergence of the
desired postwar political result. In Mexico, a stabilization program for a cooperative
government emerged as the prerequisite for peace. Similarly, the willingness of
prominent Japanese and Germans made possible the transition of both nations from
defeated tyrannies to emergent democracies. Clearly, Scott recognized such reality
even if civilians above his grade did not. And so let us, even if it be late in the day,
now praise a famous man.

The U.S. Army not only occupied, but placed its men and resources into the service of, the
government it had so recently defeated – an irony. The management of the situation on the
ground immediately after the peace treaty and ceasefire agreements was essential to creating
a stable situation. Managing, and maintaining good working relations with, the locals during
and after the war was as important as the actual battles themselves.

2.10 October

2.10.1 Madison’s Union (2012-10-01 16:27)

President James Madison, speaking at his inauguration in March of 1817, was able with satisfac-
tion to look back at the Revolution of 1776, at the country’s success in defending itself in the
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War of 1812, and at the economic and geographic growth of the nation. Having seen the Bill
of Rights through the ratification process from 1789 to 1791, he was an experienced legislator,
and a proven supporter of personal freedoms.
The early history of the United States can be seen as a paradox: how could the nation moved
away from the Articles of Confederation toward the Constitution, in order to have a somewhat
stronger central government for purposes of military self-defense and coherent foreign policy,
while at the same time preserving individual liberties and independent state governments. It
was with this tension that Madison and others wrestled. He noted that

In explaining my sentiments on this subject it may be asked, What raised us to the
present happy state? How did we accomplish the Revolution? How remedy the de-
fects of the first instrument of our Union, by infusing into the National Government
sufficient power for national purposes, without impairing the just rights of the States
or affecting those of individuals? How sustain and pass with glory through the late
war? The Government has been in the hands of the people. To the people, there-
fore, and to the faithful and able depositaries of their trust is the credit due. Had the
eople of the United States been educated in different principles had they been less
intelligent, less independent, or less virtuous can it be believed that we should have
maintained the same steady and consistent career or been blessed with the same
success? While, then, the constituent body retains its present sound and healthful
state everything will be safe. They will choose competent and faithful representa-
tives for every department. It is only when the people become ignorant and corrupt,
when they degenerate into a populace, that they are incapable of exercising the
sovereignty. Usurpation is then an easy attainment, and an usurper soon found.
The people themselves become the willing instruments of their own debasement
and ruin. Let us, then, look to the great cause, and endeavor to preserve it in full
force. Let us by all wise and constitutional measures promote intelligence among
the people as the best means of preserving our liberties.

Almost two hundred years later, this same tension continues to make itself felt in American
politics. The rights of the individual, and the self-determination of each of the fifty states,
stands across from the need for a centralized government which is strong enough to militarily
defend our interests and to present to the world a coherent foreign policy. Historian Laura
Ingraham writes:

So our federal government has two big problems. One, our country is too large and
diverse to be adequately covered by a single set of policies. Two, because the country
is so big, it is very difficult to even for members of the House to adequately represent
the people who elect them. Neither of these problems is going away anytime soon.
Certainly the country is not going to get smaller. And I don’t think anyone really
believes we should have thousands of members in the House of Representatives -
talk about "big government." The congressional dining room would become a drive-
through and C-SPAN would constitute half of your cable lineup. In light of these facts,
how can we truly give "Power to the People"?

Like James Madison, Laura Ingraham considers John Locke’s principle that the sovereignty -
the legitimacy - of a government is derived from the consent of the governed. "Power to the
People," as the slogan goes, is also "Power from the People." Power is given to citizens when
it is recognized that it is they who lend power to the government. Locke’s principle is most
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effectively implemented by smaller local governments, which are more flexible to respond to
regional conditions, and which are easier for the individual citizen to access. It’s easier for a
citizen’s expressions and communications to impact his city council than his national Congress.

Federalism is a big part of the answer. In general, it is far better that issues be
decided by a town council than a state legislature, and better that issues be decided
by a state legislature than the federal government. Each step up that ladder takes
governmental power farther away from the people it’s meant to serve and puts more
power in unreachable government bureaucracies.

When we compare the national government in Washington with state, county, and city gov-
ernments, we note that the national government piles up ever-larger amounts of debt quickly,
while most local governments have enacted rules which prevent them from having debt at all;
the national government increases taxes often and significantly; local governments are more
likely to concentrate on ways to keep taxes as low as possible. By definition, local governments
can more accurately reflect the cultures of those in their territories, while the large national
must choose a course which corresponds to the views of a very small segment of the nation’s
citizens.

2.11 November

2.11.1 Presidential Humility (2012-11-06 12:22)

The best form of government will lead to bad results, if the individuals who fill that form act
badly; the worst form of government can lead to successes, if the people who occupy that
form’s offices act honorably. Therefore we examine not only the policies of those in office, but
also their characters.
Humility is always a virtue, but all the more so In the executive branch of government. Those
who occupy this branch must view themselves as facilitators, managers, caretakers, or stew-
ards of the republic. To be sure, leadership is occasionally necessary, often in foreign policy,
and especially in war. But the egotistical executive will fancy that his leadership is everywhere
necessary.
Aware of the temptation posed by pride, Calvin Coolidge, himself a model executive, wrote:

It is a great advantage to a President, and a major source of safety to the country,
for him to know that he is not a great man. When a man begins to feel that he is
the only one who can lead in this republic, he is guilty of treason to the spirit of our
institutions.

This thought was doubtless in the minds of the Founding Fathers as they wrote the Constitution.
In 1788, Alexander Hamilton wrote The Federalist Papers number 70, in which he noted:

Men often oppose a thing, merely because they have had no agency in planning it,
or because it may have been planned by those whom they dislike. But if they have
been consulted, and have happened to disapprove, opposition then becomes, in their
estimation, an indispensable duty of self-love. They seem to think themselves bound
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in honor, and by all the motives of personal infallibility, to defeat the success of what
has been resolved upon contrary to their sentiments. Men of upright, benevolent
tempers have too many opportunities of remarking, with horror, to what desperate
lengths this disposition is sometimes carried, and how often the great interests of
society are sacrificed to the vanity, to the conceit, and to the obstinacy of individ-
uals, who have credit enough to make their passions and their caprices interesting
to mankind. Perhaps the question now before the public may, in its consequences,
afford melancholy proofs of the effects of this despicable frailty, or rather detestable
vice in the human character.

With this awareness, the Founders wrote the Constitution with the famed system of "check and
balance" and "separation of powers." But beyond these external checks on the innate flaws
of human nature - everyone’s inborn susceptibility to temptations of pride - it is good if an
executive has internal checks on the ego.

2.11.2 Bataan - Road of Horrors (2012-11-08 16:05)

Long before the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor in 1941, bringing the United States into the war,
hostilities were in the works. Although the December attack on the Hawaiian naval base was
a surprise in terms of its exact timing, both sides knew that war was probable, if not inevitable.
Military planners had been anticipating some such conflict since the mid-1930’s.
Even earlier, military preparedness planners had considered it necessary to be ready for a
Pacific naval war. Historian Russell Weigley notes that U.S. unpreparedness for such a war was
considered to be so problematic,

especially after the Washington Treaty of 1922, that the planners of the twenties
and thirties never had much confidence in their handiwork. The Army planners felt
little hope that the garrison of the Philippine Islands could hold out, even in such a
restricted area as the Bataan Peninsula and the island of Corregidor, until the fleet
arrived with reinforcements.

Almost twenty years in advance, it was known that American and Filipino forces would face
almost certain defeat in the face of Japanese attack. And that’s what happened. Timed to
happen quickly after the Pearl Harbor attack, the Japanese invasion of the Philippines began
on 8 December 1941. Historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski write that

the defense of the Philippines depended upon the Asiatic Fleet, the Far Eastern Air
Force of about 140 aircraft, 31,000 American and Filipino regulars, 100,000 Filipino
levies, and the fertile brain of Douglas MacArthur. None proved adequate to meet the
Japanese invasion. Through command lapses that still defy explanation, the majority
of the AAF bomber and fighter force burned to junk on the ground from a bombing
attack on December 8. The remaining planes and the Asiatic Fleet could not stop
invasions throughout December in both northern and southern Luzon, and the Navy
fell back to join the Anglo-Dutch squadron defending the Malay Barrier. MacArthur
himself did not enjoy one of his finest hours in command, for, alternating between
romanticism and despair, he threw his feeble ground forces against the Japanese
army rather than retreat immediately to the Bataan peninsula according to plan. By
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the time his battered forces eventually reached Bataan, they had already suffered
serious losses; more importantly, they had abandoned their food, supplies, and muni-
tions that might have prolonged their resistance or at least reduced their subsequent
suffering. Under field conditions that beggar the mind, the Philippine army fought
until early April 1942. Disease, malnutrition, and ammunition shortages doomed
Bataan’s staunch defenders. Their comrades on Corregidor Island resisted an ad-
ditional month, then General Jonathan Wainwright, who assumed command after
FDR ordered MacArthur to Australia, surrendered the remaining forces throughout
the Philippines. Thousands of American and Filipino servicemen and civilians faded
into the mountains to form guerilla units that harassed the Japanese for four years.
Wainwright cabled Washington, "With profound regret and with continued pride in
my gallant troops, I go to meet the Japanese commander. Good-bye, Mr. President."

The American-Filipino force had held out as long as possible. Indeed, very quickly after Pearl
Harbor, the senior officers in the United States military knew that they would need to devote
maximum effort to the defense of the Philippines, and they knew exactly as certainly that such
a defense was doomed to failure. Historian Michael Korda describes how two brilliant minds,
Eisenhower and Marshall, stood at the center of this complex, stressful, and historic moment.
General Eisenhower, at that time reporting to General George Marshall, drafted a strategic
overview of the situation in the Pacific for Marshall:

He faced the painful facts: no major reinforcements could reach the Philippines with-
out the protection of the battleships of the Pacific Fleet, which still lay smoldering
at Pearl Harbor. The first priority must therefore be to set up a secure base in Aus-
tralia, and "to procure a line of communications leading to it," which meant moving
instantly to save Hawaii, Fiji, New Zealand, and New Caledonia, even at the risk of fur-
ther Japanese advances elsewhere. (This conclusion may seem obvious now, since
we know that the plan succeeded, but nobody else at that time had reached it, stated
it clearly, or proposed to make it America’s first and most immediate priority.) In the
meantime, every effort had to be made to supply the American and Philippine troops
by air and submarine for as long as possible, "although the end result might be no
more than postponement of the inevitable."

Committing effort to what was probably a lost cause had two reasons: first, a moral statement
to the civilians and soldiers of the Philippines and to the American troops; second, it kept the
Japanese military tied up. General Eisenhower presented his ideas to General Marshall:

When Ike went back in to present Marshall with his conclusions, he finished by saying,
"General, it will be a long time before major reinforcements can go to the Philippines,
longer than any garrison can hold out with any driblet assistance, if the enemy com-
mits major forces to their reduction. But we must do everything for them that is
humanly possible. The people of China, of the Philippines, of the Dutch East Indies
will be watching us. They may excuse failure but they will not excuse abandonment."

American forces, already reduced by the Pearl Harbor attack, were stretched thin, attempted
to establish a base in Australia, protect lines of communication and supplies across thousands
of miles of Pacific Ocean, and strengthen the defenders of the Philippines. Marshall agreed
with Eisenhower’s assessment of the situation, and agreed to Eisenhower’s plan of action:
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Marshall merely replied, "I agree with you. Do your best to save them," and sent Ike
off to begin the process of building up a base in Australia, while getting anything he
could to the Philippines. In effect, Marshall had asked Ike for his recommendations,
and then given him the task of carrying them out.

The various branches of the United States military do not automatically operate in harmony.
Different officers have conflicting ideas of what should be done. It is incumbent on the high
command to create harmony, hopefully by persuasion, but if necessary by direct orders.

One of Ike’s first moves was to overrule the Navy, which after Pearl Harbor had
wanted to recall all the supply ships on their way to the Philippines to United States
ports, and send them on to Australia instead, guarded by the cruiser Pensacola. Ike
worked closely with Marshall, drafting many of the Chief of Staff’s most crucial mes-
sages, many of which dealt with the rapidly deteriorating situation in the Philippines.
MacArthur’s plan to "stop the enemy on the beaches" of the Philippines had failed
from the first moment - at the first sight of the Japanese landing on the beaches, the
Philippine soldiers threw down the newly issued Enfield rifles that Ike had procured
for them, and ran.

Prior to working for Marshall, Eisenhower had worked for MacArthur in the Philippines, and so
understood the situation exactly.

Ike was, unsurprisingly, clearheaded on the subject of MacArthur. The Philippines
was a lost cause, and in his opinion MacArthur should fight it out to the end, with
whatever help could reach him - Ike, when the time came, would be against evacuat-
ing MacArthur from Bataan, and also against awarding him the Medal of Honor - and
then surrender. He drafted Marshall’s calm and fact-filled replies to MacArthur’s com-
plaints that no supplies were reaching him and that he and the Philippines were being
abandoned. Ike also had a hand in drafting Roosevelt’s reply to an angry, anguished
plea from President Quezon - with the support, rather surprisingly, of MacArthur, who
had swung from improbable optimism to describing the situation as "about to be a
disastrous debacle" - to let the Philippines be granted immediate independence and
be "neutralized," with the immediate removal of both American and Japanese troops.

The end was inevitable, and clear to everyone except FDR. While even MacArthur saw the
defeat coming, Roosevelt would be shocked to learn of it. The exchange with the Filipino
president, and the agreement between Eisenhower, MacArthur, and Marshall about the fate of
the Philippines

brought home at last, even to optimists like the president, "the very somber picture
of the Army’s situation" and the possibility of a major defeat there. This picture was
shortly to be confirmed by the news that Manila had fallen and that MacArthur had
retreated to Bataan, where 15,000 American and 65,000 Filipino troops were trapped.
In his reply to Quezon, Roosevelt rejected Quezon’s proposal as unacceptable, and
pledged that "so long as the flag of the United States flies on Filipino soil ... it will
be defended by our own men to the death," an answer which infuriated Quezon.
Roosevelt’s cable to MacArthur ordered him to fight on "so long as there remains
any possibility of resistance," and said, even more uncompromisingly: "The duty and
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necessity of resisting Japanese aggression to the last transcends any other obligation
now facing us in the Philippines." MacArthur’s belief that he had been "betrayed" by
Roosevelt, Marshall, and Ike, who had promised reinforcements and supplies and
then withheld them or routed them elsewhere is not borne out by the facts. True,
the president made optimistic promises; and true, Marshall did his best to make the
tone of his messages more encouraging than Ike’s very much bleaker drafts. But
in the absence of a fleet and an air force to protect them, no significant number of
supply ships could have reached the Philippines in time to change the outcome, and
it seems unlikely that so experienced a commander as MacArthur did not know this.

MacArthur, in any case, seemed to waffle back and forth between accepting his fate and deny-
ing it. After the inevitable defeat of American and Filipino forces, and the fading of those in the
heart of the larger islands into guerilla forces, the most tragic fate, as the Washington Times
reports, befell the force on Bataan,

the 30-mile peninsula that bounds Manila Bay on Luzon, largest of the 7,000-island
Philippine archipelago, a U.S. dependency in 1941. Within hours of striking Pearl
Harbor, Japan launched another surprise attack here. Unable to repel the invaders,
American and Filipino defenders soon fell back to the natural bastion of Bataan and
its island redoubt, the “rock” of Corregidor.

The Japanese had an easy time defeating the Americans who had retreated to a peninsula,
without any naval craft for evacuation. It became clear at this point that the POW’s would
receive treatment which was neither humane nor human.

Then came the inevitable, humiliating surrender and infamous Death March, in which
GIs were herded north for 60 miles — nonstop without food, water or rest en route.
Prisoners who fell by the wayside were dispatched by bayonet. They were beaten,
stabbed, shot, beheaded, chained together and toppled into a ravine.

This was merely the prelude to torture and atrocities which are almost beyond description. The
American soldiers who

fought valiantly against suicidal waves of Japanese troops — and against starvation,
fatigue, jungle heat, tropical diseases and volcanic terrain

would now facemore painful, more humiliating, andmore dispiriting circumstances, sadistically
inflicted upon them by the Japanese.

Japan’s high command, driven by monocultural certitude, regarded westerners as a
race apart, a race beneath. Further, since Japan never signed the Geneva Conven-
tion, she ignored its proscriptions against torture and executions.

The Bataan peninsula fell into Japanese hands on April 9, 1942, when the Americans surren-
dered. More than 60,000 Filipino and 15,000 American prisoners of war were forced into the
infamous Bataan Death March. Thousands of Filipino soldiers, and hundreds of American sol-
diers, died as they marched to the camp where they would be held as POW’s. The route was
approximately 80 miles, and the prisoners received neither food nor water nor rest. At the end
of the march, they were herded into boxcars and taken the last few miles by train to the camp.
The Bataan Death March came to symbolize many of the other atrocities committed by the
Japanese soldiers during WWII in the Pacific. The torture and inhumanity remains shocking and
gruesome to this day.
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2.12 December

2.12.1 Lots of Heroes (2012-12-10 11:33)

Some people observe moral decline in some aspects of American society, and conclude that
part of the problem is that we don’t have enough heroes. This is disputable. It is quite possible
to argue that America has many heroes, both in the past and in the present.
Of course, a definition is in order. We aren’t talking about the superheroes of comic books
and movies with their supernatural powers - Superman, Spiderman, etc. To borrow a definition
from a dictionary, we’re using ’hero’ in the sense of someone "who is admired or idealized
for courage, outstanding achievements, or noble qualities" or more simply "who is typically
identified with good qualities."
America has many heroes. Other nations do as well - take your choice: China, Germany, Poland,
Iceland, Australia, etc. America has no monopoly on virtue. Again, a definition will clarify:
although we need not demand complete agreement on virtue, a consensus reveals that def-
initions will include, by way of example, chastity, temperance, charity, diligence, patience,
kindness, humility, prudence, justice, restraint, courage, faith, hope, and love.
But one definition in turn demands another - the ’love’ which is a virtue is no mere emotional
attraction, but rather a selfless commitment to do what is good for another, even at one’s own
cost: altruism.
But the abstract discussion of heroes and virtues, while central to philosophies like Aristotelian-
ism and Scholasticism, is almost irrelevant to history. In history, it is the concrete, specific, and
detailed study of individual heroes which interests us. For example, the National Review offers
us the obituaries of two heroes:

As the world that was forged at Guadalcanal, Stalingrad, Normandy, and Hiroshima
endures through each decade’s challenges, the band of men who fought and won
WorldWar II continues to dwindle in numbers, though not in glory. Lastmonth brought
the passing of Albert Brown, America’s oldest WWII vet, who survived the Bataan
Death March to find that it was just the beginning. During his three years in captivity,
Brown endured constant beatings as his six-foot frame wasted away to 90 pounds.
After liberation, he spent two years in an Army hospital; unable to work at his pre-
war trade of dentistry, be became prosperous in California real estate. Dead at 105.
R.I.P. Also leaving us was Charles Murray, Jr., a Medal of Honor recipient. At one
desperate juncture during the Battle of the Bulge, he encountered a group of 200
German troops who had pinned down an American battalion. Murray tried to call in
air support, but when his radio went dead, he single-handedly fought off the entire
detachment - killing 20, capturing ten, wounding many others, and taking shrapnel
in his legs from a grenade before reinforcements arrived. Dead at 89. R.I.P.

It is in studying such heroes that we learn about heroism. These heroes were young - many
WWII heroes were between the ages of 18 and 22 - but heroes can be of any age. These
high-profile examples are properly understood when we see that the same heroism is at work
in everyday examples: being a good mother or a good father is a heroic act, a deed often
spanning decades. Being a good friend is heroic; donating to charities is heroic. Having a
mutually supportive, respectful, and affectionate marriage over the decades is heroic.
Examining and understanding history’s heroes is - in an overused word - inspirational. The
knowledge of these events has the emotional power to encourage us in our individual lives -
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encourages us to heroism. A periodical titled Historical Footnotes relates the events surround-
ing

a navy chaplain who was wounded at Pearl Harbor and then was in the Tokyo Bay
area at the end of World War II. His experiences epitomize the danger chaplains can
be in while ministering to the soldiers and sailors in the military.

Two elements of heroism can be found here. First, that the chaplain persevered: wounded,
he returned to duty. Second, altruism: his mission was to serve his comrades. His name was
Raymond Charles Hohenstein; his is not one of the famous names in history books.

Chaplain Hohenstein began his service stationed on the USS Boise from 1940 to 1941,
when he left to serve on the USS California. He was stationed on the USS California at
Pearl Harbor, Territory of Hawaii, on that fateful day in December 1941 when Japan
attacked and the war began for the United States.

Charles Hohenstein worked to help the sailors aboard the ship when it was attacked. First
looking for gas masks to help them breathe, then helping to evacuate them to safety. Even
after he was wounded, he continued to find ways to encourage the sailors.

The USS California was severely damaged and eventually sank. Chaplain Hohen-
stein’s injuries consisted of flash burns to the face, scalp, and right arm. He was
awarded the Purple Heart in 1943 for wounds received at the attack on Pearl Harbor.
He was the first living navy chaplain to receive the award.

After recovering from his wounds, he returned to active duty. Providence can be symbolic, and
he who was wounded at the very beginning of the Pacific war was present at its very end.

Chaplain Hohenstein went on to serve at the Submarine Base at Pearl Harbor, the
Naval Training Center in Great Lakes, Illinois, the Naval Operating Base in Key West,
Florida, and as senior chaplain on the USS Wisconsin during World War II. He served
on the USS Wisconsin from 1944 to 1946; this service included being ashore in the
Tokyo Bay area on September 2, 1945, when Japan officially surrendered. He was
the only navy chaplain to be present at both the beginning and end of the war with
Japan.

Our problem is not that there are too few heroes. There are many. Our problemmay be that we
are not studying our heroes - not learning about their lives and actions - and therefore denying
ourselves the opportunity to be inspired by them.
Studying heroes requires sober realism. Heroes are not perfect; they have their flaws and
failings. Heroes come in all races, languages, cultures and nationalities; American cannot
claim a monopoly on heroism. But studying heroes will not only inspire us, but it will also -
through the analysis of many examples - crystalize our understanding of virtue and help to
recognize the the right thing to do.
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3.1 January

3.1.1 Unpopular But Necessary: Involuntary Military Service
(2013-01-08 10:26)

The word "draft" is, in American history, most commonly linked to the Vietnam War. Yet there
are quite a few instances of involuntary military service in our nation’s history. This practice is
never without controversy and resistance; yet it seems also to be necessary in certain circum-
stances. It is perhaps the elected leader’s worst nightmare.
In the very beginning of our nation, the draft was present. Forced military service began, at
the latest, in early 1776. By 1778, it was "widespread" according historian John Maass.
Maass writes that conscription and impressment “produced antipathy and resistance to Patriot
authorities, and undermined support for” the government. This may remind the reader of the
draft’s effects during the Vietnam conflict. Maass defines ‘impressment’ as “the act of seizing
property for public service or use,” although elsewhere it has been used to refer to something
very similar to the draft or to conscription, i.e., to “compulsory military service,” as Maass
defines ‘conscription.’ There may be some slight confusion about terminology here.
It is worth noting that twenty-first century nations, rather than the direct “impressment” of
needed wartime supplies, prefer to tax citizens, and then buy the supplies. The net effect is
the same, but perhaps citizens are less disturbed by taxes than by officials actually seizing prop-
erty and goods. Maass points out that “the desperate situation” there “made the enforcement
of taxation laws difficult.” Whether they were collecting taxes or goods, the primitive informa-
tion technology and the difficulty of maintaining any long-distance communication would have
created the “confusion that reigned within the state as authorities scrambled to procure the
various needs of the army and the militia,” although both confusion and unscrupulous use of
such authority are quite possible in our high-tech era as well.
The leaders of the U.S. military were aware of the problems, and “feared alienating the popu-
lace, and making the people reluctant” to support the cause of freedom. Although leaders of
the Continental Army “regretted” the impressment of goods and property, there seemed to be
no other course of action available to them.
Trying to limit the damage – i.e., worried that the public would reduce its support for the cause
of liberty – some measures were taken to mitigate the harm done by such confiscations: own-
ers were partially recompensed with vouchers, low-value paper currency, and tax exemptions.
Some efforts were made to avoid impressing goods from the same areas more than once.
Wisely, procurement agents were directed to take when possible from those who were already
against the cause of independence – from whom there was no support to lose – rather than take
from those whose support of independence might be lost to the bitterness of impressment.
The chaos of war created opportunities for abuse, and the practice of impressment was abused
by military agents for personal gain, and sometimes for wanton destruction. Citizens resisted
politically and physically, when possible. Even when impressment was conducted without cor-
ruption, it was often done undiplomatically. The practice reduced motivation for productive
work, the fruit thereof being uncertain, and damped trade, inasmuch as import and export
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shipments could be impressed; this fulfilled a principle stated by Thomas Hobbes that produc-
tivity declines in warlike circumstances, and agricultural land will be underutilized. Citizens
took to hiding their goods.
One North Carolina resident complained that the agents carrying out the impressments were
“selected from the dregs of the people.” If impressment had become necessary, it would have
been best to devote more attention, and better personnel, to seeing that it was carrying out
as diplomatically as possible. It also became clear that counterfeit impressment agents – in no
way connected to the Continental Army – were at work, confiscating property, but having no
military authority to do so, and keeping it for themselves.
Some officers, like General Nathanael Greene and Thomas Burke, did a commendable job of
policing their own soldiers to ensure than impressment did not turn into mere sacking and
plunder.
Many of the problems encountered regarding conscription practices were analogues to those
encountered regarding impressment practices. Both had a root in a lack of funding; the thirteen
former colonies attempted to offer enticements to elicit volunteer troops, but simply weren’t
able to offer enough cash to generate enthusiastic enlisters. The practice of hiring substitutes
– men hired by draftees to go in their stead – was widespread and legally allowed. Drafting also
led to a relatively high percentage of unfit men reporting for duty, only to be returned home.
Local ‘draft boards’ – to use a term from a later era – were perhaps tempted to call upon those
less fit, because local communities would object less, and because it was foreseeable that they
would be returned home in short order. Draft dodgers were common, and those who did not
evade the draft often deserted after showing up to be enlisted. Anti-draft riots occurred in a
number of places.
We see that the government of North Carolina was placed into an uncomfortable situation.
If the cause of liberty was to have even a chance at victory, large numbers of soldiers, and
large quantities of supplies, had to be raised. Yet the infant government – both of the state of
North Carolina and of the United States as whole – lacked the finances needed to accomplish
this in a purely commercial manner. Impressment and conscription seemed then, and seem
in hindsight, the only available route. Although necessary, these means undermined popular
support for the cause of independence. Had the war lasted longer, it might have been lost due
to conscription and impressment: the lesson is that if one must use these means, make sure
that the war is over sooner rather than later, because it is a race against the clock as popular
support starts to dwindle (cf. the first Gulf war of 1990, in which political planners worked to
keep the war short for similar reasons). A second lesson is that if one must procure goods via
impressment, keeping the process diplomatic and free of corruption must be a top priority. The
feel of the matter is all to familiar, given the nation’s experiences during the Vietnam conflict.

3.1.2 Pershing Conducts the War (2013-01-12 16:40)

General John “Blackjack” Pershing played a pivotal role in World War One; of this there can
be no doubt. Among the many obstacles he faced, the enemy’s soldiers were merely one:
he had to deal with a political machinery which, until mere months prior to America’s entry
into the conflict, continued to announce its goal of staying out of the war; he had to deal
with that same administration when, once it decided to enter the war, was ambivalent about
whether it would support the English or the Germans; he had to deal with unwieldy relations
with British and French allies, and several other nations as well; he had to deal with a new
form of mechanized and industrialized warfare which was not yet fully understood; he had to
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deal with perpetual shortages of men and material. Despite this, or perhaps because of this,
Pershing’s skill and accomplishments have earned ceaseless praise from scholars, including
historian Timothy Nenninger, for almost a full century.
Woodrow Wilson’s wartime leadership was either nonexistent or useless. Wilson had famously
opposed placing the United States into the war; he changed his mind on the topic because of
domestic implications. He discovered that placing the nation on a wartime footing created the
urgency – or sense of crisis – which he needed to further his domestic goals: increasing taxes,
micromanaging the economy, and regulating various areas of private life. Wilson found that he
now favored America’s involvement in the war, but had no strong preference as to which side
the United States would support: England or Germany. There were strong reasons for Wilson
to consider supporting Germany; a small clique of German scholars had shaped Wilson’s mind.
Historian Jonah Goldberg writes:

few figures represent the foreign, particularly German influence on Progressivism
better than Wilson himself. Wilson’s faith that society could be bent to the will of
social planners was formed at Johns Hopkins, the first American university to be
founded on the German model. Virtually all of Wilson’s professors had studied in
Germany – as had almost every one of the school’s fifty-three faculty members.

Although Wilson dropped his isolationism and pacifism like a hot potato and eagerly threw
America into the war, he offered no leadership or insight – or even interest – in the execution
of that war. Pershing deserves full blame or full credit for America’s conduct of the war.
Nenninger’s analysis of the American Expeditionary Force’s mode of command centers in part
on Pershing, and rightfully so. But Pershing’s career lasted well past the November 1918
armistice which ended WWI. As Chief of Staff of the Army until September 1924, he was able to
codify the AEF’s collective experience in the 1923 edition of the Field Service Regulations and
in the re-designation of Leavenworth as the “Command and General Staff School.” Nenninger
tells us what, exactly, “the lessons learned” in WWI were.
Pershing’s qualifications to be Commander in Chief of the AEF included his experience, “political
connections and political awareness, energy, organizational vision, and character.” He could
learned from experience and from mistakes. Nenninger praises Pershing as excellent for the
post, arguing that while Pershing was not perfect, there were none better suited.
“The lessons learned” dealt mainly with command and control. In contrast to the AEF, the British
armies on the European continent during WWI operated rather independently of each other.
The “successful” – Nenninger’s word – AEF commanders “sought centralized, tightly controlled
operations” and “considered mission accomplishment paramount.” Nenninger doesn’t tell us
what the British commanders “considered paramount.”
The AEF was involved in combat for a rather brief period of time. The United States declared
war on 7 April 1917, but large scale entry into combat didn’t take place until June 1918, and the
war ended in November of that year. Despite the brevity, “there were nearly two million” U.S.
military men in Europe by the end of the war, and some of them had seen substantial combat
action, and the AEF’s leadership had gained significant experience. Returning to the theme
of “lessons learned,” the AEF encountered factors “beyond the control of American military
authorities.”
(It seems to be one of the truisms of military operations that once a battle begins – once the
famed “fog of war” sets in – that commanders are inundated by factors beyond their control,
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and by unexpected events. Despite careful planning, it is wise response to unexpected and
uncontrollable events that leads to military success.)

Nenninger identifies three factors which made WWI different from previous conflicts – and
therefore constituted challenges for officers who had never encountered these factors before:
first, the large scale; second, the role as one nation in a coalition; third, “a three-thousand mile
supply line.” The style of command was also different: there was “a War Department General
Staff, with organized general staffs in tactical units in the field, and with some officers explicitly
trained for the highest command and staff duties.” This command style also made WWI a new
setting for U.S. military forces.

Detailed and developed military doctrines had been formulated and taught to officers to a
far higher degree than, e.g., at the time of the U.S. Civil War. Organizational structure had
been thought out and rehearsed, as well, to greater extent than in previous decades. Finally,
technology offered new opportunities for communication and coordination – the value of com-
munication between related military units at the front can hardly be overstated. Yet all of these
factors were hindered and disrupted – by the rapid tempo at which massive casualties were
inflicted by mechanized warfare, which the U.S. was encountering for the first time. Among the
officers, there were in fact different approaches – different ways of doing business – in regard to
organization and doctrine: these differences arising in part from the fact that the officers had
been trained in different facilities. Some had been trained at the Leavenworth Staff College;
some had been trained at the Army War College; some graduated from West Point; still other
sources of training were available; diverse sources of training led to conflicting views on com-
mand and control. Field telephones and field telegraphs, a relatively new innovation and part
of mechanized warfare, integrated units vertically, i.e., field units to their commanding units
behind the lines, but not horizontally – neighboring field units to the right and left often had
very poor communication. Such electronic communication was also subject to frequent mal-
function. “The crucial lesson from the AEF experience was that with organization and doctrine
unsettled, technical means unwieldy and not well utilized, personalities became crucial.”

Nenninger’s analysis concerning personalities meshes well with common sense. If a group of
officers is supposed to work together in the deafening and chaotic environment of modern
mechanized warfare and the PTSD-inducing trauma of casualties on a scale so massive that
they are barely comprehendible, despite the fact that they have been given different, or even
conflicting, notions about organization and doctrine, personalities will be critical. Will these
guys be able to figure out how to work together?

The AEF tried various tactics to overcome some of the obstacles it faced in terms of command
and control; one of them was the institution of liaison officers. This was a good move – in
Nenninger’s opinion and in fact – but didn’t produce the desired results because the post was
not properly understood or regarded by commanders. In order to represent his unit to other
units, and communicate in both directions with them, a liaison officer would need to “in the
loop” – at least present present at crucial decisive meetings – within his own unit; many liaison
officers weren’t. A liaison officers would need to cause information to flow in two directions,
but many commanders saw them as only gathering information about the other units, but not
providing information to the other units. Finally, an effective liaison officer would need the
skills and personality for the task – but many commanders assigned men to that post without
regard for their talents or qualifications.

Given both the poor communications and the lack of map-reading skills, AEF units often didn’t
know where they were, where or who the units to their right and left were, and knew where
the enemy was only because they were engaged with him.
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One particular organizational conflict arose between the commanding officers and the staff of-
ficers. General staff officers and chiefs of staff formed the team working for the commanders.
The extent to which staff officers were to act on their own, but in the name of their commander,
and the extent to which the commander delegated authority to them, was not consistent. In
particular, the graduates of the Leavenworth Staff College had been instructed to make deci-
sions and issue orders on their own initiative and sometimes without specific approval from
their commanders. This was not always acceptable to the commanders.
An additional complexity was introduced by the fact that the Field Service Regulations and
the Staff Manual – both texts published for officers – contained different organizational struc-
tures for the general staff. Pershing, alerted by English and French allies to the insufficiency of
traditional staffing in the face of modern mechanized large-scale warfare, created a third orga-
nizational staffing model which he implemented for the AEF. Pershing’s model seems good, but
required officers to first unlearn the other two models, and then required time for them to grow
accustomed to Pershing’s structure. But time was short; one can argue that, by war’s end, the
officers were still growing into a new structure and had not yet fully habituated to it. Like all
models, Pershing’s had its ambiguities, which needed time to clarify, and it depended not only
on abstract organizational charts, but also on the specific individual personalities which would
occupy the spaces in that chart. Pershing’s model proved, after some growing pains, to be
effective, and to be growing in effectiveness over time.
Because of the large scale, a doctrine of command was necessary. Such a notion was new
for the U.S. military – Nenninger notes that the word ‘doctrine’ was not actually used until
later. A key question to be answered by the doctrine of command was this: to which extent, if
any, do the chief of staff and the general staff officers receive delegated authority from their
commander enabling them to issue orders on their own? The problematic relationship between
commanders and their staff officers was never fully clarified during the war. Individuals in some
cases managed to carve out successful working relationships, but as a formalized doctrine, no
clear arrangement was finally formulated and codified.
The commanders, who were over the staff officers, were largely hand-picked by Pershing. He
was concerned to choose commanders who were physically fit and not too old, because of the
demands of command duty – lack of sleep, high stress, etc.
Looking at Pershing himself, Nenninger notes both scholars who praise Pershing and those who
disparage him. As Commander-in-Chief of the AEF, he kept his “subordinate commanders on
a” short leash, but delegated considerable decision-making authority to his staff. He made
frequent visits to the front, and encouraged others to do so, so that he could be familiar with
troop morale, conditions, and “the state of mind of his commanders.” Pershing was more
familiar with, and more involved in, operation than his French and British counterparts. Similar
to his allies, however, he “lacked complete understanding of tactical conditions on the Western
front, but that hardly set him apart from his contemporaries in other armies.”
In sum, Pershing and the AEF command structure suffered from conflicts arising from ambigu-
ities in structure and from divergent organizational visions arising from different educations,
but managed to be effective because it was in the process of improving itself, and because of
Pershing’s leadership abilities.

3.1.3 Varieties of Abolitionism (2013-01-29 14:16)

In the long history of the abolitionist movement in the United States, which started long be-
fore 1775 and separately from the movement toward political independence from England, we
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see significantly different subgroups within the larger movement. One clear distinction was
between the abolitionists in the free North and those in the slaveholding South. Although the
two groups admired and supported each other, they operated in very different circumstances.
Even among abolitionists in the South, there was a "broad spectrum of antislavery opinion," ac-
cording to historian Stanley Harrold. A long list of local abolitionist organizations and societies
dotted the map, and various leaders gained public attention for the cause in the South.

Most prominent among them were James G. Birney, Cassius M. Clay, Joseph Evans
Snodgrass, John C. Vaughn, John G. Fee, and William S. Bailey.

Some abolitionists worked for the immediate end of all slavery, others took a longer view,
supposing that it might take years or decades. Some advocated civil or peaceful means, others
were willing to use force or violence.

Of the six individuals whose activities in the slave states drew extended comment
from northern abolitionists, three - James G. Birney, Cassius M. Clay, and John G. Fee
- are relatively well-known figures. All three were prominent for their activities in Ken-
tucky, and Birney had also been active against slavery in Alabama. Although Birney,
was born in 1792, was considerably older than Clay, who was born in 1810, and Fee,
who was born in 1816, they had much in common. All three came from slaveholding
families, and Birney and Clay had inherited large numbers of slaves. All were edu-
cated in the North - Birney at Princeton, Clay at Yale, and Fee at Miami University and
the Lane Theological Seminary in Ohio. Each of them based his opposition to slavery
on Christian precepts, although Fee’s religious commitment was the strongest and
Clay’s has been obscured by his biographer. Birney and Clay were aristocratic, and
they both began their careers as slave-holders who criticized slavery in their state
legislatures.

In addition to being united by their antislavery sentiments, abolitionists in the South shared two
foundations for these sentiments: first, the generally Christian outlook, and second, a strong
sense of the nation’s founding documents. To be sure, there was a diversity among them:
Baptists, Methodists, Lutherans, Roman Catholics, Presbyterians, Episcopalians, etc.; but they
shared enough of the common Christian belief to be firm in their opposition to slavery. Politi-
cally, they saw abolitionism rooted in the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution -
including the Bill of Rights. Those texts contained the seeds of the abolitionist movement, and
the years from 1776 to 1863 were in some ways merely an unfolding of what had been put into
place by 1775.

Evangelical and political abolitionists of diverse backgrounds began to demand a
revival of a religious campaign to directly impact the South.

The abolitionists believed that as people in the South were encouraged to consider authen-
tic Christianity - as opposed to the very unChristian ideology of the slaveholding groups, an
ideology which loudly proclaimed itself to be Christian but which was in fact not - they would
embrace abolitionism.

Cassius M. Clay, calling on every Christian "to bear testimony against this crime
against man and God," also suggested the creation of an abolitionist missionary or-
ganization for the South. He wanted an interdenominational board of home missions
established in New York City to coordinate the project.
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Abolitionists in the North would fund and support the activities of the abolitionists in the South.
Clay, himself a Kentuckian, understood the dangers of sending speakers from the North into
the South, and so looked to the North to support, but not to operate, the movement in the
South. Joshua Leavitt and Charles Torrey, two other famous abolitionist leaders, endorsed a
more aggressive version of Clay’s idea, encouraging speakers to address the problem of slavery
most directly.

Clay did well in envisioning the organizational form of the missionary undertaking in
the South. When it emerged in the late 1840s as an important facet of abolitionism,
the effort was, nevertheless, closer to the hearts of Torrey and Leavitt than to the
Kentuckian’s. At that time, the American Wesleyan Connection, the AMA, and the
American Baptist Free Missionary Society (ABFMS) each initiated measure to spread
antislavery religion in the South.

In those years of antebellum history, of course, AMA stood not for the American Medical Associ-
ation, but rather for the American Missionary Association, one of the chief abolitionist groups.

Organized abolitionist missions in the South, begun in the 1840s, constituted a more
aggressive and enduring effort than the mailing of antislavery publications to promi-
nent southerners during the great postal campaign of 1834-35.

Although the effort to abolish slavery by awakening more southerners to the true meaning of
Christianity reached its peak in the late 1840s and 1850s, it did not begin at that time. There

was a long tradition of religiously inspired and northern-supported antislavery action
in the South. In 1835, Amos Dresser, former Lane Theological Seminary student and
disciple of TheodoreWeld, distributed antislavery "tracts and periodicals" in Kentucky
and Tennessee. He also talked openly with slaves before a Nashville mob beat him
severely for his efforts.

The pattern was common: a southern abolitionist spokesman, funded and supported in part
from the North, whose message was a blend of New Testament Christianity and the Founding
Fathers. The resistance to such spokesmen was also usually the same: based on economics,
but cloaking itself in alleged fears of rampant crime by freed slaves, and hiding its anti-Christian
hatred behind the verbiage of an insincere pseudo-Christianity.

Abolitionist missionary efforts of another Weld protege, David Nelson, became the
focus of confrontation between religiously oriented abolitionism and slavery in Mis-
souri. A southerner, a Presbyterian minister, and a former slaveholder who had freed
his slaves, Nelson was president of Marion College in eastern Missouri when Weld
converted him to immediatism in 1835. As an agent of the AASS, Nelson contacted
slaves, called on slaveholders in his congregations to free their bondspeople, and
attempted to attract young northern abolitionists to his college. Driven out of Mis-
souri by mob threats, he established the Missionary Institute in Quincy, Illinois, that
produced Work, Burr, and Thompson’s slave rescue attempt in 1841.

The AASS was the American Anti-Slavery Society. Oberlin College in Ohio, filled at the time
with Presbyterian spirituality, was another major institution among abolitionists. The word
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’imediatism’ refers to the idea, common among many abolitionists, that the time for waiting
was over, no gradualism should be tolerated, and slavery had to be ended immediately.
Although, to the casual observer, the situation presented possible confusion - both abolitionists
and slaveholders claiming to be Christians - there is no great mystery. Upon closer inspection,
the southerners who defended slavery and called themselves Christians were nominal believers
at best, and cynically manipulating their listeners at worst. The abolitionists from the North who
often endured beatings by southern mobs displayed, by means of their wounds, the sincerity
of their belief. The slaves themselves could easily tell which side manifested true Christian
charity.

3.2 February

3.2.1 Leadership Skills: George Washington (2013-02-14 17:29)

Perhaps what makes George Washington a great man is not his various accomplishments, nor
his noble character, but the combination of the two. Either factor can be found isolated in
numerous historical individuals; but the blend is much rarer. James Srodes, reflected on a book
written by John Ferling about Washington, writes:

Washington had a fairly prosaic start in life and could have remained a modestly
prosperous farmer of little note. He was the son of a second marriage; his father was
a successful planter and political figure; his elder half-brother, the heir, had been a
well-regarded soldier in the earlier wars of the century. Even when Washington came
into his inheritance, real economic advancement depended on marriage to a wealthy
widow, and he quickly burned through her fortune as well as his own.

An ordinary gentleman farmer in Virginia: an enviable lifestyle, to be sure, but hardly one
which makes the individual a world-historical figure. Washington understood the geographical
and economic factors which made North America an exceptional opportunity. Land was an
amazing resource in the English colonies, compared to densely-populated Europe. Mapping
and organizing the continent was the key to the future:

He became an adept and adventurous land surveyor and through that latched onto
a military career.

Washington’s insight into the value of this land got him into the French and Indian war, which
started in 1754 with a series of humiliating victories for the Englishmen, among whomWashing-
ton began with the rank of Major. This North American conflict was the extension or analogue
of the Seven Years War in Europe. The French and the English were opposing each other on
battlefields in Europe, so their colonies fought each other in North America as well.

He ended what we call the French and Indian War in 1757 as a colonel with the formal
praise of his superiors. A year later, he won an expensive election campaign to the
House of Burgesses and began his formal career as a politician. For the next 18 years,
he fashioned a reputation of deliberate soundness that was long on good judgment
and short on the flowery oratory in which many of his colleagues reveled.
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Although an excellent military leader, Washington was not the only, or best, military thinker of
his time. His greatness came from his ability to lead and inspire, and from his moral character,
not from a purely technical military skill.

There were more successful generals — Horatio Gates at Saratoga, Nathaniel Green
in his campaign in the Carolinas — but Washington held the army together through
personal bravery under fire and adroit politicking that dragged a disorganized
Congress to its task of supplying war materials and that checkmated the various
critics and plotters against him within his own officer corps.

There were also instances of Providence - what somemight call luck - which accompaniedWash-
ington’s path to greatness. But opportunities given to Washington - whether by Providence or
luck - would have remained mere opportunities unless properly utilized. The decisive factor

is Washington’s ability to capitalize on good luck. He had, after all, nothing to do
with the French sending Jean-Baptiste de Rochambeau and his army to America, or
Francois-Joseph De Grasse and the French fleet from the Caribbean into the Chesa-
peake Bay. However, he was adroit enough to force-march the combined allied army
away from its stalemate outside New York all the way to Yorktown and ultimate vic-
tory. So too with his presidency, Washington managed to harness the genius of
Alexander Hamilton’s invention of a truly national economy and financial system
and to hold potential rivals such as the jealous John Adams and the utopian Thomas
Jefferson in check long enough to get the nation up and running. It takes a special
kind of political genius to do all that.

The obstacles and outright oppositions which faced Washington were immense. Wes Vernon,
meditating upon Glenn Beck’s book about Washington, writes:

The long political knives were out for Washington - “not a British noose, but an Amer-
ican one.” The Continental Congress tried to micromanage the general’s conduct of
the war by commissioning a board to oversee it. When its inspector general showed
up at the commander’s headquarters, Washington made swift work of him, stopping
short of rudeness. The man was stunned.
In addition to the congressional roadblocks, Washington’s burden was increased by
the fact that some soldiers had “nefarious intentions in mind.” There were 2,000
deserters during the Valley Forge winter alone. Add to that the 80 colonists who
were British spies.

From Benedict Arnold’s ultimate betrayal, to cliques of officers plotting to overthrow Washing-
ton, to postwar years in which he had to mediate conflicts between Thomas Jefferson and John
Adam and Alexander Hamilton, Washington overcame these problems, and overcame them in
such a way that his ethical manner was manifest.

3.3 March

3.3.1 German Guns - American Freedom (2013-03-06 15:26)

America’s war for independence including innovations in both technique and technology.
Virtue, noble character, and leadership also played important roles - George Washington and
Paul Revere exemplify this, as do the thousands of nameless Minutemen and militiamen.
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The technology incorporated into rifles enabled snipers to shoot with accuracy from long dis-
tances. Rifles offered an advantage over an opponent armed with a musket or a blunderbuss,
both of which were smoothbore weapons. Historian Thomas Sowell writes:

The Pennsylvania Dutch also developed a hunting rifle that was to play a very dif-
ferent role from that intended by these German pacifists. Unlike most European
muskets of the time, German weapons had spiral grooves (called rifling) inside the
barrel to produce greater accuracy. Some of these rifled muskets were brought to
Pennsylvania by German immigrants. Here they developed a new rifle, with a very
elongated barrel for even greater accuracy. This product of German craftsmen in
Lancaster, Pennsylvania, was originally known as the Pennsylvania rifle. But it ac-
quired fame in the hands of frontier sharpshooters like Daniel Boone and then be-
came known as the "Kentucky Rifle." It later proved very effective in the guerrilla
warfare used by Americans against the British during the Revolutionary War.

As the bullet spun, the axis of its spinning was also its flight-path, and the gyroscopic effect
keeps the lead ball flying in something very close to a straight line. Projectiles from smoothbore
weapons deviate more to the right or left. Historian Geoffrey Norman writes:

The rifled musket was, indeed, a game-changer in the American Revolution, even if
it was not quite as decisive as some have made it out to be. American gunsmiths
were not the first to cut grooves into the barrel of a musket, thus putting spin to
the lead ball it shot. The spin imparted stability to the ball in flight and improved
accuracy over the smoothbore by orders of magnitude. German gunsmiths were the
first to employ the technique. German immigrants brought it with them to the New
World and made the refinements and improvements that became the Pennsylvania
(or Kentucky) long rifle and so famously knocked General Simon Fraser out of the
saddle at Saratoga and, a few years later, dropped rank after rank of British troops
carrying smoothbores that left them outranged and vulnerable to Andrew Jackson’s
men at New Orleans. As usual, the British were brave but slow to learn.

The Americans seemed to incorporate rifles into some of their units quicker than the English,
and combined with guerrilla tactics, allowed a small number of Americans to effectively harass
larger British armies. (The word ’guerrilla’ wouldn’t be used until later - when Napoleon invaded
Spain - but the Americans had effectively conceptualized the technique.) The British army
would eventually shirt to large-scale use of the rifle, but only after the United States had won
independence.

3.3.2 The Second Amendment’s Complex Details (2013-03-07 11:10)

The political debates surrounding the Second Amendment lead the reader into many obscure
niches of legal history. As a part of the Bill of Rights, the Second Amendment was intended to do
more than guarantee to the individual citizen "the right of the people to keep and bear arms."
It is the prepositional phrase "of the people" which tells us that this right is for the individual
private citizen. However, the same text also preserves for each of the states the right to
maintain its own "well-ordered militia," separate from the army of the federal government.
America’s military systems were once structured so that the bulk of the nation’s military forces
was maintained by the states in their own militias. The national government had sometimes
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a small army, but had also the ability to call the state militias into action. The nation’s army
consisted then primarily of the combination of state militias, and only secondarily of a standing
federal army.
For this reason, then, the Second Amendment guards not only each citizen’s right to "keep and
bear," but also the right of each state to maintain its militia. Indeed, the federal government
depended on each state not only having that right, but exercising it. As Adam Winkler writes
in The Atlantic magazine,

For those men who were allowed to own guns, the Founders had their own version
of the "individual mandate" that has proved so controversial in President Obama’s
health-care-reform law: they required the purchase of guns. A 1792 federal law
mandated every eligible man to purchase a military-style gun and ammunition for
his service in the citizen militia. Such men had to report for frequent musters —
where their guns would be inspected and, yes, registered on public rolls.

A few years prior to the Bill of Rights, Thomas Jefferson wrote, while drafting the constitution
for the state of Virginia,

No freeman shall be debarred the use of arms.

Jefferson worked through three drafts of the state’s constitution, and each draft contained this
line (with slight variations in wording). It was apparently important to him.
Although the immediate context of the Second Amendment was the struggle against England
for independence, the text came into play at the close of the Civil War. At that time, two things
were clear: blacks had gained their freedom, and blacks would not have an easy time keeping
that freedom. Adam Winkler continues:

Indisputably, for much of American history, gun-control measures, like many other
laws, were used to oppress African Americans. The South had long prohibited blacks,
both slave and free, from owning guns. In the North, however, at the end of the Civil
War, the Union army allowed soldiers of any color to take home their rifles. Even
blacks who hadn’t served could buy guns in the North, amid the glut of firearms
produced for the war. President Lincoln had promised a “new birth of freedom,” but
many blacks knew that white Southerners were not going to go along easily with
such a vision. As one freedman in Louisiana recalled, “I would say to every colored
soldier, ‘Bring your gun home.”’

The history of gun-control legislation, i.e., the history of attempts to undermine the freedoms
given by the Second Amendment, is rooted in post-Civil War racism. Recall that the war ended
in 1865 - Lee surrender to Grant on April 9, and President Johnson declared the war ended on
May 9. Between the war’s end and Congress’s vigorous reconstruction - often titled "Radical
Reconstruction" in history books - in 1867, there was little protection for the civil rights of the
newly-freed African Americans. Ex-slaves were at the mercy of the same local government
who had opposed Lincoln, declared secession, and maintained the war effort.
During this time, Democratic Party officials in the South developed "Black Codes" - laws aimed
at reducing the civil rights of blacks. This injustice would not be rectified until the Republican
Party enacted three constitutional amendments - the thirteenth, fourteenth, and fifteenth -
and sent federal observers into the South to verify compliance. This "Radical Reconstruction"
beginning in 1867 was the Republican Party’s effort to continue Abraham Lincoln’s vision.
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After losing the Civil War, Southern states quickly adopted the Black Codes, laws de-
signed to reestablish white supremacy by dictating what the freedmen could and
couldn’t do. One common provision barred blacks from possessing firearms. To
enforce the gun ban, white men riding in posses began terrorizing black commu-
nities. In January 1866, Harper’s Weekly reported that in Mississippi, such groups
had "seized every gun and pistol found in the hands of the (so called) freedmen" in
parts of the state. The most infamous of these disarmament posses, of course, was
the Ku Klux Klan.

Attempting to address these injustices, before Congress organized the full-blown Radical Re-
construction, northern military officers occasionally intervened during the milder "presidential
reconstructions" under Lincoln and during the first months of Johnson’s presidency.

In response to the Black Codes and the mounting atrocities against blacks in the for-
mer Confederacy, the North sought to reaffirm the freedmen’s constitutional rights,
including their right to possess guns. General Daniel E. Sickles, the commanding
Union officer enforcing Reconstruction in South Carolina, ordered in January 1866
that "the constitutional rights of all loyal and well-disposed inhabitants to bear arms
will not be infringed." When South Carolinians ignored Sickles’s order and others like
it, Congress passed the Freedmen’s Bureau Act of July 1866, which assured ex-slaves
the "full and equal benefit of all laws and proceedings concerning personal liberty …
including the constitutional right to bear arms."

It became clear to Congress that Second Amendment rights among blacks in the South needed
to be protected. Between the KKK’s illegal activities and the blind eye which local Democratic
Party officials in the South turned toward the Klan’s activities, the African-Americans needed
"the right to keep and bear" in order to defend their civil rights.

That same year, Congress passed the nation’s first Civil Rights Act, which defined
the freedmen as United States citizens and made it a federal offense to deprive
them of their rights on the basis of race. Senator James Nye, a supporter of both
laws, told his colleagues that the freedmen now had an "equal right to protection,
and to keep and bear arms for self-defense." President Andrew Johnson vetoed both
laws. Congress overrode the vetoes and eventually made Johnson the first president
to be impeached.

In December 1865, Republican Congressman John Bingham of Ohio proposed the text that
would become the Fourteenth Amendment. His co-sponsor, Republican Senator Jacob Howard
from Michigan, presented the text in the Senate by reminding his colleagues that in preserving
for blacks the "privileges or immunities of citizens," the text of the amendment kept "the right
to keep and bear arms" for the ex-slaves:

the men behind the Fourteenth Amendment — America’s most sacred and significant
civil-rights law — clearly believed that the right of individuals to have guns for self-
defense was an essential element of citizenship. As the Yale law professor Akhil Reed
Amar has observed, "Between 1775 and 1866 the poster boy of arms morphed from
the Concord minuteman to the Carolina freedman."
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As the amendment progressed through the ratification process, and Congress’s more assertive
vision of reconstruction began to replace President Johnson’s milder version,

The aggressive Southern effort to disarm the freedmen prompted a constitutional
amendment to better protect their rights.

A century of civil rights progress - from the 1860’s to the 1950’s - wasmarred by setbacks during
the Progressive Era, when Woodrow Wilson re-segregated federal departments, like the Post
Office, which had been already integrated. Wilson also took steps to reduce black enrollments
in the nation’s universities. Recovering from these blows, African-Americans benefitted from
the return to "normlacy" and by 1921, Presidents Harding and Coolidge supported blacks by
introducing anti-lynching legislation in Congress, aimed at the state of affairs in the South.
As partial desegregation in the military during WWII continued the positive momentum, the
stage was set for the emergence of a vigorous civil rights movement in the 1950’s.

Civil-rights activists, even those committed to nonviolent resistance, had long ap-
preciated the value of guns for self-protection. Martin Luther King Jr. applied for a
permit to carry a concealed firearm in 1956, after his house was bombed. His ap-
plication was denied, but from then on, armed supporters guarded his home. One
adviser, Glenn Smiley, described the King home as "an arsenal." William Worthy, a
black reporter who covered the civil-rights movement, almost sat on a loaded gun in
a living-room armchair during a visit to King’s parsonage.

Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice recalls that, as a child, she saw her father organize local
black men to patrol the streets of their Birmingham neighborhood. The men were armed as
they patrolled. They protected their families this way. Rice recalls:

The way I come out of my own personal experience, in which in Birmingham, Ala.,
my father and his friends defended our community in 1962 and 1963 against White
Knight Riders by going to the head of the community, the head of the cul-de-sac,
and sitting there, armed. And so I’m very concerned about any abridgement of the
Second Amendment.

Rice continues:

I also don’t think we get to pick and choose from the Constitution. The Second Amend-
ment is as important as the First Amendment.

The New York Times confirms:

Ms. Rice’s fondness for the Second Amendment began while watching her father sit
on the porch with a gun, ready to defend his family against the Klan’s night riders.

For Martin Luther King, for Condoleezza Rice, and for the black civil rights movement as a
whole, Second Amendment rights were seen as vital. Carrying that notion forward by several
decades,
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in 2008, in a landmark ruling, the U.S. Supreme Court declared that the government
cannot ever completely disarm the citizenry. In District of Columbia v. Heller, the
Supreme Court clearly held, for the first time, that the Second Amendment guaran-
tees an individual’s right to possess a gun. In an opinion by Justice Antonin Scalia, the
Court declared unconstitutional several provisions of the District’s unusually strict
gun-control law, including its ban on handguns and its prohibition of the use of long
guns for self-defense. Indeed, under D.C.’s law, you could own a shotgun, but you
could not use it to defend yourself against a rapist climbing through your bedroom
window.

The court’s ruling in this case muddies the water somewhat, inasmuch as there is a distinction
to be made between firearms for self-defense against criminals, and for defense against vio-
lation of one’s civil rights. The history of the Second Amendment shows that the latter is the
stronger current in the narrative of American history.

3.3.3 Heroes, Not Icons (2013-03-21 08:56)

From the time at which both elementary schools and high schools began requiring classes which
included “the civil rights movement” and “African-American History,” the famous ‘Tuskegee
Airmen’ have become familiar icons alongside Rosa Parks, W.E.B. DuBois, Frederick Douglas,
and a host of other famous Black Americans. But aside from the vague notion that these airmen
were pilots in WWII, the typical student has no detailed understanding of what they actually
did, despite the fact that both documentary films and a Hollywood movie have portrayed their
exploits.
Historian William Percy provides insight into who the Tuskegee airmen were, and what they
did; this knowledge can transform them from one-dimensional characters in a rehearsed civil
rights narrative into the three- or four-dimensional historical individuals they actually were.
The “airmen” actually included commissioned officers, an important step for African-Americans
in the Army (no separate Air Force existed until after WII). Their exemplary work in a ‘semi-
integrated’ setting, as Percy calls it, gave the Air Corps a head start over the other branches
of the military in achieving further integration. The Army itself had operated in a highly segre-
gated manner since the administration of Woodrow Wilson; soldiers recruited from the South,
who had already lived under ‘Jim Crow’ laws, were familiar with the system, but soldiers from
the North – both white and black – were sometimes surprised by the system, having attended,
e.g., the integrated high schools in many Northern cities. Having served and fought in ‘semi-
integrated’ settings, returning to segregated Army bases in the U.S. was a rude awakening for
some of the airmen.
Higher officers in the Army Air Force, the AAF, acknowledged the accomplishments of the
Tuskegee units – the 99th Fighter Squadron and the 332nd Fighter Group – but saw the in-
tegration of African-Americans into AAF as a wartime necessity or a political statement, and
seemed willing to return to the segregated status quo antebellum.
One reason for the success of the 332nd was their leader, Colonel B.O. Davis, Jr.; he was a West
Point graduate and was praised by his superiors, General Eaker and General Dean Strother. The
airmen compiled an impressive record; measured by nearly any statistic – number of missions,
number of enemy craft shot down, number of medals earned, etc. – they performed as well as,
or better than, other units. The only criticism made of them was that they might have more
aggressively pursued enemy fighter planes; but this criticism fails to consider the fact that, to
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make such pursuit, they would have had to leave the bombers which they were escorting, and
giving escort was their assigned task at that moment. Thus it was that no bomber escorted
by the Tuskegee pilots was ever shot down by enemy fire: this unique statistic is one of their
main claims to fame.
Various specific anecdotes serve to illustrate the heroism for which these men became known.
On a sixteen-hundred-mile raid to Berlin, bombers were to be accompanied by three different
fighter groups: one group for the first third of the mission, another group for the second third,
and a final group for the remainder of the flight. The Tuskegee pilots were assigned to the
middle third, but when the final group of fighters failed to appear at the rendezvous point to
takeover escort duty and relieve the Tuskegee pilots, the Tuskegee fighters continued protected
the bombers for the remainder of the mission, including shooting down at least three ME-262
jet fighters, a feat which earned them a Distinguished Unit Citation.
Among the white officers and white airmen of AAF, there were certainly some whose racists
attitudes emoted a strong distaste for working with the ‘Negroes’ – the majority of white fliers,
however, respected and appreciated the work of Black airmen and officers. High-ranking AAF
officers, including even General “Hap” Arnold, visited the bases and praised the ‘Negro airmen.’
Aside from friendliness and praising the skill of the Black pilots, the crews of the American
bombers realized that the Tuskegee airmen had saved their lives in many situations. When a
bomber suffered either mechanical difficulties, or damage from enemy fire, and had to separate
from the formation and return to its base alone, it was especially vulnerable to German fighters,
and especially thankful for the protective escort of the Tuskegee fliers.
The 332nd Fighter Group was formed in January 1942 and arrived in Europe in January 1944.
Initially, the 332nd was equipped with P-39 fighter which had inferior technical features, and
the missions given to the 332nd were “boring, routine patrols.” Bombers needed protection,
however, and the 332nd was re-tasked to escort them, was re-equipped with technically supe-
rior P-47 aircraft, and earned its fame protecting the vulnerable B-17 and B-24 bombers.
The 99th Fighter Squadron was older than the 332nd, having been founded in July 1941. The
99th trained at Tuskegee on a variety of non-combat ‘trainer’ aircraft – the BT-13 and the AT-6
– and was then equipped with P-40 fighters. The 99th arrived in Africa in April 1943. (The
reader may recall a TV series from the 1960’s called “Rat Patrol” which captured the flavor of
the North African Theater of combat.) After training briefly with the 27th Fighter Group, the
99th was assigned to the 33rd Fighter Group; the 99th was with the 33rd for only May and
June of 1943. The officers of the 33rd alternated between ignoring the 99th and belittling it;
while individual officers, and most of the airmen, of the 33rd were supportive of the 99th, the
commander set a hostile tone. The 99th was reassigned to the 324th Fighter Group in June
1943. The 324th was somewhat better to the 99th; the intelligence officers of the 324th “fully
credited the black squadron for its escort and ground-support missions over Sicily,” but the
324th seemed more puzzled than anything else at the African-American airmen, and largely
ignored them, keeping them segregated and sending them on their own missions apart from
the white squadrons. It was during this time, over Sicily, that the 99th got its first confirmed kill,
and the highest officers visited the 99th to congratulate: General Eisenhower, General Doolittle,
Air Vice Marshal Coningham of the RAF, and other superstars of air power. This demonstrated
that the Tuskegee fliers were being supported and watched by the top-level officers, even if the
mid-level officers seemed oblivious or antagonistic. (“Ike” Eisenhower also integrated ground
troops during the Battle of the Bulge, long before President Truman’s postwar executive order
to integrate the armed services.)
In July 1943, the 99th was reassigned back to the 33rd Fighter Group. This time, the 33rd was
less hostile to the 99th; instead, the 33rd merely ignored the 99th. In October 1943, the 99th
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squadron was reassigned to join the 79th Fighter Group. Of the groups to which the 99th had
belonged so far, the 79th was by far the best. The 99th was one of four squadrons in the group,
and duties were assigned equally. In January 1994, the 99th had twelve confirmed kills in two
days, establishing a level of performance comparable to any other unit. While with the 79th,
the men of the 99th enjoyed a collegial and professional relationship with the white fighter
pilots of the 79th’s other three squadrons; this marks a high point in race relations. Also while
with the 79th, the 99th began upgrading to P-47’s to replace their P-40’s, a signal that highly-
placed officers had confidence in the 99th and were investing in its future. In April 1944, the
99th was reassigned back to the 324th, were they were largely ignored by the white officers
but continued to perform excellently, particularly in support of U.S. Army ground forces in Italy.
In June 1944, the 99th was reassigned to the 86th Fighter Group. After June 1944, the 99th
was assigned to the 332nd, where it would remain for the duration. With the 332nd, the 99th
would have new duties as bomber escorts.
This dizzying summary of the 99th’s history and 332nd’s history suffices to demonstrate two
points: first, that the Black pilots performed well; second, that some white officers were hostile
and some were friendly. In any event, the Tuskegee fighter pilots certainly earned their places
in the history books.
The value of William Percy’s article is this: it transforms vague icons into concrete data. Refer-
ences to “The Tuskegee Airmen” appear in every standard presentation about “the civil rights
movement” and about “African-American History,” but remain merely imprecise allusions. It
is a disservice to these warriors to allow them to remain icons; such symbols are instruments,
carrying little meaning in themselves, and used for whatever goals various rhetoricians may
choose. The Tuskegee Airmen were not merely symbols or metaphors, but rather real men,
servicemen who saw combat. They are not merely tokens to be used in a game of civil-rights
discourse; they protected their loved ones and their nation. Only a presentation of quantifiable
and observable data, such as William Percy gives us, confirms that the Tuskegee pilots were
and not merely figments in the imagination of some political leader who creates exhibitions
and lectures for schoolchildren. The Tuskegee airmen were flesh-and-blood heroes.

3.4 April

3.4.1 The Pacific War That Wasn’t (2013-04-09 11:15)

Of the U.S. ships sunk at Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, what would have happened if the
majority of them had survived the attack and gone on to meet the Japanese – or some other
– fleet in a traditional naval battle? We’ll never know, of course, and good historians routinely
caution against speculation of this nature. Yet with exactly this hypothetical question historian
Trent Hone begins his article on “The Evolution of Fleet Tactical Doctrine in the U.S. Navy, 1922
– 1941” in The Journal of Military History.
Of course, it is merely a rhetorical device, meant to grab the reader’s attention; it succeeds.
Having gotten our attention, Trent Hone wishes to explore the a question more appropriate to
a serious historian: what did Navy officers envision as a naval battle during the pre-war years?
By war’s end, submarines and aircraft carriers would assume a much greater role. But the
Navy, which began its glory years with Teddy Roosevelt’s “great white fleet,” had three or four
decades of battle planning prior to Pearl Harbor’s destruction. What were they planning?
One main feature of their tactics and strategies involved fleet formations. A fleet is composed
of various types of ships: battleships, cruisers, destroyers, tenders, and other types of ships.
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Naval vocabulary is a world unto itself, and worth exploring: a battleship is the largest and
heaviest of the traditional naval vessels, heavy with arms and heavy with armor, introduced af-
ter the end of sailing ships and with the advent of the steam, coal, and oil era; a cruiser is small
and light, lightly armed, and lightly armored, and therefore very fast; a destroyer is even faster,
smaller, and lighter; the battlecruiser has light armor but heavy arms, allowing it to be faster
than a battleship; a tender supports or supplies other vessels. There are many other classes
of boat, including: armored cruiser, aircraft carrier, gunboat, heavy cruiser, monitor, pocket
battleship, submarine, and torpedo boat – to name but a few. Within these categories, one
can distinguish, e.g., between pre-dreadnought and post-dreadnought battleships, or between
light cruisers and heavy cruisers.
The formation of a fleet, consisting of some combination of the above-named categories, is
crucial to its success. In years between WWI and WWII, the Navy designed formations for three
situations: cruising, approach, and battle. A ‘cruising’ formation is mainly for transporting
the fleet from one place to another, in conditions when “the chances of contact were slight.”
An ‘approach’ formation was for exactly that: approaching the enemy. Likewise, a ‘battle’
formation was for actually engaging the enemy.
Designing a formation was one thing. Carrying it out was another. Two key variables were
necessary to executing a formation: a steady course, and the ability to turn. A steady course
was dependent on technology: accurate maneuvering, and the ability to maintain a consistent
speed; the slowest vessel in the formation determined the maximum speed of the formation;
wheelhouse and rudder skills determined how consistent and how tight the formation could
be. Turning was a complex activity: to turn one ship is easy; to keep a specific formation while
turning an entire fleet is an exercise in vector physics. The answer to the question of turning
was circular, or semi-circular, formations based on a series of arcs.
A steady course was important, not only for keeping formation, but for calculating precision
firing from the heavy guns. For the most accurate firing, a ship had to keep constant speed
and direction, with a minimum of pitch, yaw, and roll. Even so, the skills required for accurate
fire included algebra, trigonometry, and calculus.
The U.S. Navy enjoyed a set of advantages, relative to the navies of other nations, in the 1920’s
– the technological construction of their ships incorporated the best designs of guns and armor;
aerial spotting increased the range of effective fire by many thousands of yards; fire had been
organized by ‘director control’ in which all the guns of battle ship fired on the orders of one
officers, and by ‘massed fire’ in which all the guns of a number of ships fired on the orders
of one officer; the development of a computer – analogue, to be sure – which sped up the
calculations; and an emphasis on arming ships with the most powerful sixteen-inch guns.
In this same decade – the 1920’s – the Navy dealt with two disadvantages: first, the elevation
of its big guns was limited, keeping them from longer ranges; second, the speed of the fleet
was slow.
In the next decade – the 1930’s – the Navy dealt with these disadvantages. The elevation
of guns could be improved on existing ships, and new ships could be built so that their guns
reached higher angles. Dealing with a slow average fleet speed was a thornier problem. Al-
though newer ships could be constructed with faster capabilities, any group of ships was still
limited by its slowest, and usually oldest, ship. This difficulty was resolved by new plans for
formations and maneuvers. One innovation was the ‘reverse action’ in which the Navy’s ships
would steam past the enemies ships, moving in the opposite direction – i.e., if the enemy boats
were moving southward, the Navy boats would move northward. This increased the relative
speed of the ships, making up for the Navy’s slower speed. This tactic was never put to any
conclusive test, so it remains an innovation in theory.
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Surveying the years from 1922 to 1941, Trent Hone generates a description of the Navy’s
tactical doctrine: first, its goal was to have a definite plan for various situations – no impro-
vising. Second, tactics were structured around known American advantages – powerful guns
and strong armor – and known enemy disadvantages – possible opponents might lack the long
range of American guns. Third, despite the goal of having plans for various types of situation,
there was also an element of flexibility and decentralization; a battle plan was a ‘framework’
within which officers could apply ‘their own initiative.’ Fourth, the Navy wanted to seize the
tactical initiative, not by means of the speed which it lacked, but by means of complex and
unexpected maneuvers – e.g., the ‘reverse action.’ Fifth, long-range fire supported by aerial
spotting became a clear preference of naval officers; the addition of airplanes made the guns
much more effective. Sixth, aggressive offensive action concentrated on the enemy battle line,
not only with powerful guns, but with airplanes bombing, dive-bombing, and launching torpe-
dos was given primary effort in battle scenarios, as opposed to more cautious and conservative
battle plans which devoted more resources to defensive maneuvers. Trent Hone continues his
article by describing how new ships – the North Carolina and the South Dakota – were built with
the Navy’s tactical doctrine in mind, featuring big guns with high elevation angles, high-tech
armor, and higher speeds.
The Navy’s doctrines from the pre-1941 era were never really tested in combat. Hone closes his
article by reviewing some battle plans and war game notes from mid-1941. How such battles
– presumably against the Japanese – would have ended remains forever unknown.

3.4.2 The U.S. Gets into WWI (2013-04-20 19:49)

During the late 1800’s, and even after the turn of the century, the writings of Alfred Thayer
Mahan influenced the military and naval thinking of the United States. Mahan stressed the
importance of a strong navy. The United States was becoming a global power instead of a
regional power, and naval strength would, according to Mahan, be the key to ensuring that
the U.S. would not be overshadowed or manipulated by other nations. Mahan’s books had a
significant impact, not only on America’s strategic thinkers, but onmilitary leaders in numerous
other countries as well. Historians have mixed views of Mahan: on the one hand, he was
accurate to emphasize the importance of controlling the seas not only for military dominance,
but also for economic dominance by means of controlling international commerce; on the other
hand, in his admiration for naval power, he underestimated the importance of armies moving
across, conquering, and controlling areas of land.
The influence of Mahan led to expectations - some accurate, some to be disappointed - about
America’s next major military involvement. Mahan’s ideas seemed to work in the Spanish-
American War, but by 1917, technology had changed, and the war in question had a different
geographic configuration. Historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski note that

during the green April of 1917, as America entered "The Great War," a United States
senator cornered a General Staff officer and asked the critical strategic question of
the intervention: "Good Lord! You’re not going to send soldiers over there, are you?"
Some eighteen months later, the answer was clear as the American Expeditionary
Force of over 2 million men, cooperating with the armies of France and the British
Empire, bludgeoned Imperial Germany into an armistice. Supporting the AEF stood
a Navy and Marine Corps of over 600,000. In the United States and in places as
far separated as northern Italy, polar Russia, and Siberia, another 2 million American
soldiers served the war effort and diplomacy of the Wilson administration. World War
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I was the debut of the United States as an international military power. Like most
debuts, the war brought its share of high anticipation, major disappointment, dogged
accomplishment, and exaggerated exhilaration.

Admiral William Sowden Sims was building his career as a naval officer in the years before WWI,
in the same years during which Mahan’s views were influential. Mahan had not foreseen the im-
portance of the submarine, and the importance of convoys and the other defensive measures
which would become important in an era in which the submarine gained much significance. Ma-
han’s hypotheses about naval warfare were centered around the concept of decisive battles. In
WWI, convoy duty and submarine hunting would be important as well. Given the international
prevalence of Mahan’s ideas, a defensive tactic taken by some navies was simply to refuse to
be engaged in a ’decisive battle.’
Admiral Sims, commanding U.S. naval forces from his station in England during WWI, had to
create new concepts about naval warfare to fit the new circumstances. Working with his English
counterparts, he was able to develop effective anti-submarine tactics. This can be interpreted
variously as moving past Mahan’s views, or as simply updating Mahan’s hypotheses. Historian
Russell Weigley writes:

By the time the United States entered the World War in April, 1917, the intermediate
objective of command of the sea had in a conventional sense been achieved. The
Royal Navy had the German High Seas Fleet securely bottled up in German coastal
waters. Unfortunately, when the United States entered the war the German subma-
rine campaign was making conventional command of the sea appear a very bad joke.
William S. Sims, now a rear admiral, arrived in London soon after the American dec-
laration of war to learn from the Admiralty’s statistics that Great Britain was within
measurable distance of strangulation. The submarines were sinking one ship of ev-
ery four that left England, and the British were able to replace only one ship in ten.
With the submarine and the self-propelled torpedo employed against a vulnerable
maritime nation, the guerre de course, the commerce-raiding war, was becoming an
immense German success, Mahan to the contrary notwithstanding. Indeed, one of
the principal mistakes the Germans had made was to have paid too much heed to
Mahan and to have built too many battleships and not enough submarines before
the war.

In any case, WWI did not occur as Mahan thought it might, first because armed conflict on land
wasmore than significant and did not leave thematter to be settled at sea, and second because
the naval fighting did not center around one or more decisive battles, but rather around convoy
duty and submarine warfare. Mahan died in 1914 and did not live to see WWI. Admiral Sims
commanded those U.S. naval forces which operated from England during the entire American
involvement in WWI. He is considered to be an excellent naval officer, and he authored a book
about the naval aspects of WWI; his work is still honored by the U.S. Navy.

3.4.3 Catch and Release: Spies or Fish (2013-04-24 19:29)

During the 1930’s, the Soviet Union worked to place a number of agents in the United States.
The lines were clearly drawn: the Soviets stood opposed to the American understanding of
freedom. The FBI worked to uncover such spies; they were usually sent back to Moscow when
they were found. That was an especially obvious move during those years in which the Soviet
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Union was allied with Adolf Hitler and the Nazis. When American diplomats began to sense that
the Soviet Union might become Hitler’s enemy instead of Hitler’s friend, and when the Soviet
Union appeared as America’s ally against the Nazis, our treatment of Soviet spies became
ambiguous.
On the one hand, the FBI continued to uncover agents who were accessing and exporting
classified and sensitive information and who were undermining America’s national strength.
On the other hand, the State Department wanted to maintain good working relations with the
Soviets who were bound with us in opposition to Hitler.
Two incidents exemplify this trend. One happened shortly before the official split between the
Soviets and the Nazis. Historian Medford Stanton Evans writes:

One such case arose in 1938, involving the Soviet agent Mikhail Gorin, surveilled ob-
taining confidential data from a civilian staffer of the U.S. Navy. The FBI nabbed both
suspects, who were charged with espionage violations and convicted. The naval em-
ployee would serve four years in prison, but the Soviet agent would walk free, thanks
to State Department intervention. According to the FBI’s account, the judge in the
case, "on recommendation of the Department of State, and through the authoriza-
tion of the Attorney General, suspended the execution of Gorin’s original sentence
and placed him on probation."

Over the decades, there has been a tension between the State Department - home of diplomats
- and the intelligence community, charged with gathering information and keeping information
from the foreign governments. By 1941, Hitler was ready to attack the Soviet Union, which he
did in June of that year, largely surprising the Soviets. At that point, the Soviet Union became
the explicit ally of the United States, and the pressure from the State Department to downplay
anti-American espionage by the Communist Soviet government became greater.

Even more troubling to the Bureau was the 1941 case of the Soviet superspy Gaik
Ovakimian. Having tracked his endeavors in behalf of Moscow, the FBI arrested him
for violations of the Foreign Agents Registration Act and thought it had him dead
to rights. Again, however, the State Department stepped in to change things. The
FBI memo about this says "arrangements were made by the Soviets with the United
States State Department for the release of Gaik Ovakimain and his departure for the
Soviet Union." The somewhat doubtful reason given for this lenient treatment was
that the Soviets would reciprocate by releasing six Americans held by Red officials.

The excuse for releasing a known Communist spy was ’doubtful’ because of the six hoped-for
releases, only three would make it back to the United States, and of those, two turned out to
be Soviet agents.
Catch and release is an activity enjoyed by some fishermen, but when it comes to Communist
spies, it’s probably not the best way to deal with them.

3.5 May

3.5.1 Woodrow Wilson Learns to Love War (2013-05-01 07:27)

Woodrow Wilson was elected in November 1912, and began his first term as president in March
1913, having earned 41.8 % of the popular vote. Europe’s diplomatic tensions didn’t seem, at
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that time, to merit much attention from America, and also seemed unlikely to provoke a major
war. Wilson’s first years in office were occupied with his legislative agenda - he persuaded
Congress to approve bills limiting the number of hours per day that people might work and
creating newly-permitted income taxes. Initially, Wilson seems to have desired to keep America
out of the First World War. Historian Jonah Goldberg writes:

The outbreak of war in Europe distracted Wilson and the country from domestic con-
cerns. It also proved a boon to the American economy, cutting off the flow of cheap
immigrant labor and increasing the demand for American exports.

By 1916, as he ran for reelection, he saw that it would be advantageous to involve America in
the war, but for the sake of the election, he continued to campaign on the anti-war platform.
America’s decision to declare was hotly debated then, and is still debated today. At the war’s
outset, among the Americans who wanted the United States to enter the war, there was a split
regarding which side America would support; there were significant numbers of voters on both
sides. Reasons for U.S. involvement in the war, especially before the Lusitania sinking and
before the Zimmermann Telegram, were also murky.
Nations normally enter war if their interests are at stake - if the war will help to protect the
lives, freedoms, and properties of the nation’s citizens. Nations will also enter a war if a grave
injustice can be prevented by doing so. Neither was the case in early 1915; America had no
direct interest in the war, and neither side of the European conflict could claim honorable intent.
Yet Wilson began to see other reasons for bringing the United States into World War One.

Despite Wilson’s promise to keep us out of it, American entered the war in 1917.
In hindsight, this was probably a misguided, albeit foregone, intervention. But the
complaint that the war wasn’t in America’s interestsmisses the point. Wilson boasted
as much time and again.

Wilson’s political views - he was a leader of the “progressive” movement - indicated that the
government should involve itself in all aspects of people’s lives, regulating and taxing. There
were limits to how much government interference the citizens would tolerate in peacetime.
During war, however, citizens may tolerate greater government intrusion into their private
matters if they believe that such infringement is necessary for the safety of the nation. While
the European conflict had no direct impact on American interests, involvement in that conflict
could give power, and excuses, for managing the details of American life. Wilson’s fellow pro-
gressives saw war as an opportunity to reshape American society and American government.

They were desperate to get their hands on the levers of power and use the war to
reshape society. The capital was so thick with would-be social engineers during the
war that, as one writer observed, “the Cosmos Club was little better than a faculty
meeting of all the universities.”

War brings with it urgency, and awakens passions like self-sacrifice, obedience, and patriotic
fervor. Instead of being directed toward the protection of freedom, these were subverted to
enable the government’s intervention in the lives of ordinary citizens. The Wilson administra-
tion’s slogan was that the war was to “make the world safe for democracy,” but in fact the war
effort was motivated by Wilson’s desire to make America safe for Wilson’s control of society.
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When America entered the war in 1917, progressive intellectuals, versed in the same
doctrines and philosophies popular on the European continent, leaped at the oppor-
tunity to remake society through the discipline of the sword.

Wilson’s fellow progressives knew that there was no direct national interest in the war. The
Zimmermann Telegram - a German diplomatic communique encouraging Mexico to declare war
on the United States, and promising German assistance to Mexico in any such war - was clearly
a hollow threat; it was clear that Germany could not offer any meaningful help to Mexico. The
sinking of the Lusitania was already a year-and-a-half past by the date of Wilson’s reelection,
and almost two years gone by the time of his second inauguration. The two keys pieces of
evidence for U.S. entry into the war were specious. While the progressives found the war
distasteful, it was a price they were willing to pay to increase their control in American society.

It is true that some progressives thought that World War I was not well-advised on
the merits.

Yet they pushed America into the war anyway. There were no “merits” to the case for war, and
the war by itself was “ill-advised,”

but most supported the war enthusiastically, even fanatically (the same goes for a
great many American Socialists). And even those who were ambivalent about the
war in Europe were giddy about what John Dewey called the “social possibilities of
war.”

John Dewey, a leading progressive thinker, saw the war effort as a chance to restructure society.
What was important to the progressives was not the war, but the war effort. Galvanizing the
public will, and being able to demand obedience to nearly any directive, is the desire of any
utopian social schemer. Utopians inevitably pine for that chance to get everyone in society to
go along with their plans.

He ridiculed self-described pacifists who couldn’t recognize the “immense impetus
to reorganization afforded by this war.”

Progressives didn’t want the war, but they wanted the war effort, and were willing to override
even principled pacifists to get a chance at unprecedented social engineering. Each detail of
the war effort was seen in this way. The draft - the conscription of young men into the armed
services - was desired by the progressives, not because it would further the nation’s military ob-
jectives, but because it would place people into organized and regimented structures, allowing
them to be moved and directed en masse.

Richard Ely, a fervent believer in “industrial armies,” was a zealous believer in the
draft: “The moral effect of taking boys off street corners and out of saloons and
drilling them is excellent, and the economic effects are likewise beneficial.” Wilson
clearly saw things along the same lines. “I am an advocate of peace,” he began
one typical declaration, “but there are some splendid things that come to a nation
through the discipline of war.”
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Already during Wilson’s administration, political leaders developed a term for this seizure of
power - “war socialism.” Tax rates went up, federal spending went up, the national debt went
up. Details of the nations economy were micromanaged, from railroad schedules to the factory
production of consumer goods. Importantly, these actions were done with the excuse that
they were for the war effort, but they were often unrelated to military needs. Regulations were
sometimes enacted to carry out the plans of some social engineer, hoping to optimize human
behavior through laws. Other regulations seemed to be in place merely to prevent free market
activity.

We should not forget how the demands of war fed the arguments for socialism.
Dewey was giddy that the war might force Americans “to give up much of our eco-
nomic freedom …We shall have to lay by our good-natured individualism and march
in step.” If the war went well, it would constrain “the individualistic tradition” and
convince Americans of “the supremacy of public need over private possessions.”
Another progressive put it more succinctly: “Laissez-faire is dead. Long live social
control.”

Progressivism incarnated itself in a maze of bureaucracies. Although FDR’s ‘New Deal’ would
become famous as an ‘alphabet soup’ of various committees and agencies, Wilson beat him
to it by almost two decades. These offices served not only to control the actions of individuals,
but also to mystify a citizen who might hope to understand how, why, and by whom he was
being manipulated.

Wilson the great centralizer and would-be leader of men moved overnight to em-
power these would-be social engineers, creating a vast array of wartime boards,
commissions, and committees. Overseeing it all was the War Industries Board, or
WIB, chaired by Bernard Baruch, which whipped, cajoled, and seduced American in-
dustry into the loving embrace of the state.

Shockingly, members of the Wilson administration used the word ‘dictatorship’ to describe
their committees - a word loaded with socialist connections:

The progressives running the WIB had no illusions about what they were up to. “It
was an industrial dictatorship without parallel - a dictatorship by force of necessity
and common consent which step by step at last encompassed the Nation and united
it into a coordinated and mobile whole,” declared Grosvenor Clarkson, a member and
subsequent historian of the WIB.

Wilson’s war efforts went well beyond the direction of resources and material to the military
- i.e., well beyond what was actually necessary or even relevant to the military effort. The
Wilson administration intervened with wage and price controls (an experiment repeated with
equal failure by Richard Nixon fifty-five years later). Predictably, whatever shortages were
unavoidable due to the military needs were worsened, not alleviated, when the government
dictated prices for various commodities.

The rationing and price-fixing of the “economic dictatorship” required Americans to
make great sacrifices, including the various “meatless” and “wheatless” days com-
mon to all of the industrialized war economies in the first half of the twentieth cen-
tury.
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Members of the Wilson administration, of the War Industries Board, and of the progressive
movement in general, like Grosvenor Clarkson, clearly stated their goals. Their objective was
not the war, not the winning of the war, and not the war effort: their goal was the restructuring
of society. War had merely given them the excuse to do it. Jonah Goldberg writes:

Grosvenor Clarkson saw things similarly. The war effort “is a story of the conversion
of a hundred million combatively individualistic people into a vast cooperative effort
in which the good of the unit was sacrificed to the good of the whole.” The regimenta-
tion of society, the social worker Felix Adler believed, was bring us closer to creating
the “perfect man … a fairer and more beautiful and more righteous type than any …
that has yet existed.” The Washington Post was more modest. “In spite of excesses
such as lynching,” it editorialized, “it is a healthful and wholesome awakening in the
interior of the country.”

Although Wilson’s administration began with his self-glorification as a “trust-buster,” urging
Congress to pass legislation which would allegedly protect the public from the alleged dan-
gers of alleged monopolies - the monopolies didn’t exist as monopolies, but rather faced real
competition; the trusts didn’t pose a danger to the consumer and didn’t cause the price-based
hardships for which they were blamed; the legislation didn’t and couldn’t protect consumers
from the problems they faced - Wilson in fact encouraged and created monopolies through the
WIB. In the name of the war effort, price collusion and cartels were sanctioned and organized
by the Wilson administration. Superior Court Judge Andrew Napolitano writes:

During World War I, under Woodrow Wilson, much of the economy was regulated
by the federal government, creating state-run monopolies that the government said
were justified by the war.

The classic policy choice is between “free market capitalism” and “crony capitalism” - whether
to allow a fair opportunity to each individual in the economy, allowing each to try his hand at
whatever endeavor he may choose, and face either success or failure based on the choices of
consumers; or whether to regulate the markets, grant special privileges to some individuals or
companies, and so designate some as the eventual victors in the rigged marketplace. Wilson,
whose excuse and propaganda claimed that he brought America into the war for the cause of
freedom, actually chose against freedom, and for regulation.

The decision to enter the war prompted an unhealthy relationship between business
and government. From the time the war effort began, plans were quickly set into
motion.

Instead of created a “level playing field” for fair competition - instead of giving equal chances
to various companies - the Wilson administration either chose some as winners and others as
losers, or it urged them to form cartels and so function as monopolies: the very monopolies
from which it claimed to protect the public.

An early effort to fuse business and government was the Council of National Defense,
which included the influential Advisory Commission that consisted of private industri-
alists. This commission designed the system of purchasing war supplies, regulating
food, and maintaining control and censorship.
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“Although this commission was intended to be a nonpartisan link between business and gov-
ernment, in reality it put the power to regulate the wartime economy into the hands of” the
monopolies which Wilson’s economists had created. Ordinary businessmen simply wanted a
fair chance to compete. Instead, unethical business leaders - those who were willing to col-
laborate with the government - were rewarded for their corruption by obtaining the power to
manipulate the economy.

Bernard Baruch, who had made a fortune for himself in the commodities market - mainly in
sugar - , understood well the dynamics of the economy. His skills made him well-suited to
manipulate the national market in raw materials. He shared with President Wilson an affection
for the South, endowing an organization known as the “United Daughters of the Confederacy”
with cash. Like Wilson, Baruch worked to keep African-Americans far away from financial op-
portunities.

The Wilson administration soon established the War Industries Board, which gained
control over all purchasing, pricing, and allocating of resources. The War Industries
Board was led by the notorious Progressive Bernard Baruch, who was clearly eager
for the opportunity to regulate the economy, as he had presented an idea for war
mobilization to President Wilson almost three years before America’s entry into the
war.

In his role at the WIB, Baruch set about distorting the marketplace. An article in the New York
Times on May 17, 1917, tells readers that

executives representing the large steel concerns will meet Bernard M. Baruch, chair-
man of the War Industries Board, here tomorrow to determine the most effective way
to control and distribute the steel output of the nation to help win the war. All phases
of the situation, including possible curtailment of less essential industries, coal pro-
duction and transportation, will be considered. Government departments engaged
in war work will be asked to submit estimates and the steel producers will be called
upon for figures of plant capacity.

The meeting described is a clear intervention by the government into the marketplace in the
form of a government-organized cartel. The only outcome of such discussions would be higher
prices to the consumers. To anyone who wants a centrally-planned economy, such a meeting
would be a joyful dream. But to those who value freedom, it is a nightmare. Justice Napolitano
writes:

The corruption to which this fusion between governmental and business interests
led could not be more apparent, and yet there was no check on these policies. As is
typical of American governments, war can be, has been, and here was used to justify
almost any inappropriate seizure of power.

When government intervenes into the work of business, or when business interferes with the
work of government, a breach has occurred which is arguably much more damaging to the
cause of freedom than a breach is the so-called “wall of separation” between church and state.
Given that Baruch had made his fortune in the sugar market, it should be no surprise that
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The U.S. government purchased the entire supply of U.S. and Cuban sugar crops. In
order to create and sustain federal regulation of food through the Food Act of 1917,
prices of sugar and wheat were then set at one price that was arrived at through
a series of calculations. This type of market manipulation ensured that while the
prices would not go up, they also could not go down. Amidst heavy regulation of the
economy, wartime industry was standardized by the Conservation Division of the
War Industries Board. This meant that only certain styles, varieties, colors, sizes, or
models of certain products could be produced.

In the May 1917 meeting with steel producers, Baruch considered dictating to the auto industry
that it reduce its output by 25 %.

Railroads were seized and operated directly by the government under the Railroad
War Board, which ordered them to coordinate all railroad operations. This coordina-
tion would undoubtedly have been perceived as an illegal combination under any of
the nation’s anti-trust legislation. Thus the federal government not only selectively
prosecuted, selectively enforced, and routinely broke its own laws; it ordered private
businesses to break them as well. The government also took over the telephone,
telegraph, shipbuilding, and wheat-trading industries.

Great harm was being done to consumers and to those business owners who were too ethical
to collude with the government. This damage was being done in the name of the war effort,
but it was a war which Wilson stated was not in the nation’s interest, nor was it a war in
which the nation was supporting some grander moral cause. The war was a nationalistic and
imperialistic competition between European nations, and in the name of that war, citizens of
the United States were being asked to surrender their civil rights and human rights, and to see
harm done to the prosperity created by a free marketplace.

Government regulation of industry during this time was harmful to small-business
owners and independent contractors. The government was regulating prices and
markets, and big-business owners, in conjunction with federal agencies, were given
the job of awarding contracts. Unlike a privately run business or monopoly, the gov-
ernment could use its power to control propaganda to embarrass or shame any pri-
vate industrials that were not benefitting from the wartime economy and dared to
protest. Consumers were also harmed by price-fixing, as in the sugar and wheat
industries, where too much regulation led to high prices and shortages.

Government-sponsored price collusion did not help American businesses in general. It helped
only those corporations which violated ethical standards by forming close relationships with
the government for the purposes of manipulating markets.

Governmental economic relations during this time may have benefitted certain busi-
nesses, but they were more harmful to consumers than most of the monopolies that
had been attacked by Wilson and Roosevelt during their trust-busting sprees. Pro-
gressives hoped that the ideas of cooperation instead of competition that character-
ized the wartime economy would transfer into peacetime as well.

While honest and intelligent people will disagree about whether or not the United States should
have entered into World War One, there can be no doubt that when America did actually enter
112 ©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com



3.6. JUNE BlogBook

the war, it was did so under Wilson’s leadership; it is clear that Wilson, originally opposed to
the war, suddenly decided to bring America into the war, not because the war was protecting
the nation’s interests, nor because the war had a clear moral dimension, but rather because
the war offered him an excuse to implement a managed and centrally-planned economy.

3.6 June

3.6.1 1812 - The Road to War (2013-06-10 12:47)

When a nation goes to war, leaders often speak of unity. It is difficult for a nation which is not
united in its cause to be successful in war. Yet that unity may be of a superficial nature – the
nation may indeed be united in its decision to declare war, but different groups of citizens may
support the war effort for different reasons.
Historian Julius Pratt explores the question of which motives drove the western part of the
United States to participate in the War of 1812. The topic itself shows how early – really from
the very beginnings of the republic – regional motives for national policies entered into play.
One might naively think that when a nation goes to war, it is unified in its reasoning; on the
contrary, it seems quite plausible to wonder if different areas within the country had different
reasons for entering into the same war. Pratt is writing in response to another author, Louis
Morton Hacker, who had addressed the same question. Pratt disagrees with Hacker on selected
points.
What one might consider to be the “western” part of the country has changed in the last two
centuries. At our present time – the year 2012 – the “western” part of the nation is perhaps
the Pacific coast, or the Rockies, or the Southwest – states like New Mexico, Arizona, Colorado,
Wyoming, the Dakotas, Montana, and points west from there. In 1812, the “West” consisted of
the territories which would later become states like Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Tennessee, Kentucky,
Alabama, Mississippi, and Michigan. What were the interests of the “West” in 1812? And more
specifically, what were their war interests?
According to Pratt, Hacker writes that the West wanted war because it wanted Canada; Pratt
would revise Hacker’s assertion and propose that the West wanted both Canada and Florida.
Pratt tells us that Spain and England were on friendly diplomatic terms at the time, and de-
feating England would induce Spain to surrender Florida to the United States. Pratt notes
that because the “West” included territories like Alabama and Mississippi, Canada would have
hardly been a strong motive for them, given the distance.
Hacker, according to Pratt, asserts that danger from attacking Indians was not a major motive
in the West’s decision to endorse the War of 1812. (Throughout, we are relying on Pratt to
have accurately summarized Hacker.) Hacker had considered, and rejected, the following line
of reasoning: the Indians posed a threat to the West; the English were nudging or supplying
the Indians; therefore, in order to be safe from the Indians, the U.S. ought to engage in war
with England. Hacker rejects that logic, and points out that statistically, the Indians were not
much of a threat to the West.
Pratt accuses Hacker of an “error in psychology,” inasmuch as Hacker addresses the question,
“were the Indians a significant threat to theWest?” whereas Pratt argues that themore relevant
question should be “did the West consider the Indians to be a significant threat?” The fact that
the Indians did pose a threat to edges of the West could be enough to make the entire West feel
threatened; the fact that Indians did attack and kill settlers on the frontier regions of the West
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may have been enough to generate antipathy toward the Indians throughout the entire West.
Whereas Hacker dismissed anti-Indian rhetoric (accompanied by anti-British rhetoric because
the English seemingly encouraged the Indians) as a pretense to cover the West’s covetousness
for Canada, Pratt takes the anti-Indian rhetoric at face value: the West felt threatened by the
Indians, wanted to prevent further attacks by Indians, and wanted revenge against the Indians
for those attacks already perpetrated. Pratt points out that Hacker relies generally on only one
source, a Mr. John Randolph, for his argumentation, while most other sources fuel Pratt’s thesis.
(John Randolph had mentioned a desire for Canadian land as a possible reason for war.) Pratt
also points out that the English were, in fact, verifiably fueling Indian attacks on the West; he
presents a long string of data, from the time of Washington’s stint as leader of the Continental
Army, through the Federalist Papers, into the early years of the new government, all of which
point to the understanding that the Indians, backed by the British, endangered the West.
While Hacker asserted that the West was eager to gain Canadian real estate, Pratt points out
the lack of evidence to support this proposition. Aside from remarks by John Randolph, there is
almost no data for this claim. Hacker, however, asserts that it was a silent conspiracy, that the
West wanted Canada, but hid its desire behind anti-Indian rhetoric. Hacker must also explain
why the West wanted Canada; his argument for this is, according to Pratt, tortured: first, the
West had used up almost all available land for farms; second, the Prairie territories west of
the Mississippi weren’t tempting because their soil was alleged to be weak and not good for
farming; third, therefore Canada was the obvious area into which the West should expand.
Pratt cites descriptions of the Ohio Valley countryside from that time which reveal that there
was much land yet to be made into farmable territory, so that they were hardly running out of
fresh fields.
Pratt concludes, contra Hacker, that desire for land was not a significant cause in the West’s
desire to join the War of 1812.
Pratt’s article is stimulating in the more general question it raises: what are regional justifica-
tions for war, and which competing interpretations are available for them? One might ask why
a certain region of the nation endorsed our entry into WWI, and assess the relative merits of
conflicting explanations for that phenomenon. The discussion in Pratt’s paper is interesting,
because in typical high school history classes, the only reason for the War of 1812 retained in
student memories is the impressment of sailors. The average “man on the street,” if he knows
or recalls anything at all about the War of 1812, will mention the impressment of American
men and boys into the British navy. It is good to recall that there were various issues in the
motivation to declare war. Pratt and Hacker offering tantalizing other suggestions.

3.6.2 Spies Inside FDR’s Team (2013-06-10 19:46)

To which extent President Roosevelt’s bad health left him too fatigued to carefully analyze
the global situation in late 1945, we cannot accurately measure. But FDR, who was normally
quite savvy in the realm of politics, seemed to allow some shocking diplomatic lapses. One
such blunder was his choice of staffers who would accompany him to the Yalta conference. A
related slip-up was his misestimation of Stalin; Roosevelt failed to comprehend how duplicitous
and how malignant the Soviet dictator was. Historians Medford Stanton Evans and Herbert
Romerstein detail Roosevelt’s preparations for the Yalta conference:

According to the diaries of Edward Stettinius Jr., the secretary of state at the time
of Yalta, President Roosevelt in the run-up to the meeting made some peculiar com-
ments about the people he thought should be there.
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Roosevelt was, on the one hand, oddly indifferent to the selection of the staff he would take
with him to Yalta; on the other hand, he was oddly specific about naming one or two individuals
whom he wanted to be part of that group.

At a White House briefing a month before the conference opened, Settinius wrote,
FDR said he wasn’t overly concerned about having any particular staffers with him
at Yalta, but qualified this with two exceptions. "The President," said Stettinius, "did
not want to have anyone accompany him in an advisory capacity, but he felt that
Messers. Bowman and Alger Hiss ought to go." No clue was provided by Stettinius,
or apparently by FDR himself, as to the reason for these choices.

Who were these two men, named by Roosevelt and desired by him to accompany him to Yalta?
Bowman, as far as history can tell, is a seemingly unremarkable, if competent and successful,
diplomat. He had an established and accomplished career, even if the average newspaper
reader wouldn’t recognize the name of

Dr. Isaiah Bowman of Johns Hopkins University, who had been involved in the Ver-
sailles conference after World War I and was a Stettinius advisor. He did not go to
Yalta, though Alger Hiss would do so.

Alger Hiss, on the other hand, would become a notorious name in history books. His career
consisted of directing top level government secrets from Washington to Stalin’s government,
and of influencing high-level decision-making in FDR’s administration: influencing the United
States government to make decisions, not in America’s best interests, but rather to the advan-
tage of the USSR.

Alger Hiss, it will be recalled, was a secret Communist serving in the wartime State
Department, identified as a Soviet agent by ex-Communist Whittaker Chambers, a
former espionage courier for Moscow’s intelligence bosses. This identification led
to a bitter quarrel that divided the nation into conflicting factions and would do so
for years to follow. The dispute resulted in the 1950 conviction of Hiss for perjury
when he denied the Chambers charges under oath, denials that ran contrary to the
evidence then and to an ever-increasing mass of data later.

Like many other aspects of the extensive Soviet spy rings inside the United States during
the 1930’s, and lasting until the end of the Cold War, details about these operations became
more widely known after the fall of the Soviet Union. In the 1990’s, masses of KGB files were
declassified and released to the west, confirming that Hiss and other high-level officers in the
State Department were in fact on the payroll of Soviet intelligence agencies.

Though Hiss is now well-known to history, in January 1945 he was merely one State
Department staffer among many, and of fairly junior status - a mid-level employee
who wasn’t even head of a division (third ranking in the branch where he was work-
ing). It thus seems odd that Roosevelt would single him out as someone who should
go to Yalta - the more curious as it’s reasonably clear that FDR had never dealt with
Hiss directly (a point confirmed by Hiss in his own memoirs).

What caused FDR’s odd choice? Wewill probably never know. He would die that April; his health
was certainly declining. He would be replaced by President Truman, who, like Churchill, saw
through Stalin’s promises. Truman would not be deceived by the Soviet dictator, and during
the Truman administration, security reviews of State Department employees would begin to
both uncover existing spies, and prevent the infiltration of additional Soviet agents.
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3.6.3 Defining ’Freedom’ (2013-06-22 15:09)

The central issue - perhaps the only issue - in the American Revolution was liberty. The popular
slogans which created the United States as a sovereign nation reflect this: "Live Free or Die!"
and "Give me liberty or give me death!"
Yet a clear definition of freedom - of political liberty - was by no means common. The definitions
that were in circulation were not always compatible. While there may have been imprecision in
the abstract definition of the word, there was unanimity about the concrete forms of freedom
- and about the concrete forms of the oppressions which were harming that freedom.
The specific details of British tyranny were largely codified in a series of Parliament’s resolu-
tions: the Stamp Act of 1765, the Declaratory Act of 1766, the Townshend Acts of 1767, the
Intolerable Acts (or ’Coercive Acts’) of 1774, and others. These can be broadly summarized as
taxation and regulation, the two defining characteristics of political oppression.
The task confronting the leaders of the American Revolution - the Founding Fathers - was to clar-
ify the principles which made these taxes and regulations illegitimate. The various speeches
and documents which they composed attempt to establish a theoretical framework by which
citizens can understand the limits which the power of a legitimate government has.
The notion of limiting the government’s power was nothing new. The Founding Fathers specify
that they are merely asking for the rights which had long been recognized - in the Magna Carta
and in the English Bill of Rights of 1689 - as the rights belonging to English citizens.
The novelty was not in the rights, but rather in the application. The fact that the English
citizens seeking to assert their rights lived, not in England, but in North American colonies, had
led King George III and Parliament to assume that those rights were somewhat diminished, as if
by distance. Another innovation was the fact these principles were being applied to a situation
on the frontiers of unexplored, uninhabited new land.
Every square inch of land in the British Isles had long been surveyed and owned; even where
ownership was disputed, the disputes were well documented and understood. The social struc-
tures relating various groups to each other within towns were well and long established, as
were the relations of civilians to soldiers and the relations of local governments to the Crown.
The rights of citizens, and the representation of citizens in Parliament, were also established
and understood.
By contrast, in North America, thousands of square miles of unexplored land meant that sur-
veying and land ownership was a complex and developing matter. Social structures were also
being designed and redesigned: although the colonies were British colonies, millions of Ger-
mans, Swiss, and Austrians also lived in them, and in some places, the English were a minority.
British social structures could not simply be transplanted to North America. The presence of
soldiers likewise created unclarity: were the soldiers there on behalf of the colonists, or to
oversee the colonists?
Among the Founding Fathers who would undertake to clarify the theoretical framework which
would explain what liberty would mean in North America was Patrick Henry. Henry’s speeches
and political leadership galvanized popular sentiment for the Revolution. Historian Harlow Giles
Unger writes:

Henry was born on the frontier of western Virginia, and for him, as for most frontiers-
men, liberty and license were all but indistinguishable; man was born free to acquire
as much land, as many slaves, and as many other assets as he could - and keep all
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the profits from his enterprise without sharing a penny with church or state. Many
rejected humanist ideals that bound individuals to alienate personal liberties for the
good of the greater community and had nothing but disdain for and deep suspicions
of pious planters and merchant-bankers who controlled state government from the
opulent mansions of the Chesapeake Bay tidewater region. They resented interfer-
ence in their affairs by the distant state government in Williamsburg and had no
intention of submitting to a new, even more powerful federal government in Philadel-
phia. Few Americans on the thriving Atlantic coast understood that Henry’s cry for
liberty or death in 1775 had been aimed at not only the British government but any
government - American as well as British - that threatened to tax profits of American
farmers or curtail their liberties.

The line between liberty and license was, and is, the line between self-control and the freedom
to act. There are things which my conscience, my belief system, tells me that I should not do.
It is my task to refrain from those actions; it is not the task of the government to restrain me
from them. Patrick Henry did not desire a society in which men ran amuck and did all manner
of evil; he desired a society in which they had the freedom to do so, but did not.
Concerning slavery, as practiced in Virginia and the other southern colonies, Patrick Henry
issued statements, according to historian Richard Beeman,

indicating moral disgust with the institution of slavery. There is no question but that
he viewed with alarm the possibility that his country was becoming the "gloomy
retreat of slaves."

The ideology of Patrick Henry and many of his fellow Virginians

certainly did point in a most explicit fashion to the dangers inherent in a society
overloaded with unfree and unpropertied members.

His "concern about the effects of slavery on virtue was a highly moralistic one," by which
Beeman means to say that Henry was concerned not only for the injury done to the black
slaves, but to society as a whole. As JFK would say, two centuries later, "when one man is
enslaved, all are not free," and as Herbert Spencer would say one century later, "No one can
be perfectly free till all are free." Patrick Henry saw that even the "free" men in society are
contaminated when the society tolerates slavery.

This is not to say that Henry was totally unconcerned with the morality of involuntary
servitude in its own right. In a letter to Quaker leader Robert Pleasants acknowledg-
ing the receipt of an anti-slavery tract by the Quaker philanthropist Anthony Benezet,
Henry could do nothing but "wonder ... that this abominable practice has been intro-
duced in the most enlightened ages." He was particularly appalled by the fact that
Virginians, at precisely the time at which they were fighting for liberty against the
British, were embracing "a principle as repugnant to humanity, as it is inconsistent
with the Bible, and destructive to liberty."

Further, in the same letter, he wrote that he wanted to "transmit to our descendants" compas-
sion for the slaves, "a pity for their unhappy lot, and an abhorrence of slavery." Like many of
the other Founding Fathers, Patrick Henry was already laying the foundation for the abolition
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of slavery. But also like a few of the other Founding Fathers, he recognized that the economic
structures in place would make the abolition of slavery difficult. He knew that manymen owned
slaves reluctantly, and would have ended the practice if they had known a way to successfully
do so. For many of them, however, to divest themselves of slaves would have been economic
suicide. He "readily confessed to the barbarity and immorality of slavery."
Looking forward, Patrick Henry understood that the words of the Declaration of Independence
made freedom for slave inevitable. The nation’s progress toward the abolition of slavery was
inexorable. He wrote that "I believe a time will come when an opportunity will be offered to
abolish this lamentable evil." He understood that the Christianity which he and most of the
other inhabitants of North America practiced made abolition an unavoidable moral duty: "It is
a debt we owe to the purity of our religion, to show that it is at variance with that law which
warrants slavery."
So also with charity - Patrick Henry was determined that citizens should not be forced to pay
money to the church. Recall that in the English system, the Crown collected taxes, some of
which went to support the Anglican church. Everyone who paid taxes, regardless of his personal
religious faith, supported the Anglican faith, even if his own faith was different or even opposed
to that faith. It was against this forced support that he rebelled.
Motivated both by his belief in God and his desire to help the poor, Patrick Henry contributed
to churches, and encouraged others to do so. He understood the church’s role in providing for
those who needed help, but he was also adamant that support for the church be freely given,
not under legal compulsion.
In sum, Patrick Henry defined a theoretical concept of freedom which meant not only freedom
from taxation and regulation, but freedom to live according to an enlightened vision of what
human life can and should be.

3.6.4 Resisting the Stamp Act (2013-06-27 14:48)

The political and social forces which provided the occasion for the American Revolution built
gradually over at least two decades. The underlying concerns were taxation and regulation.
The Proclamation Act of 1763 and the Sugar Act of 1764 created hardship for those living in
North America. Aside from direct and indirect taxes, economic structures, such as the granting
of licenses, were rigged in such a way that the colonists were seen as a source of cash for
the British economy, with no thought to developing the economy of the colonies in their own
right. The colonies had the potential for strong economic growth, but found themselves instead
dealing with increasing poverty after the middle of the 1700’s. Historian Harlow Giles Unger
writes that, fueled by economic misery, resentment toward the British Parliament

continued to increase in the winter and spring of 1765, when news arrived that
Britain’s Parliament had passed the Stamp Act, the first direct tax Parliament had
ever imposed on American colonists. For generations, Parliament had only collected
indirect “hidden” taxes such as import duties, and allowed each colony’s elected leg-
islature to impose direct taxes such as sales taxes and property taxes to pay costs
of colonial administration.

In three different ways, then, Parliament sought to draw the lifeblood out of the colonies. In-
direct taxation was already in place, as was the structural bias of licensing various industries.
Now, Parliament wanted to add direct taxation. As an excuse, the Crown reminded the public
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about the costs of the French and Indian War. Between 1754 and 1763, the Seven Years’ War
occupied Europe. The central conflict was between Frederick the Great of Prussia and Maria-
Theresa of Austria. France and England were drawn into the conflict through alliances: England
on the side of Prussia, and France on the side of Austria. Frictions between England and France
already existed because of their competing imperial aspirations. In North America, this took
the form of competition of the Ohio River valley area.

Although England had won the Seven Years’ War, her victory left the government
nearly bankrupt, with a national debt of

130 million pounds. The war was expensive because it had been fought on multiple fronts:
Europe, North America, Africa, and India, in addition to naval encounters. In addition, the
postwar status left England paying approximately 300,000 pounds

in annual costs of military garrisons to protect American colonists against Indian
attacks. To pay for the garrisons, Parliament raised taxes at home first, but the in-
creases plunged 40,000 Englishmen into debtor’s prisons and provoked widespread
antitax riots. Threatened with a national uprising, Parliament rescinded some tax
increases at home and compensated by raising duties on America’s imports and ex-
ports - and extending the reach of the British Stamp Tax to the colonies. Parliament -
and, indeed, most Englishmen - believed Americans should pay for their own military
protection, and the stamp tax seemed the most innocuous way to do so. In effect
for some decades in England, the stamp tax required the purchase and affixment of
one or more revenue stamps - often worth less than a penny - on all legal documents
(wills, deeds, marriage certificates, bills of lading, purchase orders, etc.), newspa-
pers and periodicals, liquor containers, decks of playing cards, and a host of other
industrial and consumer goods. All but negligible when added to the cost of any one
individual item, it nevertheless amounted to a considerable - and reliable - revenue
source for the government when collections from stamps on tens of thousands of doc-
uments and products poured into the treasury. British Chancellor of the Exchequer
Lord Grenville estimated that stamp tax collections in America would reap about

60,000 pounds per “year, or about 20 percent of troop costs there.” The Englishmen at home in
Britain were not eager to foot the bill for the colonies - who can blame them? - but the colonists
knew that British military was an overly expensive defense system. The mere presence of
British soldiers in North America made life difficult for the colonists, the colonists whom the
soldiers were allegedly protecting. Drunken, thieving, and rowdy, the soldiers were not good
neighbors to the colonists. Having survived the French and Indian War, the colonists also had
learned from that bitter experience about how to defend themselves. Now the colonists were
told that they would have to pay for the presence of the soldiers who were an overly expensive
and underperforming defense system, and who made life unsafe for some of the colonists
whom they were allegedly defending.

Although the costs of the stamp tax to the average American was trivial, Parliament
chose just the wrong moment to impose it. Increased duties were already strangling
the American economy in the spring of 1765. Importers were collapsing under the
weight of debts to English suppliers; shopkeepers and craftsmen closed their doors;
even the largest merchants struggled to stay in business, leaving farmers without
their usual outlets for crops and at the mercy of speculators. Patrick Henry loaned
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his father-in-law, John Shelton, several hundred pounds to help Shelton keep his farm
and stave off personal bankruptcy.

The Stamp Act was one more insult to the colonists. Already economically strained, Parlia-
ment seemed ignorant of colonial finances. The Stamp Act proved to be the occasion for the
emergence of America’s leaders: in Boston, James Otis and Samuel Adams represented pub-
lic sentiment against the act; in Virginia, Patrick Henry and George Washington emerged as
thinkers who were willing to see that this was tyranny. Historian Harlow Unger, however, dis-
misses their claims as “specious” and points to British suffrage rates at that time.
Unger’s skepticism about American claims to freedom, however, does not bear closer exami-
nation. Two arguments speak against Unger: first, if “only” one in nine Britons had the vote,
that’s well ahead of the zero in nine Americans who had a vote in Parliament; second, the fact
that Britons may have been deprived of effective parliamentary representation is no excuse
for depriving Americans as well. If anything, Unger’s argument, far from nullifying American
claims to freedom, rather points to the fact that the Britons would have been justified, or almost
as justified, in raising the same demands as the Americans.
(To clarify: many Americans had a vote for their own town councils and colonial legislative bod-
ies; at issue here was the fact that no American had elected representation in Parliament. If one
in nine Englishmen could vote to select his region’s representative in the House of Commons,
that was still infinitely more than the zero in nine Americans who could do the same.)
Aside from Unger’s insertion of gratuitous adjectives like “specious,” his narrative is largely
correct, if somewhat underemphasized:

In a pamphlet entitled The Rights of the British Colonies Asserted and Proved, Otis
raised the first specious cry against parliamentary imposition of direct taxation with-
out representation, conveniently overlooking the absence of parliamentary represen-
tation for almost all English taxpayers in England as well as in America. Indeed, only
one million of Britain’s nine million adult males were permitted to vote.

Joining James Otis was Samuel Adams. Together, the two of them represent the earliest igniters
of revolutionary sentiment in Boston, just as Patrick Henry and George Washington were per-
haps the earliest embodiments of the spirit of independence in Virginia. Again, Unger casts a
derisive eye on their demands for freedom, but he admits that America had refined the concept
of liberty farther, at that point in time, than most other societies:

Teaming with Otis, Adams all but smothered Boston’s editors with propaganda
leaflets that the proroyalist Boston Evening Post labeled “mad rant and porterly
reviling.” Indeed, few but the world’s most disgruntled citizens would have paid any
attention to it except in North America, where settlers isolated in the hamlets and
woods of New England had lived free of almost all government authority for more
than 150 years. They had cleared the land, felled great forests, built homes and
churches, planted their fields, hunted, fished, and fought off Indian marauders on
their own, cooperating with each other, collectively governing themselves, electing
their militia commanders and church pastors and turning to assemblies of elders to
mediate occasional disputes. Self-reliant - often courageously so - they had thought
and acted independently for four or more generations, seldom hearing, let alone re-
sponding to, utterances from the church, throne, or Parliament in far-off London. Like
Patrick Henry, they had lived in freedom, without government intrusion in their lives
and saw little need for it.
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By the time the colonists were moved to protest the Stamp Act, they had lived with, and re-
sisted, a century of oppression and attempted oppression. It began with a distortion of market
forces, requiring cargo to be carried only on ships flying the flag of the British Empire. It may
seem a small thing, but the consequences were significant. Lack of competition continually
tilted pricing in favor of England and against the colonies. To be sure, Parliament was reacting
to a legitimate threat posed by the Dutch; some response was required in that situation. But
the course of action chosen by Parliament had harmful, and possibly or probably unintended,
consequences.

In 1651, however, Parliament began to interfere in colonial affairs after Dutch cargo
ships began capturing more and more of the trade between America and Europe,
threatening the health of Britain’s merchant fleet. Parliament passed a series of
“Navigation Acts,” which, one by one, over the next fifty years, banned all American
trade with any country but England and force all ocean-going trade onto British or
American bottoms.

Although settlers in the colonies were

galled by parliamentary intrusion in their affairs, most New England lumbermen and
shipbuilders

found creative ways to deal with Parliament’s regulations. They quickly learned that

smuggling goods onto unguarded landing points avoided duties altogether. The un-
expected economic collapse that followed the Seven Years’ War, however, left New
Englanders easy prey for Boston’s rabble-rousers and the frenzied warnings that the
stamp tax would bankrupt them.

In the midst of this crisis, a young man named Patrick Henry was elected to the Virginia House
of Burgesses, the colony’s legislative body. In May 1765, he arrived as a newly-elected rep-
resentative for his first sessions of the body. The House of Burgesses had a strong sense of
tradition, including a sentiment that young or freshly-elected legislators were to be silent and
learn from those who were older and more experienced. Patrick Henry did not correspond well
to those notions.

On May 29, 1765, his twenty-ninth birthday, Henry startled the House by asking for
recognition and, as older burgesses demanded that he sit, he proposed five resolu-
tions that they shouted down as preposterous. The first three were harmless enough,
reiterating the principle that colonists were entitled to “all the privileges, franchises,
and immunities … possessed by the people of Great Britain.” The fourth resolution
declared speciously that “taxation of the people by themselves, or by persons cho-
sen by themselves to represent them … is the distinguishing characteristic of British
freedom. …” In fact, few British subjects had any say over taxes, although Virginia,
as Henry stated correctly in his fourth resolution, had “uninterruptedly enjoyed the
right of being … governed by their own Assembly in the article of their [direct] taxes.
…”
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Managing to bundle together the ills which the colonies were suffering at the Crown’s hands,
Patrick Henry tapped directly into the sentiment of “no taxation without representation,” a slo-
gan already current at the time. He also rephrased, knowing or unknowingly, Locke’s principle
that the legitimacy of a government is derived from the consent of the governed.

The last resolution was the most preposterous, and provocative, of all, and he was
too well versed in British law by then not to have realized it. Inspired, perhaps, by
the overwhelming popular support he had received

both as an attorney in private practice and as winner of an election, in the former role having
represented the interests of the colonists against the Crown’s excessive taxes,

he evidently saw opposition to taxes as a way to ensure and even broaden that
support. In his fifth resolution, he declared that “the General Assembly of this colony
have the only and sole exclusive right and power to lay taxes … upon the inhabitants
of this colony, and that every attempt to vest such power in any person or persons …
other than the General Assembly … has a manifest tendency to destroy British and
American freedom.”

Clearly expressing the direct connection between economic freedom and political freedom,
Patrick Henry saw that the ability to levy taxes, if vested in anyone or anything other than the
duly elected representatives of the people, was a root for any and all other forms of tyranny.

As Henry realized, his resolutions not only violated House protocol, they represented
the first colonial opposition to British law.

Simultaneously clear-headed and passionate, Patrick Henry knew that he was edging into the
realm of rebellion. A trained and experienced lawyer, he knew exactly where the line lay, and
deliberately crossed it.
A majority of those present approved his motions. The coalition supporting him was composed
of the younger members and of the “uplanders” - those from western Virginia, living in the
rural hill country, where political attitudes emphasized liberty and freedom.

… they forced through a vote approving Henry’s resolutions - with George Washing-
ton and, most surprisingly, Richard Henry Lee among them.

Richard Henry Lee would later be a delegate to the Second Continental Congress, where he
would push for independence and for the codification thereof in the Declaration of Indepen-
dence, of which he was one of the signatories. He also signed the Articles of Confederation.

After hearing Henry’s condemnation of the Stamp Act, however, he realized, as did
Washington, that the act would undermine the rights of all Virginians, the wealthy
planters as well as Henry’s uplanders. Lee and Washington immediately abandoned
the pro-British bloc of burgesses and become two of Patrick Henry’s staunchest po-
litical allies, with Lee resigning his ties to stamp distribution.
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Although the motion had carried with a majority of the voting members present, there had
been a number of members absent. One of the representatives, Edmund Pendleton, made a
motion to repeal Patrick Henry’s proposals, and worked to ensure that all, or almost all, voting
members of the House of Burgesses would be present for this repeal vote. Patrick Henry’s
victory - a small but significant step for freedom - seemed in danger. But Pendleton did not
succeed in extinguishing the small flame of liberty which Patrick Henry had lit.

Even more startling were the votes of Lee and Washington and the younger Tide-
water planters, who rebelled against their elders by joining Henry’s uplanders in de-
feating Pendleton’s omnibus motion to erase all of Henry’s resolves from the record.
Although senior burgesses managed to remove the most virulent resolutions, their
efforts came too late. Before leaving Williamsburg the previous day, Henry had given
the editor of the Virginia Gazette all seven resolutions to copy, and, under a news-
sharing agreement among the newspaper printers in most of the colonies, he had
already sent them on their way to newspapers across America. The entire continent
soon heard the lion’s roar.

Although Pendleton had succeeded in taking some of the edge from Patrick Henry’s proposals,
news of this bold step spread quickly throughout the colonies.

… publication of Henry’s resolutions fired up colonist antipathy toward British gov-
ernment intrusion in their affairs and Parliament’s efforts to tax them, directly or
indirectly. Stamp Act opponents rallied in every city, forming secret societies called
the Sons of Liberty.

Having struck a blow for freedom, Patrick Henry was content to step back and let others lead
the movement for a while. He was perhaps more an instigator or rallier than a leader in this
sense. He had little taste for organizational tasks.

Having sparked the fires of rebellion across the colonies, however, Henry remained
curiously absent from the turmoil he had created, having vanished into the Piedmont
hills to attend to the mundane tasks of raising and supporting his family. Unlike many
of his contemporaries, Henry derived far less pleasure from the pomp, power, and
formality of the capital than he did from the sense of freedom he felt in his fields at
home and the joys he derived from his children.

In Boston, the flames lit by Samuel Adams and James Otis received fresh fuel, both from new of
Patrick Henry’s motions in the Virginia House of Burgesses, and from renewed affronts carried
out by the British government against American freedom.

At the beginning of August, the British government published the names of the colo-
nial distributors who would sell tax stamps. With Henry’s resolves still echoing across
the colonies, Bostonians - particularly hard hit by the economic downturn - snapped
as one. Debts had piled high; there was no work; shops had closed. With nothing left
for rent or food, some tramped off into the wilderness, hoping to stumble on some
unfortunate beast whose flesh and hide might provide sustenance and clothing.

In the lore and legend of the American Revolution, one of the symbols which played an inspira-
tional role was the Liberty Tree. It was location for escalating and organizing the colonial quest
for freedom.
©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com 123



BlogBook 3.6. JUNE

On the morning of August 14, a straw effigy of Boston’s designated stamp collector,
the wealthy Tory merchant Andrew Oliver, dangled from the limb of an oak tree on
High Street. Immediately dubbed the Liberty Tree, it drew an ever-thickening crowd,
which metamorphosed into an angry mob.

On August 14, 1765, and on several days following, there was rioting in Boston in response to
the Stamp Act’s taking effect. Rioting spread to other cities and towns in the thirteen colonies.
A more careful response was the organization of the Stamp Act Congress, at which delegates
from most, but not all, of the thirteen colonies met in New York in October 1765. The Congress
issued a declaration and sent petitions to Parliament and King George III. Economic counter-
measures against the Stamp Act were also undertaken by colonists.

As the effective date approached for the Stamp Act to go into effect, Patrick Henry’s
new friend and political ally, planter Richard Henry Lee, of Westmoreland County,
put his name and fortune at risk by calling on Virginians to boycott all things British
until Parliament repealed the Act. In what was essentially an act of treason, more
than one hundred Virginia planters signed Lee’s Westmoreland Protests and inspired
similarly prominent men in other colonies to follow suit. Some 200 merchants in
New York City, 250 Boston, and 400 in Philadelphia pledged to stop importing all but
a select list of goods from England until Parliament repealed the Stamp Act. Boston’s
leading merchant banker John Hancock warned his London agent that “the people of
this country will never suffer themselves to be mades slaves of by a submission to
the damned act.”

While the notion of independence from Britain had not yet crystallized in the minds of the
colonists, Patrick Henry’s actions in the Virginia House of Burgesses, the work of Samuel
Adams and James Otis in Boston, and the solidifying effect of the Stamp Act Congress fur-
thered freedom-oriented sentiments in North America. These sentiments were strengthened
by success: Parliament did repeal the Stamp Act in February 1766, and the King approved
the repeal in March of that year. Although the work of Edmund Burke in England helped the
colonial cause, the economic effects of the colonial boycotts and the political impact of Patrick
Henry, Samuel Adams, James Otis, and the Stamp Act Congress were the main drivers in this
development.
The colonists learned that they could organize and assert themselves against the British Empire,
and in so doing, could gain and protect their liberty.

3.6.5 Smart Guys - Educated Politicians (2013-06-29 15:28)

One can better understand that group of leaders we call "The Founding Fathers" by comparing
them to other groups of national leaders. As a group, there is some ambiguity to defining
the set: some historians take the signatories to the Continental Association, the document
created by the First Continental Congress in late 1774, in the process of creating an economic
boycott against Britain; or the signatories to the Declaration of Independence in July 1776; or
the signatories to the Articles of Confederation in 1777; or the signatories to the Constitution
in 1787. Aside from those who signed particular documents, one might include, in such a
list, those who wrote or spoke publicly to support the Revolution, or those who made heroic
contributions to the military effort against England.
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As ambiguous as the exact membership in the set may be, taken as a whole, the group clearly
evinces certain properties, among which are education and intelligence. It is worth noting the
distinction between the two: intelligence is the native ability to learn; education is the state of
having learned.
If one would compare the Founders to leaders of the United States in the last quarter of the
twentieth century and the first decade of the twenty-first century, the Founders represent
themselves well. While there are certainly some intelligent, and even very intelligent, people
in the latter group, the educational level among the them lags behind that of the Founding
Fathers. Among the former group, there are many intelligent and very intelligent people, and
a handful of sheer geniuses; the education among the Founders is astounding.
As concrete examples, one might note the Benjamin Franklin not only pioneered the printing
and publishing industry in North America, and carried out groundbreaking research into the
nature of electricity, but also invented a new and unique musical instrument: the glass har-
monica. Franklin spent time in Europe, and his invention, which he preferred to call ’the glass
armonica’ (dropping the ’h’ in a nod to the Italian language), soon caught the attention of
composers like Wolfgang Mozart, Ludwig van Beethoven, and George Handel. They composed
pieces for it. Thus some of the leading musical artists of Europe were directly influenced by
an American Founding Father. In addition, he developed an odometer for wheeled vehicles,
the lightening rod, a refined version of the wood-burning stove known as the ’Franklin Stove’
or the ’pot-bellied stove’, and the bifocal lens. The lattermost invention combined advanced
mathematics, for calculating curves precisely, and more advanced techniques in lens grinding.
Jefferson, in addition to his political leadership and his authorship of first rough working draft
of the Declaration of Independence, was an architect - designing his home, Monticello, which
remains a building closely-studied architects to this day.
The educational excellence of the Founders is clearly seen in the field of languages. One might
visualize them, gathered as the First Continental Congress, the Second Continental Congress,
or the Constitutional Convention: a room full of people. Realize that in this room, it was taken
as a minimum that each of them present could, at a minimum, read Latin, Greek, and French.
Those who were considered especially well-versed could read perhaps German or Italian as
well. In addition to reading those languages, most of them could write, and - in the case of
modern languages - speak them as well.
By contrast, imagine being in the halls of Congress in 1975 or 1985 or 1995 or 2005 or 2015,
and asking the members of the House or of the Senate how many of them can read or write
Greek! Needless to say, the number of affirmative responses would be low.
One might question the value of reading Greek and Latin for a Senator or a Representative in
the early twenty-first century. Yet this value remains largely uncontested, and indeed manifold:
such particular skills sharpen one’s general language skills - one’s ability to express one’s
self, and one’s ability to analytically read complex documents. Such an education invariably
includes encounters with the documents from the era of classical Greece and classical Rome,
documents which pose the enduring questions about justice and about forms of government.
As a boy, barely a teenager, Thomas Jefferson had read the works of Thucydides in the original
Greek, a task which is daunting even for a graduate student at a good university. This type
of reading, and the concepts gleaned from such texts, are detectable in the documents which
Jefferson and others crafted: The Declaration of Independence, The Constitution, and The Bill
of Rights.
Knowledge of modern languages likewise sharpens linguistic skills and includes encounters
with texts, texts which touch upon crucial questions of governance. In addition, modern lan-
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guages sharpen one’s sensibilities in terms of international relations. As many discussions
in Congress will touch upon diplomacy in one form or another, such global sensibilities bring
insight to the task of analyzing bills and motions brought to the floor for debate.
Consider one of the Founding Fathers who was considered to possess only minimal educa-
tion: Patrick Henry of Virginia. The following description of his learning was written by Colonel
Samuel Meredith, Patrick Henry’s brother-in-law. This primary text has been quoted both by
historian Richard Beeman and by historian George Morgan:

He was sent to a common English school until about the age of ten years, where
he learned to read and write, and acquired some little knowledge of arithmetic. He
never went to any other school, public or private, but remained with his father, who
was his only tutor. With him he acquired a knowledge of the Latin language and a
smattering of Greek. He became well-acquainted with Mathematics, of which he was
very fond. At the age of 15 he was well versed in both ancient and modern history.

The text deals with his education up to the ages of 15. After trying his hand at the retail business
and at farming, he later resumed his education by studying law and being admitted to the bar.
After that point in time, he became involved in the American Independence movement.
We see, then, that a man who knew both Latin and Greek, who was "well-versed in both ancient
and modern history," and who was recognized as a man with superior knowledge of both law
and of legal procedure, was considered to be one of the less-well-educated men among the
Founding Fathers. Such a man, who in any other setting, would be obviously one of the more
intelligent and better-educated individuals, was among the Founders considered a bit common.
If we understand the high levels of intelligence and education present among the Founders,
it is no surprise that they had brilliant insights about the centrality of freedom and liberty in
political culture, and brilliant creativity in crafting the documents which, during the last quarter
of the eighteenth centuries, created and structured our nation.

3.6.6 The War That Created Freedom (2013-06-30 21:35)

To understand the American Revolution, one must begin much earlier than the actual start
of hostilities in April 1775 at Lexington and Concord. The French and Indian War - the North
American analogue to the Seven Years’ War - was the immediate context. That war, ending
in 1763, began as a spat between Frederick the Great of Prussia and Maria-Theresa of Austria.
France was drawn in as an Austrian ally, and England entered the conflict as a Prussian ally.
Tension already existed in North America between the British colonies and the French colonies,
as both wanted the area around the Ohio River Valley. The English won, but only after losing
several disastrous campaigns early in the war. The victory was expensive in terms of money
and lives.
After the war, the English were determined to milk every bit of money it could get from its
colonies to recoup the costs of the war. The colonists living in North America, however, were
now confident in their own military skills, and resented have to pay for the alleged protection
of the British army. The colonists could defend themselves, and the English soldiers stationed
in the colonies not only failed to contribute to any meaningful defense of those colonies, but
rather created problems among the colonists, because the English soldiers were badly behaved.
Historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski write:
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Britain’s triumph in the Great War for Empire contained the seeds of the American
Revolution. England emerged from the war with an expanded empire and a stagger-
ing national debt, much of it resulting from the struggle in North America. Britain
wanted to administer its new empire with maximum efficiency, which in part meant
enforcing the Navigation Acts, a series of laws designed to regulate colonial trade
for the mother country’s benefit. Americans had consistently violated them through
smuggling and bribery. Strict enforcement would help alleviate England’s financial
distress but would crimp the colonial economy.

Tired of abusive regulation from Parliament, tired of confiscatory taxes from the Crown, and
tired of harassment from British regulars stationed in North America, the colonists, confident
in the skills of their militiamen, were ready to take action, but understood that their forces were
numerically smaller, less well equipped, and less well trained than the English redcoats. The
training would be gained when Washington appointed a German, the Prussian Baron and Gen-
eral von Steuben, to educate his men in up-to-date tactics and techniques. The numerical and
financial deficits would never be totally addressed: the American army remained chronically
short of men, money, and equipment throughout the war. This required that Washington use
strategies which fit his army’s circumstances. He could not challenge the British to a head-
on war of attrition. He could, however, exploit attrition of a different kind. Historian Russell
Weigley writes:

The most familiar visual depiction of Washington as a general is probably Emanuel
Leutze’s version of him, wrapped in muffler against freezing December as he crosses
the Delaware on Christmas Day, 1776. Whatever documentary or estheticmisgivings
the painting may occasion, its popularity is appropriate enough, for it suggests the
essence of Washington’s way of war, a strategy of attrition. The passage over the
Delaware to raid the Hessian barracks at Trenton was the most successful single
example of his chief stock in trade of active war, the erosion of the enemy’s strength
by means of hit-and-run strikes against his outposts.

Not the type of attrition which appeared in the WWI, WWII, or the American Civil War - Wash-
ington’s strategy of attrition was a harassment strategy, almost a guerilla strategy. His numer-
ically smaller force, underfunded, could continually surprise the British with raids and attacks
on their posts, while avoiding as much as possible direct engagement with the main forces on
a battlefield. The English officers began the war overconfident, and the English soldiers were
less motivated than their North American counterparts. By war’s end, the English officers were
disillusioned, and their men fought with less devotion than the Americans in Washington’s Con-
tinental Army.

3.7 July

3.7.1 The Red Scare - Causes and Coverups (2013-07-06 15:06)

Historians use the phrase "Red Scare" to refer to more than one period of time. The first was
roughly from 1919 to 1921. But what visibly erupted in 1919 had been brewing invisibly for
some time. A coalition of socialists, communists, and anarchists had been working to find ways
to destroy both the American concept of political liberty and the economic system of the United
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States. This plot had been encouraged by the communist revolution which had gained control
of Russia, and by some aspects of President Woodrow Wilson’s progressivism.
The socialists and communists of this era were not simply people who preferred a different
economic or political views. They were agents working for, and sympathetic to, the government
of the Soviet Union, and who were actively working to overthrow violently the United States
government.
This coalition was joined by people from an extreme segment of the labor union movement.
This segment was quite different from the mainstream of the organized labor movement. The
mainstream of the collective bargaining movement sought better hourly wages, protection
from unwarranted dismissal, safer working conditions, and the like. By contrast, the extreme
segment of the movement sought to confiscate factories, leaving their current owners penni-
less, and to take control of the government, inspired by the phrase "dictatorship of the prole-
tariat" from Marxist texts.
The first steps in the Red Scare were bombings and strikes. The bombings were, then as now,
a typical terrorist tactic, and had been used as far back as the 1880’s by a loosely-organized
world-wide anarchist movement. The Red Scare’s first wave of bombings took place in 1919,
as Glencoe’s history textbook explains:

In April, the postal service intercepted more than 30 parcels containing homemade
bombs addressed to prominent Americans.

The socialists learned from their mistake - from the fact that their bombs were intercepted
before they reached their targets - and worked more subtly the next time:

In June, eight bombs in eight cities exploded within minutes of one another, suggest-
ing a nationwide conspiracy. One of them damaged the home of the United States
Attorney General A. Mitchell Palmer.

Although it was clear that these "bombings were the work of radicals trying to destroy the
American way of life," the multifaceted nature of the coalition did not allow the public to con-
ceptualize this as the activity of a single group. There were numerous factions at work, as
Cengage’s history textbook explains:

This radical surge did not mean, however, that leftists had fashioned themselves into
a single movement or political party. On the contrary, the Russian Revolution had
split the American Socialist Party. One faction, which would keep the name Socialist
and would continue under Debs’s leadership, insisted that the radicals follow demo-
cratic path to socialism. The other group, which would take the name Communist,
wanted to establish a Lenin-style "dictatorship of the proletariat." Small groups of
anarchists, some of whom advocated campaigns of terror to speed the revolution,
represented yet a third radical tendency.

Terrorist-style bombings were one tactic of the socialists; strikes were another. By 1919, the
notion of a strike was already fairly well defined. Mainstream labor unions used strikes to
temporarily stop the operation of a factory in order to gain better wages and working conditions.
But the coalition of socialists and communists conceived of a new type of strike, one designed to
transfer ownership of the factory to the workers, and designed to restructure the government.
This was a very different type of strike indeed. The radical coalition, according to Glencoe,
intended to use
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strikes to start a revolution. Seattle’s mayor, Ole Hanson, for example, claimed that
the Seattle general strike was part of an attempt to "take possession of our American
government and try to duplicate the anarchy of Russia."

There was, in any case, a direct link between the extremists in the United States and the
fledgling government of the Soviet Union. The Industrial Workers of the World, known as IWW
and as the "Wobblies", orchestrated some of these massive strikes, and its leaders, in more
than one case, fled afterward to the Soviet Union for protection. The IWW leaders interfaced
with a specific part of the Soviet government:

The Soviet Union established the Communist International in 1919 - an organization
for coordinating Communist parties in other countries.

Already in 1918, the communist intentions toward the United States and other western democ-
racies were clear: the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk created a separate peace between Germany and
Russia, allowing Germany to direct more resources toward the western front, which translated
directly into more deaths among American and other allied soldiers. Already responsible for
increased casualties in war, the socialists were now responsible for the deaths resulting from
the terrorist bombings, and for the deaths resulting from the strikes and their accompanying
riots.

Communists were conspiring to start a revolution in the United States. Americans
had been stunned when Communists seized power in Russia and negotiated a sepa-
rate peace agreement with Germany. Many Americans viewed this as betrayal, and
hostility toward Communists increased.

Emboldened by their success, the socialists went further the next year:

In September 1920, a bomb made of 100 lbs. of dynamite and 500 lbs. of steel
fragments exploded in New York City, killing 38 people and injuring 300 others.

The ties between the radical trade unionists and the Soviet government became more clear.
Cengage’s history book notes that:

Longshoremen in San Francisco and Seattle refused to load ships carrying supplies
to the White Russians who had taken up arms against Lenin’s Bolshevik government.

This broad and unwieldy coalition included the communists, the socialists, the extreme union-
ists, and the anarchists, among others. They differed from, and argued with, one another on
some points. In general, however, from the gritty slums to "the radical circles that gathered
in apartments and cafes," they agreed on central goals: "its participants wanted to revolution-
ize," not merely to elect different parties, as a way "of building a radical political party and
accelerating the transition to socialism."
The tactic of the strike was, for these socialists, not the same as it was for mainstream labor
unions. In a mainstream strike, organized labor temporarily brought work in a factory to a
standstill, hoping to convince the owners and managers of the factory to pay better wages
and to improve working conditions. By contrast, in a radical socialist strike, the strike was not
against the owners and managers of a factory, the strike was against society itself. The goal
was not better wages and better working conditions; the goal was to transfer ownership of the
factory without recompense and to restructure the government: a very different type of strike
indeed! Historian Howard Zinn writes:
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The IWW idea of a general strike became reality for five days in Seattle, Washington,
when a walkout of the 100,000 working people brought the city to a halt.

An entire major city was held captive. Clean clothes and decent food were nearly impossible
to obtain; citizens were forced to roam about in dirty clothes, scavenging whatever they could
to eat. The unions patrolled the streets, forbidding most automobile traffic.

The city now stopped functioning, except for activities organized by the strikers to
provide essential needs. Firemen agreed to stay on the job. Laundry workers handled
only hospital laundry. Vehicle authorized to move carried signs "Exempted by the
General Strike Committee."

Seattle was one example; riots took place in cities around the country, accompanied by blood-
shed and death. While often beginning as a strike, the specific issues of the strike (wages and
working conditions) usually took a back seat, and then gradually disappeared altogether, in a
cloud of other demands: take ownership of the factories away from their current owners with
no payment in return; restructure the government as a "dictatorship of the proletariat."
Yet the roots of the radical socialist movement in the United States, like the phrase "dictatorship
of the proletariat", go back even further, before the foundation of the Soviet Union. Professor
Harvey Klehr writes:

The two most successful 19th-century radicals were Edward Bellamy and Henry
George. Bellamy’s utopian novel, Looking Backward, eschewed notions of class
struggle and was permeated with notions of the Social Gospel. George, whose single-
tax program put the blame for America’s problems on land speculators, appealed
powerfully to Irish immigrants. Large-scale industrialization and increasingly violent
labor confrontations in the 1880s set the stage for the growth of the first substantial
radical parties. Radicals were weakened because of incessant fights between purists
unwilling to compromise and “opportunists” willing to accept small, immediate gains.

The hallmarks of the socialist movement seem to be, first, unwieldy coalitions whose factions
hardly coordinate with each other, and, second, a persistent tendency toward violence. An
exact

discussion of the Socialist Party of America reiterates the political problems radicals
faced. Its base was among midwestern Protestants, both skilled workers and tenant
farmers, and New York Jewish garment workers; it had messianic visions, but conser-
vative social views. Neither its radical wing nor its reformist wing could surmount
these internal tensions. Oklahoma had the most politically successful Socialist party
in the country before World War I, but the party was destroyed when the small farm-
ers who formed its core decided to march on Washington to seize the government
after the U.S. declared war. The Green Corn Rebellion (the marchers planned to sub-
sist on corn en route) was quickly suppressed and socialism in Oklahoma became a
distant memory.

Inevitably, when one branch of the socialist coalition would soften and seek to obtain its goals
by purely democratic means - speeches, elections, legislation - the other branches would nudge
it back toward a more forceful version of fomenting the socialist revolution.
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In Milwaukee, socialists captured city hall and remained in power for decades. But
the largely German brewery workers at the party’s core were derided by other radi-
cals as “sewer socialists” because of their inevitable need to focus on the mundane
tasks of governing a city. Even the charismatic national leader of the Socialist party,
Eugene Debs, was too smitten with Marxist notions of the inevitable collapse of cap-
italism to accept the idea that political reform was the best route to victory. And, in
his romanticism, Debs embraced the Industrial Workers of the World (the Wobblies),
whose bloodcurdling rhetoric thrilled those who hated capitalism but terrified more
moderate socialists.

This romantic desire for a revolution which, if not directly violent, would at least be an illegal
rebellion permeated the movement from the sweatiest of factory workers to the upscale neigh-
borhoods in which armchair socialists lived in luxury. Wealthy and well-educated, and having
no first-hand experience of either labor or life in a factory town, these backers of socialism
understood the movement from a strictly theoretical point of view. Because theoretical eco-
nomics eventually and inevitably becomes just a bit boring, the occasional bomb, riot, or death
appealed to these hypothetical socialists.

Another wing of the Socialist party also scorned moderation. Around the turn of the
20th century, a new cultural Left was emerging in America, centered in Greenwich
Village and championing modernism in the arts, sexual freedom, and secularism. Its
newspaper, The Masses — which was not

in fact read by the masses, but which circulated mainly among the college-educated holdovers
from Woodrow Wilson’s progressivism, and among those for whom even Wilson had not been
quite edgy enough - this newspaper "scorned compromise, much preferring the Wobblies to
the boring sewer socialists."
Among the leaders of this movement, several opted to move permanently to the Soviet Union
when their criminal activities in the United States were discovered. William Haywood, known
as Big Bill Haywood, had been convicted in late 1918; by 1921, his conviction was still working
its way through the appeals process, but it was clear it would stand. He violated the terms
of his bail and left for the Soviet Union. Upon arrival there, he was given a post as a highly-
placed advisor on labor topics in Lenin’s government. Later, he helped to found the Kuzbass
Autonomous Industrial Colony, an experiment in workers’ control in the Soviet Union. His warm
reception in the Soviet Union, and his immediate placement into positions of power and influ-
ence there, confirm that he had already been a loyal employee of the USSR for some time prior
to his presence in that country.
Likewise, after a strike at a textile mill in Gastonia, North Carolina, in which socialist union
leaders had killed a police officer, Howard Zinn writes:

sixteen strikers and sympathizers were indicted for murder, including Fred Beal, a
Communist party organizer. Ultimately seven were tried and given sentences of from
five to twenty years. They were released on bail, and left the state; the Communists
escaped to Soviet Russia.

There were no ordinary union leaders: the mainstream of the collective bargaining union was
not sympathetic to the Soviet Union or to the socialists. Onemust carefully distinguish between
mainstream organized labor and the socialist communist extremists on the fringe of the union
movement. Writing in the Washington Times, Matt Patterson notes that
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for a time in the 20th century, American unions turned from this seedy past to be-
come defenders of economic freedom. As Ivan Osorio, labor expert at the Compet-
itive Enterprise Institute, notes, “During the Cold War, the AFL-CIO, Teamsters and
most major U.S. labor unions were staunchly anti-communist. In fact, the AFL-CIO un-
der Lane Kirkland worked closely with the Reagan administration to aid the Solidarity
movement in Poland."

Mainstream labor unions are friendly toward capitalism and toward free markets, understand-
ing that these are the source of wealth which they hope to procure for their members. Extremist
labor movements, by contrast, seek to establish some form of socialism, and in alliance with
communists and anarchists, hope to seize ownership of factories - and the means of production
in general - with no recompense to their owners; they hope to restructure government into a
dictatorship of the proletariat, and have no qualms about murder, bombing, hostage-taking
in the form of a general strike, or alliances with powers which, like the Soviet Union, have
explicitly declared a goal of overthrowing the government of the United States.
This movement - partially funded and partially directed from the Soviet Union; killing civilians
in major cities by means of terrorist bombings; holding an entire major city captive for five days
without clean clothes, food, or the right to move about town; and causing deaths around the
nation in riots - was clearly a major symptom of the danger posed by socialism and communism
in the years after 1918. Why, then, the astute reader will ask, has so little been presented about
this in certain history textbooks or in certain history curricula? Why have the tales of terrorist
bombings, conducted by a socialist coalition, not been included in our educations? Why has a
narrative about the citizens of Seattle living as prisoners in their own homes been hidden?

3.7.2 Catching Spies (2013-07-08 16:17)

The business of finding spies who’ve lodged themselves as "moles" in one’s government is
difficult. Once they’ve been caught, knowing what to do with them can be complicated, too.
Many history students are familiar with the Espionage Act of 1917, passed through Congress
at the urging of President Woodrow Wilson. With the Democrats controlling both the Senate
and the House of Representatives, Wilson’s desires were eagerly fulfilled.
The law has become a frequent textbook example of bad legislation - fueled by public fears
during the war, and motivated by Wilson and other progressivists who simply saw it as a way to
control people, the Espionage Act of 1917, renewed in a slightly different form in 1918, violated
freedom of speech.
Most historians and most history books let the law slip from sight after the WWI era. But the
law remained on the books, and found occasional uses. One such case was that of Mikhail
Gorin, a Soviet spy who was sent to gather classified military information in the United States.
In the Washington Post, Walter Pincus writes:

The spy, Mikhail Gorin, a Soviet citizen, came to the United States in 1936 as an
employee of Intourist, the Moscow-run tourist agency, whose salary was paid by the
Russian government, according to court documents in the early-1940s case. In the
indictment and in the decision of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 9th Circuit, Gorin
was referred to as "the agent of a foreign nation."

This case was part of a larger trend, in which various Soviet spies, like Alger Hiss, gathered
information for the KGB and other Russian intelligence agencies, while journalists like I.F. Stone,
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also known as Izzy Stone, directed the public’s attention away from communists efforts to
destabilize the United States government. Such journalists and spies received payment from
the Soviet government. Historians Medford Stanton Evans and Herbert Romerstein write:

The first major Communist penetration of the American government occurred in the
1930s. The Communist Party USA had been founded more than a decade before,
encouraged by Moscow and financed through such helpful go-betweens as Julius and
Armand Hammer. But the party of that era was small, ineffective, and far outside
the national mainstream, mostly headed by leaders who were foreign born, with a
membership tilted to émigrés, many of whom could not speak English. Its chances
of infiltrating federal agencies, or other important institutions, were meager.

Seeing that their efforts were weak, the Soviets improved their spying game. Mikhail Gorin
would be part of that upgrade. The Washington Post report continues:

Gorin received reports from Hafis Salich, a Russian-born emigre who had become a
U.S. citizen and worked for U.S. Navy intelligence in San Pedro, Calif., as a civilian
investigator. In the course of the relationship, Gorin paid Salich $1,700, which came
from Soviet government funds.

Meanwhile, the Soviet spying effort was improving in other ways. Moscow saw that it would be
necessary to get native-born U.S. citizens into their employ, who would be less conspicuous,
and who would more easily gain confidence and security clearances from various agencies in
the United States government, as Herbert Romerstein and M. Stanton Evans explain:

All this began changing in the 1930s, chiefly though not entirely as a result of the
Great Depression. Thanks to the political/economic crisis of the age, a lot of people
would become disillusioned with capitalism and the American system in general and
begin casting about for something different. A number of these would be attracted
by the pat and seemingly cogent “class struggle” slogans of the Marxists and the
claimed successes of the Soviet Union, and decide that Communism was the answer
they were seeking. This would in particular be true with certain members of the
intellectual classes, and at some prestigious centers of higher learning.

Sensitive and classified military information flowed to Moscow. The Washington Post tells us
that

Salich, according to court documents, provided Gorin with the contents of over 50
reports that, among other things, detailed the activities of Japanese military and civil
officials and the movements of fishing boats suspected of espionage.

Eventually, caught, Mikhail Gorin would appear before the United States Supreme Court, in-
dicted under the Espionage Act of 1917.

The Supreme Court, in its opinion in the Gorin case, said the reports "gave a de-
tailed picture of the counter-espionage work of the Naval Intelligence" and could
assist a foreign government in checking on U.S. "efficiency in ferreting out foreign
espionage."
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The Soviets realized that they had to work to be ever less noticeable, planting their moles
deeper, and finding ways to subvert reputable Americans. A better class of spy would be
formed from well-educated, socially connected, U.S. citizens who could be persuaded to betray
their nation by selling secrets to the Soviets, as M. Stanton Evans and Herbert Romerstein write:

Meanwhile, the Communist Party USA was undergoing a makeover of its own at the
behest of Moscow and American party chief Earl Browder, downplaying its more vio-
lent aspects and presenting itself as a peaceful, democratic group of patriotic nature.
Given cover by the 1930s proliferation of party-sponsored front groups that seem-
ingly blended Red revolutionary concepts with less threatening leftward causes, the
Communists appeared to many unfamiliar with such tactics as simply promoting a
more rigorous version of widely held progressive notions.

But even the hapless Mikhail Gorin would have his day. Convicted by a lower court, his convic-
tion was upheld by the Supreme Court. Yet, as the Washington Post tells us, he got away:

After being convicted and losing his appeal in the Supreme Court, Gorin was sent
back to the Soviet Union rather than having to serve his six-year sentence in a U.S.
jail.

One wonders who made the decision to release Gorin rather than make him serve his sentence;
one wonders how and why that decision was made.

3.8 August

3.8.1 Suffering under Tyranny (2013-08-05 19:41)

The inhabitants of North America suffered in many ways prior to 1775. As John Locke had
noted a century earlier, people endure a lot of abuse before they finally rise up against their
oppressors. The long string of mistreatment would, however, eventually be sufficient to start
a revolution.
Although there were already injustices in the 1600’s, the first three-quarters of the 1700’s
would prove to be an era of one insult or provocation after another. In the process of enduring
this abuse, those living in the thirteen colonies would become all the more perceptive, learning
to detect in each new tax or regulation the hand of tyranny. George III, king of England, was
not the only tyrant; among several others was George Grenville, Prime Minister of Great Britain
from April 1763 to July 1765. Historian Les Standiford writes:

Though the mother country had never levied any tax directly on its American depen-
dency, various trade duties had been applied over the years. Earlier in 1764, in fact,
Grenville had pressed for passage of the Sugar Act, a modification of a piece of 1733
legislation imposing a duty on molasses imported into the colonies from Britain. The
new Sugar Act actually reduced the levy on molasses from 6 pence to 3 pence per
gallon, a tactical move that Grenville hoped would find favor among colonists who
had responded to the original act by smuggling most of their molasses past British
customs agents - those few they were unable to bribe, that is.
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England’s economy was in a slump in the years after the French and Indian War. That war
had ended in 1763. England and France were at odds with each other anyway, but the war
was initiated when Prussia’s Frederick the Great attacked Austria’s Empress Maria-Theresa. The
English were dragged into that European war because they were pledged allies of the Prussians,
and the French likewise were pledged allies of the Austrians. With the English and the French
fighting each other in Europe, it took little incentive to get English colonies in North America to
fight against French colonies in North America. The land in the Ohio River valley area - desired
by both sides - was more than enough motive. The Indians - the native Americans - fought from
time to time as mercenaries for both sides. The English won the war, but at great financial cost.
Wartime debts now had to be repaid. This burdened the British economy; Parliament sought
to raise taxes to pay the debts, but taxes only made the economy worse.

Such taxation was doubly harmful to the residents of North America. First, they were taxed,
which is detrimental in any circumstance; second, they were taxes by a representative body
to which they were not allowed to elect any representatives! Les Standiford explains:

The "new" tax was roundly descried as onerous by the colonists, however, as their
own economy suffered in direct proportion to the downturn in Great Britain. Trade
with the distressed mother country was down, and with the war over and its associ-
ated free spending dried up, prospects were grim. Moreover, a theoretical objection
was also raised by opponents to the measure when it was noted that the British
Constitution excepted its subjects from "taxation without representation." Previous
revenue-producing measures imposed by the British had been cloaked in the rhetoric
of "trade regulation," but colonists argued that the Sugar Act was a bald-faced tax.
And although the citizens of England might rightly be themselves taxed by the mem-
bers of a Parliament that they themselves had elected, the colonists had no repre-
sentatives in that body.

No less a luminary than Benjamin Franklin was sent to London to plead the colonial case. While
the demand of the colonies was well-founded, based on the Magna Carta and the English Bill
of Rights of 1689, the Parliament chose expediency over justice.

Each of the thirteen colonies employed a liaison to Parliament, an envoy - as was
Franklin - sent across the Atlantic to lobby for its part of thirteen different sets of
interests, but that was not the same thing as having a properly apportioned voting
membership on the floor. "No taxation without representation" would of course be-
come a rallying cry for the colonists, justifying a wide range of future actions. But
whether it was the 3-penny sugar tax itself or the principle of the thing that sent the
colonists inching down the road toward rebellion is an issue that has had historians
wrangling ever since.

From this situation, it would become clear that nothing less than proper representation would
constitute justice, and it would also slowly become clear that the thirteen colonies would need
to begin working together as a unit. The British government could sometimes play the colonies
against each other as long as they were thirteen uncoordinated colonies. The colonies had two
evils inflicted against them, two injustices which they had to overcome: first, that they were
taxed; second, that they were taxed without representation.
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3.8.2 The Other Declaration (2013-08-28 14:28)

Prompted with the words ’Revolution’ and ’Declaration’, most students will produce the idea of
the Declaration of Independence, written by the Second Continental Congress - rough draft by
Thomas Jefferson, revisions by the committee - and dated July 4, 1776 - although not all the
signatories placed their ink on the document that day.
There have been other documents titled ’declaration’ and associated with various revolutions
- notably, the "Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen" adopted in 1789 by the
leaders of the French Revolution, to which was added in 1791 the "Declaration of the Rights of
Woman and the Female Citizen" and the "Declaration of the Rights of Man and Citizen of 1793"
- the relatively quick accumulation of which points to the intellectual confusion underlying the
French Revolution, which was manifested in its failure, as it turned to mass murder and the
denial of the very rights which it initially proposed as its cause.
More interesting, and more fruitful, would be the other declaration produced by the Second
Continental Congress, a full year prior to the famous Declaration of Independence. That docu-
ment bore the lengthy title,

A declaration by the representatives of the united colonies of North America, nowmet
in Congress at Philadelphia, setting forth the causes and necessity of their taking up
arms.

The text was largely a joint effort by Thomas Jefferson and John Dickinson. Although born
in Maryland, Dickinson spent most of his life in Pennsylvania and Delaware. While one of
his teachers was a Presbyterian, he gravitated toward Quakerism, his wife being a devout
Quaker, but never formally joined the Society of Friends, having himself a moderate pacifism
in contrast to Quakerism’s radical pacifism. The text of the 1775 declaration highlights the
connection between the French and Indian War and the American independence movement.
While England claimed to have been acting in order to protect the colonies during that conflict,
it had violated the rights of the colonists in the process. The inhabitants of the thirteen colonies
claimed, as Englishmen, the rights set forth in the Magna Carta and the English Bill of Rights
of 1689. Jefferson and Dickinson wrote:

If it was possible for men, who exercise their reason to believe, that the divine Author
of our existence intended a part of the human race to hold an absolute property in,
and an unbounded power over others, marked out by his infinite goodness and wis-
dom, as the objects of a legal domination never rightfully resistible, however severe
and oppressive, the inhabitants of these colonies might at least require from the par-
liament of Great-Britain some evidence, that this dreadful authority over them, has
been granted to that body. But a reverance for our Creator, principles of humanity,
and the dictates of common sense, must convince all those who reflect upon the sub-
ject, that government was instituted to promote the welfare of mankind, and ought
to be administered for the attainment of that end.

Accusing Parliament of exerting slavish and illegitimate power over the colonists, the text ad-
dresses the purpose of government. Governments exist to serve people, not people to serve
government. A government can "promote the welfare of" its citizens by, in a roughly Lockean
formulation, protecting their lives, freedoms, and properties. This, and the parallel formulation
of "life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness," is the understanding of welfare in the eighteenth
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century tradition of ’classical liberalism’ which includes John Locke, Adam Smith and Thomas
Malthus. The document’s repeated allusions to slavery as a metaphor for Parliament’s tyranny
over the colonies also foreshadows the abolitionist movement which was even then already
making itself felt. Jefferson and Dickinson refer to the original understandings under which the
colonies were formed:

Our forefathers, inhabitants of the island of Great-Britain, left their native land, to
seek on these shores a residence for civil and religious freedom.

The notions of freedom circulating in the American independence movement are always mul-
tivalent. Political liberty, economic liberty, religious liberty, intellectual liberty are all in the
mix, and not always to be sharply distinguished from one another. Further, they should not be
distinguished from one another, because, in order for any one of them to flourish, they all must
flourish. Economic freedom and political freedom led to prosperity, and prosperity allowed the
colonies to emerge successfully from the French and Indian War.

Societies or governments, vested with perfect legislatures, were formed under char-
ters from the crown, and an harmonious intercourse was established between the
colonies and the kingdom from which they derived their origin. The mutual benefits
of this union became in a short time so extraordinary, as to excite astonishment.
It is universally confessed, that the amazing increase of the wealth, strength, and
navigation of the realm, arose from this source; and the minister, who so wisely and
successfully directed the measures of Great-Britain in the late war, publicly declared,
that these colonies enabled her to triumph over her enemies.

In the minds of the colonists, they were capable of defending themselves and had largely done
so; they did not perceive the British army’s intervention as decisive. In London, Parliament
tended to view itself as having rescued the colonies. The colonists saw the British army as
unnecessary, because they could have defended themselves, as troublesome, because host-
ing the English soldiers was a financial and a social burden, and as expensive, because after
the war Parliament wanted to raise painful taxes upon the colonists to pay for the British mili-
tary intervention. Parliament saw the colonists as ungrateful, refusing to pay for the soldiers
who had saved them. Further, the colonists saw Parliament’s legislative acts, and the king’s
directives, as violating what were by then long-standing legislative institutions in the colonies.
As in the 1776 Declaration, there is a list of grievances, and the 1775 list is similar to the 1776
list. The 1775 document cites Parliament’s statement, in the 1766 Declaratory Act, that it has
the

full power and authority to make laws and statutes of sufficient force and validity to
bind the colonies and people of America, subjects of the crown of Great Britain, in all
cases whatsoever

Jefferson and Dickinson then recount how the colonists have suffered from such legislations,
how they have civilly and peacefully protested and petitioned for relief from such tyranny, and
how the British government has brutally enforced such regulations and taxes upon the colonists.
They write a narrative which explains how tax enforcement morphed into a cruel occupation
by the English military of the colonial cities, chiefly Boston. The colonies responded to this
tyranny:
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We are reduced to the alternative of chusing an unconditional submission to the
tyranny of irritated ministers, or resistance by force. - The latter is our choice. -
We have counted the cost of this contest, and find nothing so dreadful as voluntary
slavery. - Honour, justice, and humanity, forbid us tamely to surrender that freedom
which we received from our gallant ancestors, and which our innocent posterity have
a right to receive from us. We cannot endure the infamy and guilt of resigning suc-
ceeding generations to that wretchedness which inevitably awaits them, if we basely
entail hereditary bondage upon them.

Explaining their firm resolve to continue military action - hostilities had commenced in April
1775; Jefferson and Dickinson were writing after approximately three months of warfare - the
colonists still maintain that there is some slight possibility of a peaceful reunion with themother
country. Even at this late date, the colonists might be persuaded to rejoin the British Empire if
their representation in Parliament were guaranteed and effective, obtaining for them the full
rights of Englishmen.

Lest this declaration should disquiet the minds of our friends and fellow-subjects in
any part of the empire, we assure them that wemean not to dissolve that union which
has so long and so happily subsisted between us, and which we sincerely wish to see
restored. - Necessity has not yet driven us into that desperate measure, or induced
us to excite any other nation to war against them. - We have not raised armies with
ambitious designs of separating from Great-Britain, and establishing independent
states. We fight not for glory or for conquest. We exhibit to mankind the remarkable
spectacle of a people attacked by unprovoked enemies, without any imputation or
even suspicion of offence. They boast of their privileges and civilization, and yet
proffer no milder conditions than servitude or death.

To avoid misinterpretation, Jefferson and Dickinson clarify the objectives of the Second Con-
tinental Congress. Their goals, understood as the only goals of any legitimate government,
serve to highlight the fact that the Crown has been negligent in executing its proper duties:
thus the monarchy is guilty of omission, in not carrying out its proper functions, and guilty of
commission, in acting tyrannically. The colonial military action is justified:

In our own native land, in defence of the freedom that is our birthright, and which we
ever enjoyed till the late violation of it - for the protection of our property, acquired
solely by the honest industry of our fore-fathers and ourselves, against violence ac-
tually offered, we have taken up arms. We shall lay them down when hostilities shall
cease on the part of the aggressors, and all danger of their being renewed shall be
removed, and not before.

The surprise, perhaps shocking in hindsight, is the equivocation, however slight, included in
the document to the extent that a slight possibility is left in the text for a reintegration of
the colonies into the British Empire. By July 1775, while the sentiment toward independence
was strong, it was not solid enough among the representatives at the Congress to allow for an
unconditional declaration. Indeed, the desire for complete independence was never unanimous
among the entire population of the thirteen colonies, but by July 1776, it was the consensus of
the leadership. The situation a year earlier was less solid, as James Srodes writes that
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there also were sharp divisions even among those who were resolutely for a clean
break and independence as to just what kind of new order was to be set up in its
place.

Not only was there the open question of whether or not to seek complete political independence,
but there was also the question of what type of government the colonies would institute once
they had such independence. Not all of the members of the Second Continental Congress were
classical liberals in the sense of John Locke; not all of them understood liberty as the primary
goal.

There were those, like cousins Sam and John Adams, who wanted to create a kind
of better England where the benefits and responsibilities of democracy would be
reserved for the respectable classes of citizenry who would uphold the rule of law and
the stability of society. But while England had offered a Whiggish model of orderly
government, it had also sent the New World its “17th-century levelers,” those who
thought no man should have too much while any man had not enough.

A clear choice lay before those who would form the future of the new nation. Would America
choose freedom as its primary value, assigning to the government the task of protecting and
maintaining economic liberty, political liberty, religious liberty, and the freedoms of speech
and of the press? Or would America succumb to simply another form of tyranny, in which cruel
taxes continued to inflict suffering on the residents of the colonies?
The politicking and negotiating between July 1775 and July 1776, i.e., between the two decla-
rations, would decide. James Srodes tells us that

the plotting Adams cousins and their unlikely allies, the Lees of Virginia, who make a
shaky and improbable alliance with a cast of conflicting and conflicted radicals from
other colonies, some of whom were not even delegates to the Congress.

We might call Sam Adams, John Adams, and the Lee family the "freedom faction" among the
various political views represented at the time. (Two of the Lee family, Richard Henry Lee and
Francis Lightfoot Lee, would be signers of the 1776 Declaration of Independence.) To reach a
critical mass, and nudge the Second Continental Congress clearly toward both independence
and a clear statement of liberty, they understood that

they could only get independence approved with the support of those town crafts-
men, small merchants, debt-ridden farmers, newly arrived German settlers and,
most unruly of all, the Scots-Irish who pushed ever westward looking for land that
was free of cost and the constraints of English law. These were the men who ordi-
narily would be denied a vote, but they had formed themselves in to armed militias
throughout the Colonies and were the backbone of Congress‘ own army. They had
guns, and now they had the vote.

This freedom coalition managed, as we now know, to carry the day, and so it was that the
United States was founded upon a series of texts which emphasized individual freedom and
personal liberty. Had the freedom faction not won, it might have been that the United States
would have gained its independence, only to subject itself to a tyrannous taxation as cruel as
Britain’s taxes had been. Thankfully, that was not the case.
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3.8.3 Calvin Coolidge and Foreign Policy (2013-08-29 13:57)

The diplomatic efforts of the Coolidge presidency, taking place as they did between the two
world wars and during the prosperity of the 1920’s, often receive less attention than they de-
serve, being overshadowed by the administration’s domestic matters. To be sure, Coolidge’s
domestic policies are noteworthy: his repeated efforts to get Congress to pass anti-lynching
laws, and his amazing ability to simultaneously reduce taxes, government spending, and na-
tional debt. Coolidge achieved several budget surplus years while in office.
In the realm of foreign policy, Coolidge was occupied by the world balance of power. Taking
office four years and a few days after the signing of the Treaty of Versailles, he was concerned
to stabilize international relations in the wake of World War One. This brought him into some
amount tension with America’s allies, especially France, who were intent on punishing Germany
and relentless in demanding war reparations. Yet Coolidge saw that the ruthless terms of the
Versailles Treaty, and the cruel strictness with which its terms were being imposed, could easily
lead to another world war.
While Coolidge’s style in domestic policy may be described as “hand-on”, he prefered to dele-
gate much of the diplomatic work. For this purpose, he assembled an excellent team. Charles
Evans Hughes served as Secretary of State, starting before Coolidge took office until March
1925; before Coolidge took office, he negotiated a separate peace with Germany to avoid im-
plicating the United States in the injustices of the Treaty of Versailles and led global peace
and disarmament talks resulting in the signing of several treaties; under Coolidge, he worked
to ensure that the United States would not recognize the Bolshevik dictatorship which had
formed the USSR. Charles Dawes, Coolidge’s vice president from March 1925 to March 1929,
had served as Director of the Bureau of the Budget under President Harding; he was then
appointed to deal with the looming geo-financial crisis regarding Germany’s economy and cre-
ated the Dawes Plan, which kept Germany and Europe economically sound for the rest of that
decade.
In seeking to avoid the scenario in which France provoked another war by its harsh treatment
of Germany, Coolidge saw himself as acting in America’s interests. He feared that the United
States would again be dragged into a major land war in Europe. His policies were neither
internationalist nor isolationist, as David Greenberg writes:

Secretary of State Hughes secured the president’s blessing to organize a commission
of delegates from Belgium, France, Britain, Italy, and the United States to craft a so-
lution. To lead it, Coolidge named the dynamic Charles Dawes, a wealthy financier
who had been Harding’s economy-minded budget director. Though the president
stayed out of the negotiations, he threw his weight behind the Dawes Committee
and joined its fortunes to his own. Negotiations commenced in earnest in Paris in
January 1924, and by early April a compromise emerged: in return for a withdrawal
from the Ruhr, the Allies would restructure the German debt and reorganize the Ger-
man central bank. Providing the critical ingredient, the United States would furnish
Germany with the capital to help repay its loans. Despite criticism from isolationists
like Hiram Johnson, who decried the meddling European affairs, Coolidge stuck with
the plan.

Foreign policy influenced domestic politics, as is always the case. Having had no vice president
during his first years in office, Coolidge selected Dawes at the 1924 Republican convention as
his running mate as Dawes’s fame was on the rise because of these diplomatic achievements.
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Andrew Mellon, Secretary of the Treasury during Coolidge’s entire presidency, would see to it
that Dawes continued to be influential in policy decisions. Amity Shlaes writes:

On June 7, even as the Republican Party was selecting its vice president, came the
news that the German Reichstag had voted to support the Dawes Plan; it was another
coup for Dawes and sealed Dawes’ candidacy. Mellon had a plan to give the vice
president greater powers, including supervision of some bureaus and agencies, so
that the executive need cover less. This appealed to Dawes.

Another crucial appointment made by Coolidge was Frank Kellogg as Secretary of State from
March 1925 to March 1929. Coolidge initiated, and Kellogg organized, a conference at Geneva
in 1927 in an attempt to limit arms. Approach by the French diplomat Briand with an idea of
a bilateral treaty, Kellogg countered with the idea of a multilateral treaty which would finally
involved 62 nations under the title “The Kellogg-Briand Pact.”
Coolidge saw Europe in the 1920’s as having the potential for another great war. Seeking to
avoid that war, by stabilizing the global economy and by limiting the international arms race,
was the impetus for much of Coolidge’s foreign policy.

3.9 September

3.9.1 Civil Rights Hero: Calvin Coolidge (2013-09-17 13:09)

The presidency of Calvin Coolidge began unexpectedly with the death of President Warren Hard-
ing in August 1923. As vice president, Coolidge took the oath of office and became president,
taking over the Harding administration in mid-term.
Although Harding’s years as president have been overshadowed by a series of financial scan-
dals - mostly surrounding oil drilling rights in the “Teapot Dome” area - historians have discov-
ered that Harding himself had nothing to do with the fact that the Secretary of the Interior,
Albert Fall, received funds in a manner which was unethical and illegal. Harding either didn’t
know about payoff, or found out about it only shortly before his death. Although there is no
proof, some historians have speculated either that the news shocked Harding badly and caused
his death, or that Harding perhaps committed suicide upon learning of the scandal. But good
historians don’t engage in speculation.
In any case, the scandal diverted attention from the Harding administration’s many worthwhile
achievements. During the Harding years, the United States made significant progress toward
reducing taxes, reducing the national debt, reducing government spending, and reducing the
annual budget deficit. This led to better economic conditions, especially for the lower and
middle classes, who experienced rising real income.
President Harding also took significant steps in the realm of civil rights. Before Warren G.
Harding took office, African-Americans had suffered greatly under the presidency of Woodrow
Wilson, who had been in office from March 1913 to March 1921. Wilson’s goal had been to
undo the progress which Blacks had experienced during the Reconstruction Era. Some federal
operations - the Post Office, for example - had been integrated or de-segregated. Wilson’s
administration reintroduced segregation into these federal offices. Wilson had also worked to
deter African-Americans from applying for admission into colleges and universities. Most noto-
riously, Wilson had praised the KKK in an essay he had written. Wilson also praised The Birth
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of a Nation, a film which was understood by many as praising the Klan, although it has never
been quite clear whether the film’s director, D.W. Griffith, had precisely that intent. Wilson had
also discouraged attempts by Republican congressmen to pass anti-lynching laws.
African-Americans were encouraged by the Harding administration’s departures from Wilson’s
racist policies. Coolidge continued Harding’s work of ensuring civil rights for Blacks. While both
Harding and Coolidge sought these advancements in civil rights, the two presidents worked in
different ways, each according to his style and personality. Harding was a popular speech-
maker, and used his skills to address large audiences, boldly stating that African-Americans
held full and equal citizenship. Coolidge, by contrast, lived up to his nickname ‘Silent Cal’
and spoke little on any subject, including civil rights. Whereas Harding was a man of words,
Coolidge was a man of action: both were needed; both moved the cause of civil rights forward.
Coolidge took a firmer stand against the Ku Klux Klan and promoted anti-lynching legislation.
Historian Robert Ferrell writes:

Coolidge may not have seen many blacks in Vermont or even in Massachusetts, and
his position on injustice did not stand out on the grand tablet of presidential utter-
ances on that subject. Harding had at least shown some interest and said some good
things and, if only in contrast to Wilson, looked good on the issue. Coolidge’s pre-
decessor had gone down to Birmingham, spoken to a mixed audience of whites and
blacks, and said, “let the black man vote when he is fit to vote; prohibit the white
man voting when he is unfit to vote.” He advised his audience to “lay aside any
program that looks to lining up the black man as a mere political adjunct” and asked
for “an end to prejudice.”

Coolidge’s support for African-American civil rights was highlighted in the 1924 election. When
the Democrats publicly embraced the KKK at their national convention, the Coolidge adminis-
tration, in the form of Charles Dawes, began to speak decisively on the matter. Dawes, who
had been a general during WWI, was Coolidge’s nominee for vice president. As Coolidge’s
running mate, and as national candidate for vice president, General Dawes overruled some
cautious voices within the party and spoke for the majority of the Republican Party in opposing
the Klan. Observers wondered if Coolidge would support his running mate’s strong statements
against the Klan; he did. Coolidge and his campaign cheerfully embraced the anti-Klan identity
with the slogan ‘Keep Kool with Koolidge,’ mocking the KKK and letting the voters know that
they would continue Harding’s quest for civil rights.

At the Madison Square Garden convention, the Democratic party refused to disavow
Klan support, although Davis later made an anti-Klan statement, as did La Follette
and Wheeler. General Dawes went to Maine, which was a notable Klan bastion, and
told six thousand people at Augusta on 23 August that “I first desire to speak … rel-
ative to the Ku Klux Klan,” whereupon he made himself clear: “Government cannot
last if that way, the way of the Ku Klux Klan, is the way to enforce the law in this coun-
try. Lawlessness cannot be met with lawlessness if civilization is to be maintained.”
He had been told not to do so by party managers, but received an ovation. Afterward
he visited Coolidge at the Notch, where political writers assumed that he was to be
“spanked” for his Klan utterances. He later said that the president did not mention
the Maine speech; the visit was a courtesy call. That fall, slogans adorned billboards,
“Keep Kool with Koolidge” and Klansmen were telling one another that the Episcopal
cathedral being built on Mount St. Alban’s in Washington was going to be the pope’s
new home, where he could command the nation’s capital with field guns.
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As the campaign continued toward the November election, the Democrat Party’s continuing
connection with Klan encouraged Black voters to come to polling places in larger numbers,
and to vote for Coolidge when they arrived. Historian Jonathan Bean writes:

The Ku Klux Klan was the hot civil rights issue of the 1924 election: it was a national
organization directing its hatred not only at blacks, but especially at Catholics and
others deemed less than “100 % American.”

Coolidge’s habitual reticence meant that he did not deliver long fiery speeches against the
Klan, but rather simply made it clear that he was opposed to the KKK. For Coolidge, one word
was as good as a thousand. The voters seemed to understand this; they knew that a single “no”
from Coolidge was more solid than a long tirade against the Klan. The Democratic candidate,
John W. Davis, was pro-segregation and vocal about this stance. He continued to be active in
politics and law after losing the 1924 election, and

Davis is best known for defending segregation in the Brown v. Board case.

Meanwhile, Coolidge took another swipe at the Klan by linking freedom of religion to the strug-
gle against racism.

Coolidge spoke eloquently of religious and racial toleration before a parade of one
hundred thousand Catholics honoring the Holy Name Society. Klan leaders grumbled
when the president refused to show up for their parade.

Chicago’s leading African-American newspaper, The Chicago Defender, praised Coolidge’s anti-
Klan stance. Coolidge continued by delivering the commencement address at Howard Univer-
sity, a historically Black college. This was an amazing societal breakthrough: an incumbent
United States president giving the graduation speech at an African-American university in 1924.
Coolidge had not delivered bombast; rather, he had made it quietly but firmly clear that he was
against the Klan and would act to promote Black civil rights. The voters rewarded him by re-
turning him to the White House in November 1924.

3.10 October

3.10.1 Sugar, Taxes, and Currency (2013-10-22 20:21)

In the "long train of abuses and usurpations" which caused intolerable hardship in North Amer-
ica’s thirteen colonies during the 1700’s, and which finally caused the American independence
movement, a variety of harms were inflicted on the residents of North America by the king, by
the Parliament, and by both. It is a significant interpretive question, whether one holds the
crown, the Parliament, or both guilty of the violations which led to the American Revolution.
In any case, both the human rights and the civil rights of the colonists were violated. Again,
the question is open whether it was the actual misery caused by the taxes, or whether it was
the principle that such taxes were enacted in a legislative body which contained no represen-
tatives from the thirteen colonies, which ultimately provoked the colonists to action. Historian
Les Standiford writes that
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In any case, at the same time that Parliament approved the Sugar Act (which also
added other duties and allocated funds for the upgrading of the British customs ser-
vice), Grenville warned that there might be further measures proposed in the follow-
ing session of Parliament, among them a tax for appending an official stamp on most
legal documents, newspapers, and magazines used in the colonies. Such a tax, in
Grenville’s eyes, was nonregressive and would affect no specific group unduly. Fur-
thermore, a number of such taxes had been levied by Parliament upon its citizens to
no particular uproar.

George Grenville, who had become prime minister in 1763, was overly blunt in his manner. He
made no effort to soothe or assuage the colonists, but merely informed them that they would
have to pay this tax, and that they would likely have to pay even more in the future. Had
Grenville attempted in any way to persuade the colonists to accept the tax - rather than merely
telling them that it would be levied - he might have had a chance of getting them to go along
with it. But his abrupt manner did nothing to persuade the colonists to accept the taxation.
Grenville falsely reasoned that, if the British citizenry went along with such taxes, the colonists
should too. Grenville ignored the fact that the British citizens had elected representatives to
the House of Commons, while the residents of North America had not.

Each of the thirteen colonies had sent representatives to London, who were free to listen to
the proceedings, and to sometimes to lobby members of Parliament, but who had no vote in
Parliament. Among those representatives was Benjamin Franklin. Taxation seemed inevitable.
The French and Indian War had been costly. Those bills needed to be paid. The ongoing defense
of North American colonies, subject to attacks by the French or by the Spanish or by the Native
Americans, would also be costly.

To Franklin and a number of his fellow colonial envoys, the prospect of some tax being
levied seemed inescapable. After all, the recent rebellion of tribesmen led by Chief
Pontiac in the just-acquired territories of New France had reminded most responsible
officials on both sides of the divide that someonewould need to pay for maintaining a
peacekeeping force on the colonial frontier. One knotty question remained, whoever:
who?

The colonists in North America offered two facts for consideration: first, it was necessary to
note that the officials sent from London to oversee taxation and regulation in North America
weremen of little or no ethical standards; second, the colonists could defend themselves better,
and at lower cost, than the soldiers being sent to colonies from England.

Part of the colonists’ antipathy to the revenue-boosting measures was attributable to
a growing distrust of those who were sent from England to handle their principle af-
fairs. As one American who had been living in London for a time wrote in a 1758 letter,
"most of the places in the gift of the Crown have been filled out with broken Mem-
bers of Parliament, of bad if any principles, pimps, valets de chambre, electioneering
scoundrels, and even livery servants. In one word, America has been for many years
made the hospital of Great Britain for her decayed courtiers, and abandoned, worn-
out dependents." Paying for necessary services was bad enough, but the prospect of
turning over one’s hard-earned pennies to schemers and incompetents was to most
colonists simply beyond the pale.
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Although the colonial militiamen were capable of defending the colonies, their expertise was
ignored by the British army. Why should the colonists be content to have their abilities ignored,
while being ruled over by officials so corrupt that London had seen fit to send them to America
as a way of getting them out of England?

Likewise, the concept of paying for a permanent garrison of 10,000 British troops on
the borders of Canada and the bayous of New France raised hackles among many.
The prevailing sentiment was that colonial militiamen, among them a certain George
Washington, had proved themselves to be as capable as, if not more able than, the
king’s troops in the sort of irregular actions that had characterized much of the fight-
ing on the frontier during the French and Indian War. Yet for all the ability of the
colonial fighters, it was nearly impossible for a colonial militiaman to obtain a com-
mission in the king’s army.

If historians are divided as to whether the blame properly lies with the king, with the Parliament,
or with both, it is an even more obscure question about how much of the blame, if any, lies with
the population of Britain. Did the ordinary farmer or tradesman in England have knowledge
of, influence on, or an opinion about, what was happening in North America? And to which de-
gree? To a middle- or lower-class citizen of a town like Ringwood or Manchester, North America
must have seemed infinitely far away, and the policies concerning it either abstract, or filled
with unintelligible minutia, or both. Ordinary Englishmen might have resented the colonists,
because Englishmen had traveled uncomfortably far from home to defend the colonies, and
some Englishmen had died there. But ordinary Englishmen might have felt some kinship with
the colonists - colonists who were, after all, Englishmen who’d simply been transplanted. Les
Standiford continues:

From the opposite standpoint, few Britons gave the colonies much thought at all. The
primary political concern of the nation was outmaneuvering its traditional rivals: Hol-
land, France, Spain, Prussia, Germany, and Russia. Where the colonies registered at
all, it was primarily among the merchant class. There was a fair amount of profitable
trade with the colonies, though the perception was that the colonies were certainly
on the receiving end, there only to be profited from. In short, in the minds of most
Britons, the colonies existed primarily for the benefit of the mother country, and the
colonists who sent there should be pleased at whatever benefits they might accrue
from association with the most powerful nation in the world.

The question to be investigated, then, is whether the Parliament and the king accurately rep-
resented the English citizenry in oppressing the colonists. In any case, however, the egregious
violations against the colonists inevitably provoked the revolution. Taxation was inhumane,
both in principle and in practice: in principle, because the colonists lacked representation in
Parliament; in practice because it amounted, simply, to the government stealing the property
of ordinary citizens.

3.11 November

3.11.1 The Tuscarora War: Lessons Learned (2013-11-15 11:41)

The numerous small wars involving Indians - “Native American tribes” - prior to 1775 present
a challenge to the historian. There is quite a bit of data about some of them, but discerning
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patterns in that data is difficult. Historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski write:

In the hundred years prior to the American Revolution, colonists fought other wars
strictly against Indians. For example, in 1711 the Tuscarora Indians in North Carolina
launched a surprise attack that began the Tuscarora War (1711-1713).

Wayne Lee has written an article comparing and contrasting the methods of Tuscarora and the
Cherokees, two Native American tribes, as they defending their territories.
The Tuscarora were party to a war, approximately two years in length, against the English and
some Indian tribes allied with the English. The centerpiece of the Tuscarora defensive strategy
was a large fortification. Professor Lee’s description of the fortress is impressive, so powerful
was its defense; when it was place under siege, it inflicted significant casualties on its attackers:

IN 1713, the second year of the “Tuscarora War” found the Tuscaroras facing contin-
ued joint English-Indian attacks on their villages along the Neuse River and Content-
nea Creek in eastern North Carolina. Over the course of the war the Tuscaroras had
progressively refined their traditional defensive palisades, culminating in the com-
plex fortification near the town of Neoheroka. Now besieged in that fort, and threat-
ened with ever closer trenches, siege works, cannon, and even an undergroundmine,
the Tuscaroras resisted desperately. They burrowed out underground bunkers, dug
countertrenches, made arrowheads of broken glass, and inflicted significant casual-
ties on the attacking force with constant fire from both muskets and bows. The final
furious assault by the English and their Indian allies took three days. They stormed
the fort, set it afire, and killed or enslaved its nearly one thousand inhabitants.

Yet fall the fort did, and when it fell, the Tuscarora suffered significant casualties and many of
them became POW’s. The fort had been operated by over one thousand Tuscarora, and all of
them wound up either dead or doing forced labor.
By contrast, the Cherokee, made guerilla-style raids the centerpiece of their defensive strategy,
and did not focus their efforts on building fortifications. After two years of fighting, the English
were willing to negotiate a peace treaty; the Cherokee suffered only an estimated sixty to
eighty deaths.
Lee points out that we cannot speak of a “monolithic ‘Indian way of war”’ inasmuch as we
see divergent approaches in the examples of the Cherokee and the Tuscarora. Various groups
not only had different methods, but they were redesigning their methods continuously as they
understood more about European methods. Lee gives examples to stress the multiplicity of
forms used by the Indians: guerilla, large fortification, and large-scale battle formation are
three of the modes he mentions. He points out the they were flexible enough to vary tactics
as the situation demanded, e.g., between large and small groupings.
He argues that previous historians had, while diverging on their descriptions of Indian warfare
style, converged in terms of portraying the Indians as have a limited palette. Lee contends that
the Indians worked with a large array of options, being conversant with a number of different
tactics, and that we cannot paint a narrow picture of the “Indian way of war.”
The TuscaroraWar began with Indian attacks on settlers around the towns of Bath and New Bern.
The Tuscarora targeted English settlers, as opposed to Germans and Swiss who were also in
the area. Lee contends that the Indians were making a point with the attacks, and saw military
actions as symbolic and as a warning to the English, whose settlements were encroaching ever
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more on Tuscarora territory. The English, Lee writes, responded very differently, seeing this as
a declaration of war, and something rather like total war, which would not cease until there
had been a decisive defeat of one of the belligerents. Thus the English responded with large
military formations to the Tuscarora raiding parties. The Tuscarora withdrew to their massive
fortification, Hancock’s Fort. Surrendering this under pressure, they withdrew to a second
defensive position, a fortress at Neoheroka. This illustrates one weakness of the Tuscarora
strategy – because it is organized around a defensive fortification, the only actions available
are surrender or retreat to a different fortification. No positive or constructive course of action
– attack or offensive – is available. The ultimate Tuscarora defeat, according to Lee, offers a
“lesson,” that a “European-style siege” will “likely overcome a native fortification.” The Indians
lacked artillery and other key pieces of technology; they also lacked experience. The Europeans
had been perfecting siege techniques for centuries.
The outcome of the Tuscarora war caused the Tuscarora to seek safer residence elsewhere.
They migrated northward and joined the Iroquois nation – it was at this time that the “five
nations” of the Iroquois became the “six nations.” Millett and Maslowski write:

The Tuscarora Indians, an Iroquois tribe, moved northward after their defeat by the
whites and were admitted to the confederacy in the early 1720s. Thereafter the Five
Nations became the Six Nations.

Despite their experiences in the Tuscarora War – or perhaps because of them – the Tuscarora,
when the Iroquois Nation dissolved because of conflicts among the tribes about whether or not
to support the United States in its war for Independence against the British, chose to support
the bid for independence:

In the New York – Pennsylvania region the war shattered the Iroquois Confederacy
as the Oneidas and Tuscaroras supported the United States and the other four tribes
assisted the British.

Like the Tuscarora, the Cherokee had a tradition of defensive warfare, and constructed signifi-
cant fortifications, documented by the earlier Europeans to arrive in the area of South Carolina,
North Carolina, and the areas that would become Georgia and Tennessee. This defensive pat-
tern persisted into the early 1700’s, when the Cherokee allied with the English in various small
conflicts. The Cherokee actually requested that the British built a fort in Cherokee territory, ap-
parently so that, in case of attack, the Cherokee would have a place to which to flee for safety.
In 1758 and 1759, relations between the English the Cherokee deteriorated seriously. Frictions
arose first between individual settlers and small bands of Cherokee: on neither side did the
combatants represent the official policy of their respective nations, and diplomacy continued
well despite the small but continuous casualties adding up. Finally, an actual war erupted in
1760, when, according to Wayne Lee, the

attacks became serious enough to attract imperial attention, and General Jeffrey
Amherst, the Commander-in-Chief in North America, dispatched a force of regulars
to Charlestown in 1760, commanded by Colonel Archibald Montgomery, to mount a
punitive expedition.

Having witnessed the defeat of the Tuscarora – they mentioned it in their negotiations with
the British – the Cherokee adjusted their tactics and “shifted to a ‘new’ defensive strategy,”
abandoning reliance upon major fortified strongholds, “avoid the approaching force, abandon
the village,” hide in the woods or other natural geographic refuge,
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and then harass the enemy — cutting off stragglers, and (for European enemies)
targeting supply lines. The Cherokees had not entirely changed the role of war within
their society, as the outbreak of the Cherokee War demonstrated. What they had
done was to change their way of dealing with large-scale European military intrusion.

by means “of long-distance sniping.” This change of strategy worked well, and led to the
very opposite of the situation in which the Tuscarora had found themselves: the Indians laid
siege to Fort Loudoun in which British soldiers were put on the defensive, “eventually forcing
its surrender.” The new tactics worked to the extent that compared to the Tuscarora, “the
Cherokee had escaped major damage.” While there were some Cherokee casualties, they
were minimal, “compared to the disastrous defense of Neoheroka.” After negotiating a peace
with the British, “the Cherokees proceeded to rebuild their towns and replant their corn.”
Lee’s bigger point is that Indians had a number of approaches in their arsenal of military theory:
Lee contends that it is too narrow speak of an “Indian way of war,” inasmuch as the ‘Native
Americans’ were constantly adjusting their strategies and tactics. Lee writes that the events
of the Tuscarora and Cherokee “reveal a more complex and flexible response.” When the
Cherokee saw that “a palisaded village could become a deathtrap when surrounded by English
muskets and put to the torch,” they turned to other familiar courses of action. Given the broad
range of actions in these conflicts, Lee asserts that the Indians displayed “an extraordinary
flexibility.”
The Tuscarora reliance on fortifications reminds one of the Maginot Line and its stunning failure
to defend France. One might hazard a generalization that since the large-scale introduction
of gunpowder, which has made sieges more lethal, major fortifications have been less secure.
One would need to review more cases before asserting such an extrapolation; certainly, many
fortresses fell to sieges before gunpowder. One could make an even broader generalization
about the notion of defending a place at all, and whether such defense is quite likely to fail
based on centuries of experience.

3.11.2 James Otis Discusses Taxes (2013-11-19 11:27)

James Otis was born in Massachusetts in 1725. His father was also named James Otis, and
sometimes he is listed as "James Otis, Jr." but often the "Jr." is omitted. Although he was
disabled by the time the fighting began in 1775, he was pivotal in the developing events leading
up to the revolution. One of his contributions was his precise and articulate formulation of the
grievances against the British government.
Basing his argument on ideas drawn from the Magna Carta and from the English Bill of Rights
of 1689, James Otis clarified the argument that the taxes on the colonists were unfair because
the colonies had no voting representatives in Parliament. Otis was probably the first to say or
write the phrase "no taxation without representation" - but the evidence is not conclusive. The
oldest surviving text with that phrase is dated February 1768: a London magazine’s account of
a speech. But Otis was widely read and discussed in English political circles, and the author of
that speechmay well have gotten the phrase fromOtis. It is confirmed that Otis wrote "Taxation
without representation is tyranny" and other similar phrasings of the thought. Historian Les
Standiford writes:

However, the concept of the basic unfairness of being taxed without the consent of
one’s elected representatives had certainly been eloquently expressed by the Boston
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assemblyman and attorney James Otis, Jr., as early as 1764 in a pamphlet of protest,
The Rights of the British Colonies Asserted and Proved. Otis framed his argument
by asking, "Can there be any liberty where property is taken away without consent?"
Then he began his answer with a second question: "Is there the least difference as
to the consent of the colonists whether taxes and impositions are laid on their trade
and other property by the crown alone or by the Parliament?"

Having graduated from Harvard College in 1743, James Otis had been practicing law in Boston
since 1750. In 1761, he gained fame by mounting a legal challenge to "writs of assistance"
issued by the British government. These documents were search warrants which allowed En-
glish tax officials nearly unlimited access to the homes of colonists. Neither the specific home
to be searched, nor the object of the search, were specified; British bureaucrats were entitled
to barge into anyone’s home, with no notice, and look for anything they pleased. James Otis
may be the spiritual father of the fourth amendment, which reads:

The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects,
against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be violated, and no Warrants
shall issue, but upon probable cause, supported by Oath or affirmation, and particu-
larly describing the place to be searched, and the persons or things to be seized.

In May 1761, Otis was elected to the legislative body of Massachusetts, and would be reelected
continuously as long as he was fit. Like many of the early revolutionaries, his arguments were
based, not on his rights as an American, but rather on his rights as a British subject. This re-
veals the degree to which the early protesters were still trying to work with the British system.
Only when it became clear that they would never be granted appropriate representation in Par-
liament, and only when it became clear that the British would continue to ravage the colonists
and trample human rights by means of taxation, that independence became the goal, instead
of correcting the behavior of the British government. Les Standiford quotes Otis:

For Otis, it was a simple matter, though he made his case with passion: "I can see no
reason to doubt but the imposition of taxes, whether on trade, or on land, or houses,
or ships, on real or personal, fixed or floating property, in the colonies is absolutely
irreconcilable with the rights of the colonists as British subjects and as men ... for in
a state of nature no man can take my property from me without my consent: if he
does, he deprives me of my liberty and makes me a slave. If such a proceeding is a
breach of the law of nature, no law of society can make it just. The very act of taxing
exercised over those who are not represented [emphasis added] appears to me to
be depriving them of one of their most essential rights as freemen, and if continued
seems to be in effect an entire disfranchisement of every civil right."

In 1762, Otis published one of his most famous works, a book titled A Vindication of the Conduct
of the House of Representatives of the Province of Massachusetts Bay; in it he articulated the
view that the colonists should not be taxed to pay for the defense of the colonies by English
soldiers and by the English navy, because the colonists could protect themselves with their
militias, do it better, do it at less cost, and do it without creating the misery which the drunken
and harassing English soldiers inflicted upon the colonists. He drafted documents which were
sent to London to explain the rights of colonists according to British law, and he was a member
of the Stamp Act Congress. He published two more books, The Rights of the British Colonies
Asserted and Proved and Considerations on Behalf of the Colonists, and his speeches and
writings were influential within the growing revolutionary movement. He wrote:
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The sum of my argument is: that civil government is of God; that the administrators
of it were originally the whole people; that they might have devolved it on whom they
pleased; that this devolution is fiduciary, for the good of the whole; that by the British
constitution this devolution is on the King, Lords and Commons, the supreme, sacred
and uncontrollable legislative power not only in the realm but through the dominions;
that by the abdication, the original compact was broken to pieces; that by the Rev-
olution it was renewed and more firmly established, and the rights and liberties of
the subject in all parts of the dominions more fully explained and confirmed; that in
consequence of this establishment and the acts of succession and union, His Majesty
George III is rightful King and sovereign, and, with his Parliament, the supreme leg-
islative of Great Britain, France, and Ireland, and the dominions thereto belonging;
that this constitution is the most free one and by far the best now existing on earth;
that by this constitution every man in the dominions is a free man; that no parts
of His Majesty’s dominions can be taxed without their consent; that every part has
a right to be represented in the supreme or some subordinate legislature; that the
refusal of this would seem to be a contradiction in practice to the theory of the con-
stitution; that the colonies are subordinate dominions and are now in such a state as
to make it best for the good of the whole that they should not only be continued in
the enjoyment of subordinate legislation but be also represented in some proportion
to their number and estates in the grand legislature of the nation; that this would
firmly unite all parts of the British empire in the greater peace and prosperity, and
render it invulnerable and perpetual.

James Otis, along with Sam Adams and Patrick Henry, seemed to realize, more than some
of their fellow founding fathers, the power of the emotion among the colonists. He perhaps
realized early what others realized later: that the time was ripe for a revolution, and that the
colonists had been subject to such abuse for so long a time that they were ready to riot, to throw
valuable cargo into Boston Harbor, and to start a war for independence. Les Standiford reveals
that Otis was even ahead of Benjamin Franklin in understanding the revolutionary sentiment
among the people:

If Otis was calling for colonists to boycott the tax, however, shortly after the act’s pas-
sage the British were taking steps to see that the desperately needed funds would in
act begin flowing into the national coffers. Even Benjamin Franklin miscalculated the
depth of passions loosed in the colonies, it seemed, for he went so far as to nominate
a Philadelphia friend, John Hughes, to serve as stamps distributor for Pennsylvania.
It was only when word reached Franklin that an angry mob had surrounded Hughes
to prevent him from assuming his duties and another had marched on Franklin’s
own home, threatening to burn it down, that the envoy began to understand that a
profound shift in Anglo-American affairs had taken place.

Sadly, James Otis was struck on the head by a British officer in 1769. He was disabled from
that time forward, although he lived until 1783. By the time he died, the United States was
free and independent, thanks in part to his work.

3.11.3 George Washington and the Synagogue (2013-11-21 15:52)

In Newport, Rhode Island, stands the nation’s oldest synagogue, built in 1763. Its age, and
its symbolic significance for religious freedom, are already enough to make it noteworthy. But
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it has added importance because George Washington visited it, and did so to underscore the
nation’s commitment to free worship. Eric Tucker, writing for the Associated Press, reports that

The history of the synagogue starts with a group of Sephardic Jews who arrived in
1658 in Rhode Island - a colony founded by Roger Williams and his followers on the
principle of religious tolerance. They established a congregation, and the synagogue
was built a century later designed by Newport architect Peter Harrison, whose other
notable buildings include King’s Chapel in Boston.

The tradition of freedom of belief began with the early settlers like Roger Williams and William
Penn, and was carried forward to the next generation of colonists. Religious freedom was
a widespread value among the colonists. In New York, John Rogers, during a 1783 sermon,
declared that

Another instance of the divine goodness to us, and which wemay not pass unnoticed,
is, his providing us in New York with so good a constitution, for the securing our
inestimable rights and privileges. I do not say it has not its imperfections; but it is
upon the the whole, equalled by few, and surpassed by none of the constitutions of
the sister states, in wisdom, justice, and sound policy. The rights of conscience both
in faith and worship, are fully secured to every denomination of Christians. No one
denomination in the state, or in any of the states, have it in their power to oppress
another. They all stand upon the same common level in point of religious privileges.
Nor is this confined to Christians only. The Jews, also, which is their undoubted right,
have the liberty of worshiping God in that way they think most acceptable to him. No
man is excluded from the rights of citizenship on account of his religious profession.
Nor ought he to be.

Washington’s visit to the synagogue set a clear tone for the new nation. As the war was wind-
ing down, Washington’s presence in the building was a message that Jews and Christians in
America, despite differences in belief, had a common heritage which would form the founda-
tion for a natural law view in which personal freedom and individual liberty would be goals of
the political system. After visiting, George Washington wrote to the leaders of the synagogue:

It is now no more that toleration is spoken of as if it were the indulgence of one
class of people that another enjoyed the exercise of their inherent natural rights, for,
happily, the Government of the United States, which gives to bigotry no sanction,
to persecution no assistance, requires only that they who live under its protection
should demean themselves as good citizens in giving it on all occasions their effectual
support.

The depth of Washington’s consideration of the congregation which met in the synagogue is
manifested in the fact that his first visit to the location was in 1781, and his letter to them was
written in 1790. Clearly, the group had a significant spot in Washington’s mind. The degree
of religious freedom to which he was committed was astounding at that point in time: Rabbi
Mordechai Eskovitz notes that in the 1700’s, Jews in the United States “had the privilege of
praying as free citizens,” while the rest of the world “didn’t have much religious tolerance.” In
the two centuries following Washington’s visit, while a few other nations in the world embraced
the notion of religious freedom, the relative situation remained much the same: while America
strives to offer unprecedented levels of freedom to its citizens, much of the world remains
oppressed by governments which restrict, regulate, and tax. Eric Tucker writes that
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U.S. President Dwight D. Eisenhower also attended services at Touro, as did poet
Robert Frost.

Leaders like Eisenhower defended the Judeo-Christian value of tolerance against Soviet Com-
munism during the Cold War in the twentieth century, and we defend it against the terrorist
attacks of Islamofascism in the twenty-first century. The Touro synagogue in Rhode Island has
became an enduring symbol for this struggle, and for the need to defend freedom against the
inevitable attacks on it. Perhaps Robert Frost was considering the need to dedicate one’s self
to liberty’s defense when he wrote

But I have promises to keep,
And miles to go before I sleep,

The United States must keep its promise, remaining vigilant despite fatigue, defending the
peculiarly Judeo-Christian concepts of freedom and liberty. That is the nation’s duty.

3.12 December

3.12.1 FDR’s Policy Toward the Soviets (2013-12-31 17:17)

The Czarist regime which dominated Russian during the nineteenth century, and during the first
few years of the twentieth century, was a cruel and paranoid regime. Even if the personality
of the last Tsar, Nicholas II, was somewhat more humane - such is the hypothesis of some
biographers - it was too little, too late. The Tsarist secret police mercilessly hunted anyone
who seemed to be possibly involved with any critique of the government, arresting quite a
few innocents along the way. This police force was known for brutal interrogations, beatings,
and killings; suspects who survived to trial were not given what Western Civilization calls ’due
process,’ and were sentenced to long years in labor camps, where few survived their sentences,
or were simply sentenced to death.
Beyond chasing anyone who seemed likely to be critical of the government, the Czar utterly
ruled out any reforms in his government which might move it in the direction of a republic
with freely-elected representatives. His relations with the Duma - Russia’s nominal parliament
with little real power - went from bad to worse, as he refused to acknowledge the Duma as
having any authority, and he dissolved it. Liberties like freedom of speech and freedom of the
press were unknown. Although intended to prevent the government’s overthrow, the Czarist
regime’s oppressiveness actually gave cause to revolutionaries.
Given the Czarist regime’s harshness, it was no surprise that many western observers initially
hoped that the 1917 revolution would give rise to a more humane government. The rhetoric
put forth by Lenin and the other Bolshevik leaders sounded as if it would lead to the types of
political liberties favored by Western Civilization.
But it soon became clear that the Soviet dictatorship would be no improvement over the czarist
regime. By some metrics, it would be worse. The communist government of the Soviet Union
murdered Russians by the millions. Freedom of religion, freedom of the press, and freedom of
speech essentially disappeared. The Russians who had been oppressed by the czarist regime
soon realized that they were being maltreated with even more brutality by the communists.
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Western observers who had hoped for progress under the Soviet Union saw Russia dissolve
into a nightmare of cruelty.
By the time western governments, including that of the United States, realized which type of
ruthless government was dominating Russia, it was too late. The results of the 1917 revolution
were firmly in place. Not only did the communist dictatorship - which allowed no meaningful
elections, but gave elaborate pretenses of such - have a secure grip on power in the Soviet
Union, but it had also installed spies inside the United States government.
Although it was clear, equally to foreign policy specialists and to the ordinary citizen, that
the Soviet government was no friend either to political liberty generally or to the United States
specifically, policy makers inside the State Department were under the influence of misinforma-
tion given to them by Soviet agents who had obtained influential posts inside the government.
In addition to these moles, who were in two-way communication with the KGB and other So-
viet agencies in Moscow, there were also sympathizers: those who were so infatuated with
communist ideology that they continued to support Lenin and Stalin even after their atrocities
became public.
There was a significant number of knowing and willing agents, both in the State Department
and in other offices inside the United State government. There was also a large number of
sympathizers, regarded by the Soviets as intellectual dupes, who were neither employed by,
nor in direct contact with, Soviet intelligence agencies, but whose activities were certainly
helpful to the Stalinists.
Among the agents on the Soviet payroll were State Department officials like Alger Hiss, Julian
Wadleigh, Laurence Duggan, and Noel Field. They reported to agencies like the NKVD, the GPU,
and the OGPU. Among those who, having a fondness for communist ideology, helped the Sovi-
ets without being on the payroll of the Soviet intelligence agencies and without direct contact to
those agencies were men like Harry Hopkins, who perhaps never released state secrets to the
Soviets, but who, wittingly or unwittingly, nudged United States policy in directions favorable
to the Soviet Union.
Hopkins, for example, was convinced that the United States could form a "friendship" with the
Soviet Union, even as Stalin was directing his spy networks to undermine the U.S. government.
Hopkins hoped that the United States could render "assistance" to the Soviet Union, encour-
aging such friendship, even as the Comintern, an agency of the Soviet government, plotted
the overthrow of the U.S. government. Policy documents formulated under the supervision of
Harry Hopkins, and transmitted by Hopkins to President Franklin Roosevelt, contained these
words and ideas.
By continuously feeding such misinformation to FDR, Roosevelt’s policy views were nudged
into a direction which played into the hands of the Soviets. To be sure, not all of Roosevelt’s
advisors were keen on Russian communism, and some of them warned the president about the
dangers. Historian Medford Stanton Evans and Herbert Romerstein write:

Seeking Soviet “friendship” and giving Moscow “every assistance” indeed summed
up American policy at Teheran and Yalta, and for some while before those meetings.
The most vivid expression of Roosevelt’s ideas to this effect would be quoted by
William Bullitt, a longtime confidant of the President, and his first envoy to Moscow.
Bullitt recounted an episode early in the war in which he suggested to FDR that Amer-
ican Lend-Lease aid to Russia might provide some leverage with a balky Kremlin. To
this, according to Bullitt, the President responded: “I have just a hunch that Stalin
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doesn’t want anything but security for his country, and I think that if I give him every-
thing I possibly can and ask nothing from him in return, noblesse oblige, he won’t try
to annex anything and will work for world democracy and peace.” (Emphasis added.)
Bullitt, who had learned about Stalin the hard way in Russia, tried to dissuade the
President from this view but was not successful.

The pro-Soviet advisors inside the Roosevelt administration mocked those who warned about
the dangers of Stalin, even as Stalin was orchestrating a manmade famine in the Ukraine which
would kill millions, and even as Stalin was preparing to team up with Hitler against the United
States. The Soviet agents in the State Department ridiculed those who attempted to alert
FDR to Stalin’s sinister activities, scorning them as backward-looking. Any data about Soviet
butchery was countered with reminders that the czarist government hadn’t been that much
worse.
After the 1917 revolution, a civil war between the "White Russians" and the "Red Russians"
lasted from 1917 to 1923. The White Russians had hoped to dislodge the Bolsheviks, while the
Red Russians were the communists who hoped to solidify their hold on power. During and after
that war, which the White Russians lost, emigres from the White Russian side gave useful data
to the State Department. The data from the White Russians complemented data gathered by
Americans like William Bullitt on the ground in Russia.
As the ever-grimmer picture of Lenin’s and Stalin’s butchery and aggressions emerged, the
pro-Soviet faction in the State Department worked to discredit the data offered by the White
Russians.
When U.S. and Soviet diplomats met, three issues were on the table. First, the Soviet destruc-
tion of freedom of religion was extending even to visiting U.S. nationals on Russian soil. Second,
the Comintern was continuing to organize subversive groups to attempt violent overthrows not
only of freely-elected western governments, but also of the Chinese government. Finally, the
Soviet government had confiscated and nationalized assets belonging to U.S. citizens which
happened to be on Russian soil at the time of the revolution.
Although these human rights violations were flagrant and glaring, the pro-Soviet elements
within the State Department still worked to steer the negotiations to the advantage of the
Soviets. Historian Jean Edward Smith writes:

Because the career diplomats in the State Department - many of whom had spent
the last fifteen years hobnobbing with White Russian emigres - were still imbued
with nostalgia for the czarist past, Roosevelt handled the negotiations himself, first
through Henry Morgenthau, then through William C. Bullitt. Morgenthau, as head of
the Farm Credit Administration, dealt with the Soviet trade organization Amtorg; Bul-
litt with Boris Skvirsky, the senior Russian commercial representative in the United
States. As a result of these covert discussions, FDR invited Soviet foreign minister
Maxim Litvinov to Washington for direct negotiations in early November. The osten-
sible outstanding issued involved freedom of religion for Americans in Russia and the
continued agitation for world revolution mounted by the Comintern. The real sticking
point was the restitution of American property seized by the Soviet government in
its nationalization decree of 1919. Roosevelt and Litvinov compromised. The agree-
ment is known as the Litvinov Assignment. The Soviet government assigned to the
United States its claim to all Russian property in the United States that antedated the
Revolution. The United States agreed to seize the property on behalf of the Soviet
Union, thus giving effect to the Soviet nationalization decree, and use the proceeds
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to pay the claims of Americans whose property in Russia had been confiscated. The
constitutionality of the assignment was twice challenged before the Supreme Court,
but in both instances it was upheld, the "taking clause" of the Constitution not with-
standing.

Two factors shaped FDR’s policy: first, pro-Soviet sympathizers in the State Department di-
rected a continual stream of misinformation to him; second, his declining health stole his
resilience and stamina and predisposed him to look for easy solutions rather than strive for
diplomatic gains.
The Supreme Court was willing to go along with Roosevelt’s policy toward the Soviets because
it already had been at the receiving end of FDR’s ability to bully the court. The two challenges,
1937 and 1942, to Roosevelt’s deal with the Soviets, indicated that the U.S. government would
be complicit in aiding the Soviet nationalization policy in seizing property which belonged to
private citizens. Assets belonging to Russian citizens - assets which happened to be on U.S.
soil - were seized, thus denying the rights of those citizens. The Soviet government had stolen
assets both from U.S. citizens from Russian citizens, assets which happened to be on Russian
soil at the time of the revolution. FDR would use the U.S. government to complete the theft by
seizing any assets on U.S. soil which happened to belong to a Russian citizen. He would use
the proceeds to pay the claims of American citizens whose property on Russian soil had been
stolen by the Soviet government. But he was paying them with stolen cash. The Supreme
Court did not have the stamina to resist Roosevelt’s action; it knew that it would be bullied
into submission for contradicting the Roosevelt administration, just as it had been bullied into
approving the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, after striking down its clone, the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1933.
In the end, FDR knew better. He was savvy and cosmopolitan - he’d spent more time in Europe
than many of his State Department appointees. But his illness sapped his strength, and his
agreement with the Soviets was the easy way out - appeasing the Americans whose property
had been confiscated by the Stalinists - and the easy way out wasmore appealing than insisting
on a principled diplomatic stance.
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4.1 January

4.1.1 Woodrow Wilson, Herbert Hoover, and Race (2014-01-01 21:59)

The presidency of Woodrow Wilson marked a low point for African-Americans and their struggle
for civil rights. Prior to taking office, Wilson, as president of Princeton University, had worked
to deter Blacks from applying to Princeton; if they applied, he worked to ensure that they were
not admitted. Addressing Princeton alumni, Wilson criticized President Theodore Roosevelt for
appointing African-Americans to federal offices; Wilson used a crude racial epithet to describe
Roosevelt’s appointees.
Occupying the White House after Theodore Roosevelt - Wilson took office in March 1913, Roo-
sevelt left in March 1909, with Taft serving a term in between - Wilson sought to undo the
Republican Roosevelt’s integration. In fact, Wilson would not only undo Roosevelt’s appoint-
ments of Blacks to federal offices, but Wilson would also go on to undo the integration of the
federal civil service which had been in place since Reconstruction. Wilson imposed segregation
on various agencies within the government, e.g. the post office, which had been integrated
for decades.
Beyond removing African-Americans from federal posts, and beyond re-segregating the civil
service, Wilson went further. He publicly praised the KKK. This horrified not only Blacks, but
millions of Americans - people of all races, religions, and ethnic background. His affirmation
of the Ku Klux Klan was the final bit of evidence which confirmed that Woodrow Wilson was a
hate-filled and bigoted racist.
Just as Wilson had worked to undo the desegregation of Teddy Roosevelt and William Taft, so
Wilson’s successors - Harding, Coolidge, and Hoover - worked to reintroduce integration to
the federal government and civil rights to the Blacks. Harding and Coolidge both advanced
a legislative agenda which included antilynching bills. Hoover worked to reintegrate federal
agencies. Historian Jonathan Bean writes:

In 1913, Democratic president Woodrow Wilson ordered the segregation of govern-
ment offices. Moorfield Storey and other officers of the NAACP protested, but Wilson
responded: "[B]y putting certain bureaus and sections of the service in the charge of
negroes we are rendering them more safe in their possession of office and less likely
to be discriminated against." Perhaps because he had spent most of his adult life
outside the United States, Secretary of Commerce Hoover was uninterested in racial
issues; moreover, thinking in terms of rigid classes violated his individualist philos-
ophy. Hoover’s Red Cross work during the Great Flood of 1927 opened his eyes to
racism in the South. The following year he responded positively when the NAACP
asked him to desegregate the Commerce Department.

The narrative, then, is this: on the state level, the civil rights gained by the Blacks during
Reconstruction began to evaporate during the late 1800’s, as Democrats regained control of
southern states from the Republicans. On the federal level, the civil rights gained by African-
Americans during Reconstruction began to evaporate during the Democrat administration of
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Woodrow Wilson; Blacks began to regain ground on the federal level during the Republican
administrations of Harding, Coolidge, and Hoover. African-Americans would have to wait longer
to regain that ground on the state level, as the Democrat party held the southern states under
racist domination even when the Republicans had influence on a federal level.

4.2 February

4.2.1 Saving the Economy, Again (2014-02-01 19:28)

The narrative of any nation can be told as a series of dangers which threaten the country,
and a series of escapes by which the land and its people are returned to safety. Typically,
histories conceptualize those dangers armies attacking the nation from without, subversives
destabilizing the nation from within, weather inflicting floods or droughts, or diseases and
plagues which sicken and kill the people in large numbers. Often a hero organizes the rescue.
At least since Karl Marx, but even earlier, we know also that economic dangers play amotivating
role in history. While a doctrinaire Marxist claims economics as the chief or even sole engine
of history, it is less controversial to hypothesize that economics are among the main movers.
In 1920, the United States found itself enduring economic hardship. Although the war had been
over for more than a year, its lingering effects included massive debt and an anemic trade
relationship with Europe. But the war was not the only reason for a weak economy. Damage
had been done to the nation’s financial system even prior to the war. The Wilson administration
had eagerly implemented the sixteenth amendment, violated the property rights of American
citizens by cruel and bitter taxation. Woodrow Wilson had also intervened into the sphere
of personal choice by private citizens: the Federal Trade Commission, allegedly organized to
protect consumers, reduced competition between businesses and thereby increased prices;
the Federal Reserve System exerted control over the economy, reducing choice and creating
risks which would eventually lead to the Great Depression.
While it is easy to condemn these actions in hindsight, it must be remembered that some
members of the “progressive movement” - the movement which instituted these actions - were
perhaps sincere, if gravely mistaken, in their desire to do something helpful for the average
American. Not all of them were cynically manipulating the laws and the economy in order to
gather power to themselves.
The net result was that by mid 1920, the ordinary citizen was not enjoying the hoped-for bless-
ings of peace. The war was over, but the economy was crippled. In fact, America’s involvement
in the war had been direct for only one year, and indirect involvement had been, if anything,
profitable for the American economy in the years prior to the nation’s official entry into the war
in 1917. Describing Wilson’s postwar economic misery, Amity Shlaes writes:

The country was expecting a revival, but instead the economyworsened before Amer-
icans’ eyes. Debt plagued many companies. Even Henry Ford was struggling under a
giant burden of debt. Frederick Gillett told Amherst alumni at the Hotel Commodore
in New York that February that “the present is one of the most critical times in the
whole history of our country.” The federal war debt was $21 billion alone and the
entire federal debt more like $25 billion; ten times the debt before the war. State
and federal taxes both had escalated in recent years. Senator Borah had once said
he could not imagine the top rate on income tax going over 20 percent; now the top
rate was over 70 percent.
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Two poisons were killing the economy: debt and taxes. 1920 was an election year, and, of
course, the economy would be a major issue in the political campaigns. What the American
voters wanted to was to move forward - to get past the burdens of high taxes, to get past the
task of paying of the national debt, and to move into the prosperity which lay beyond. It is in
part a rhetorical flourish to cast this as a “return” to the past, while simultaneously depicting it
as a move into the future. In either case, or in both cases, citizens knew that they were bearing
the burden of Wilson’s progressivism, with its high tax rates and micro-management of their
personal decisions.
In this context the word “normalcy” was born. Although the word had been in use since at
least 1857, Warren Harding is often credited with at least popularizing, if not inventing the
word. Ordinary voters wanted a life not filled with wartime urgency, not burdened by taxes
and by national debt, and free from interfering government regulations. On May 14, 1920,
Harding, campaigning for the presidency, catapulted the word into fame. In Boston, at the
Home Market Club, several speakers addressed the crowd, including Calvin Coolidge. Harding
spoke later in the day. Coolidge and Harding expressed similar views, but Harding’s speech
would be the one to became famous as he introduced the word. Amity Shlaes recounts the
event:

Harding went at the same matters more deftly. He defended the free market more ro-
bustly and assailed “the false economics which lure economic control to utter chaos.
The world,” Harding said, “needs to be reminded that all human ills are not curable
by legislation.” Rather than shouting or demanding discipline, Harding appealed to
common sense. It was daunting to see how Harding’s gracious humor could melt
even the stiff Boston crowd. “If I lived in Massachusetts I should be for Governor
Coolidge for President,” he jovially allowed. “Coming from Ohio, I am for Harding.”
Harding’s rhetorical style was often criticized, but this time the alliteration soothed
rather than distracted.

The speech which Harding delivered that day became a turning-point in American political
rhetoric, and a turning point in United States history. Harding’s use of the word ‘normalcy’
connected the best of the past with the best of the future. The nation had lived through a roller-
coaster ride of progressivist interventionist policies. Even if well-intentioned, those policies had
produced the political and economic equivalent of nausea: too much roller-coaster.
Such was the state of the nation in 1920. The successful campaign of Harding for the pres-
idency was a sign of the voters’ desire for “normalcy” - a chance for moving forward from
Wilson’s nightmarish bureaucracy, a chance for moving forward into an environment in which
each citizen would have a chance - a chance for political expression, a chance for economic op-
portunity. Harding, as president, began to unfold that opportunity. Harding’s premature death,
and an overplayed scandal of much publicity and little substance, got in the way of Harding’s
concept of expanding freedom.
In terms of policy, the Harding administration and the Coolidge administration can be seen
as largely continuous. In terms of the politics with which those policies were implemented,
there was a significant difference in style. Which one was more effective remains a matter
of research for historians. But the cumulative efforts of both offered a sense of hope to the
average citizen. Opportunities seemed suddenly plentiful, after the barren days of the Wilson
administration. Historian David Greenberg writes:

Apart from taxation, Coolidge also made strides in his second term in minimizing
the regulation of business and finance. In his fourth annual message to Congress, on

©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com 159



BlogBook 4.2. FEBRUARY

December 7, 1926, he issued a call “for reducing, rather than expanding, government
bureaus which seek to regulate and control the business activities of the people.” To
the objection that workers, consumers, and other citizens needed safeguards, the
president replied, “Unfortunately, human nature cannot be changed by an act of the
legislature. … It is too much assumed that because an abuse exists it is the business
of the national government to remedy it.”

The mechanisms by which Coolidge and Harding created opportunities for citizens were simple
in principle: cut taxes, cut spending even more, and reduce the national debt. These principles
created prosperity for all Americans.

In creating economic benefits for all Americans, Coolidge and Harding went sharply against the
grain of the Wilson administration. While Woodrow Wilson had worked to keep Blacks out of
universities, mercilessly mocked the Republican Party’s habit of appointing African-Americans
to significant federal posts, and re-segregated civil service jobs such as those in the Post Office
to keep “Negroes” from working near other people, Coolidge and Harding both spoke coura-
geously in favor of anti-lynching laws. While Woodrow Wilson referred publicly to Blacks in
racial epithets which are too crude to mention in this blog, Coolidge was the first sitting United
States president to give a commencement address at a “Historically Black College” or “His-
torically Black University” when he spoke at the graduation ceremonies at Howard University.
African-Americans understood Coolidge’s bold stance against the KKK and voted for him in
large numbers in 1924. Coolidge’s campaign mocked the Klan with its deliberately misspelled
slogan, “Keep Kool with Koolidge!”

Historian Robert Ferrell explains how the Harding and Coolidge policies created wealth, jobs,
and prosperity for all citizens, of all races, of all classes, in all parts of the country:

In holding down government expenditures and saving enough money to retire the
debt, Coolidge employed several devices, one of which was the Bureau of the Bud-
get. The very fact that the bureau’s statisticians and accountants were screening
the proposed expenses of cabinet departments and the independent agencies gave
comfort to the parsimonious president. The bureau’s experts also could watch for
special proposals by those well-known spendthrifts, the members of Congress. When
the president presented his annual budget he could feel fairly sure that it was as low
as he properly should go, and not a crazy quilt of special-interest propositions.

The Coolidge and Harding administrations successfully used free market policies to combat
racism, to offer opportunities to Americans of every class and region, and to generate prosper-
ity for the nation generally. The laissez-faire policies of Coolidge and Harding cannot be blamed
for the Great Depression: although the exact causes of the Depression are still debated, they
seem to emanate generally from Wilson’s Federal Reserve Board and from tariff and taxation
policies which distorted the organic and natural trends of the market.

In any case, Wilson’s policies left the nation in economic shambles in 1920. Harding and
Coolidge are properly seen as revitalizing not only the nation’s economy, but also revitalizing
civil liberties in general.
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4.3 March

4.3.1 Imperialism - Or Not (2014-03-19 16:08)

Many nations have built empires over the centuries: the Persians, Greeks, and Romans did it in
ancient times; the Spanish and British did it in more recent centuries. An empire is a collection
of kingdoms or countries, under the leadership or control of the imperial nation.
The United States, however, did not get into the empire-building business. Having worked to
gain its independence from an imperial power, the United States asserted, in the words of the
Monroe Doctrine, that its role would be to prevent imperial interference in, or takeovers of,
independent nations.
To be sure, history books typically make the claim that, while the United States did not build
a traditional empire, it did engage in economic imperialism. While this claim is impressive, it
is also specious. The trade relations which the United States formed during the last half of
the nineteenth century and the first half of the twentieth century were largely voluntary and
mutually beneficial.
The results of the Spanish-American War in 1898, a bit of the alleged American imperialism,
were in fact deliberate steps to prevent the formation of an empire. Discussions of the territo-
ries involved - Guam, Cuba, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines - centered around the notion that
these entities were to be put on a path to independence.
Newspapers inside the U.S. at the time reveal that discussions of sovereignty for these former
Spanish colonies were front and center. On June 11, 1904, The New York Times, under the
headline "President Planning Filipino Home Rule," published the following:

Secretary Taft received the Philippine Commissioners at the War Department today,
and in the course of a speech intimated that in the even of Mr. Roosevelt being
elected President the Filipinos might soon enjoy home rule.

Taft was, at the time, Secretary of War, but had served as Governor-General of the Philippines
until late 1903. Roosevelt was at the time finishing up McKinley’s term, and would soon be
elected to the Presidency on his own. There was a strong anti-imperialist movement in the
United States, and leaders of that movement, including Lyman Abbott, lobbied the government
to ensure that the Philippines would not become part of an American empire, but instead would
be independent.

The fact that Dr. Abbott, the acknowledged champion of the idea "The Philippines
for the Filipinos," comes here at this time as the invited guest of the President, and
that he publicly declares that he aims to set in motion public sentiment favorable to
the self-government of the Philippines, however, is taken to mean that he believes
the President may be won over to this view in question, and there is a disposition
to expect that not long after Roosevelt enters on his term as President of the United
States in his own right by virtue of his election, should the November election result
favorably to him, he will take a position indicating the ultimate relinquishment of the
Philippines as an absolute dependency.

As it turned out, it took a little longer to grant full sovereignty to the Philippines. Woodrow
Wilson’s racist views delayed the matter, as did World War One and World War Two. But in
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1934, Congress approved a measure to put the Philippines on a ten-year path to independence,
and despite the hardship of WWII in the Pacific, the United States kept that promise, and the
Philippines did indeed become a free nation because of America’s work in liberating it from the
Japanese.

But the eventual granting of Philippine independence was already a foregone conclusion in
1904. The New York Times continues:

It is known that in this view of the expedient disposition of the problem Secretary
Taft share the hope that there may be ultimate self-government by the Filipinos.

Thus it becomes clear that the United States, far from engaging in any form of imperialism,
worked in fact to establish the Philippines as an independent nation-state, a goal clearly articu-
lated by American policy makers in the late 1890’s, written into law by Congress in 1934, and
realized in the 1940’s. As Dinesh D’Souza writes:

The United States was itself once a colony of Great Britain. After World War II, the
United States used its influence to compel Britain and France to grant independence
to many of their colonies, giving America an anti-colonial reputation. Even now Amer-
icans don’t think of themselves as colonialists; on the contrary, we see ourselves as
champions of self-government and liberty.

Not only the Philippines, but also Cuba established itself as an independent nation-state after
the Spanish-American War. Again, voices inside the United States prevented the formation of
an empire.

4.4 April

4.4.1 Coolidge’s Lasting Contributions (2014-04-16 10:58)

Calvin Coolidge accomplished feats which proved to strengthen the United States long after
he left office. In matters of domestic policy, his victories were in the matter of race relations
and in the matter of carefully managing the money which belonged to the citizens; in matters
of foreign policy, he eased tensions among the nations by means of the Dawes Plan and the
Kellogg-Briand Pact.

Long before occupying the White House, Coolidge was an acknowledged expert at fiscal policy.
He was resourceful at finding ways to reduce government spending. Historian Amity Shlaes
writes:

It was as president that Coolidge’s saving proved so exceptional. Coolidge hacked
away at the federal budget with a discipline tragically missing in his well-intentioned
predecessor, Warren G. Harding. Coolidge vetoed fifty bills and turned down new
spending, even for projects such as farm subsidies and construction of rural roads
that would have immensely benefitted the region from which he hailed.
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By foregoing the short-term gains which might arise from federal funds for agriculture or road-
building, Coolidge made possible larger and longer-term gains which were reaped when these
sectors were allowed to grow organically. Likewise, the growth of electrification under Coolidge
was greater precisely because he did not enact something like the Rural Electrification Act.
While many citizens obtained electrification under Coolidge between late 1923 and early 1929,
relatively few people gained electrification after March 1933, despite Congress’s approval of
Roosevelt’s Rural Electrification bill.
Coolidge was constantly working to reduce the nation’s debt. The result was that taxpayer
dollars were not being used to pay interest. Coolidge understood that having a debt reduced
the nation’s productivity, and that paying interest was a waste of money. During Coolidge’s
administration, unemployment was low and went lower.
Between August 1923 and March 1929, the economy encouraged invention and growth. Inven-
tors found opportunities to bring new technologies to market. Average citizens were able to
obtain these new goods and the standard of living increased for Americans of all classes.

Coolidge served for sixty-seven months, finishing out Harding’s term after Harding
died in early August 1923 and remaining until March 1929. Under Coolidge, the
federal debt fell. Under Coolidge, the federal budget was always in surplus. Under
Coolidge, unemployment was 5 percent or even 3 percent. Under Coolidge, Ameri-
cans wired their homes for electricity and bought their first cars or household appli-
ances on credit. Under Coolidge, the economy grew strongly, even as the federal
government shrank. Under Coolidge, the rates of patent applications and patents
granted increased dynamically. Under Coolidge, there came no federal antilynching
law, but lynchings themselves became less frequent and Ku Klux Klan membership
dropped by millions. Under Coolidge, a man from a town without a railroad station,
Americans moved from the road into the air.

Perhaps Coolidge’s one regret was Congress’s refusal to pass the antilynching bills which he
encouraged. He worked around this partisan opposition by finding other ways to advance
African-American civil rights. He was the first incumbent president to give a commencement
address at a historically Black college when he spoke at Howard University in 1924.
In sharp contrast to Woodrow Wilson, who was an enthusiastic supporter of the KKK, Coolidge
made fun of the Klan, and was clear in his speeches that would support the right of African-
Americans to vote, even as he supported their other civil rights.

4.5 May

4.5.1 The Economic Pain of the Great Depression (2014-05-06 15:26)

By the late 1930’s, the misery of the Great Depression had been growing for several years.
Unemployment in the United States was worse in 1938 than it was in 1937, and the stock
market remained a disaster. What began as a temporary correction in late 1929 was extended
for a decade.
Roosevelt’s celebrated New Deal programs included four steps: the creation of a large amount
of debt as the government borrowed huge sums of money; a significant increase in taxation; a
high degree of regulation on almost every aspect of the economy; and a series of "make work"
programs which created government jobs.
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In August 1937, after the nation and its economy had suffered extensive damage inflicted upon
it by the New Deal programs, many of the country’s employers were unable to offer meaningful
work. Historian Amity Shlaes writes:

Companies were also marking new lows. Leonard Ayres, the executive at Cleveland
Trust who had called on Alf Landon with Anderson in 1936, tried to get a grasp on the
story by comparing the profitability of corporations in the current decade to that in
the preceding one. He found that close to two of three had been profitable from the
midteens through the 1920s. Since the Depression, however, that ratio had dropped
below one in three, so that "for nearly a decade now the great majority of corpo-
rations have been losing money instead of making it," he would note. The editors
at the Economist in London were also watching, trying to put what was happening
to the United States in perspective. In 1930, the per capita national income of the
United States had been one-third larger than that of Britain, the magazine wrote. At
the end of the 1930s, it was about the same. The problem, the magazine would
conclude several years later, was "institutional obstructions to a free flow of capital."
The 1930s, all in all, the magazine would decide, were a strange decade; maybe, as
it wrote, the United States really had forgotten how to grow.

It was a decade of misery. Several other countries had been able to find a slow steady path
to recovery, but in the United States, the indicators got steadily worse. The Great Depression
was worldwide, but took a different shape in each country. In America, the New Deal programs,
well-intentioned as they might have been, prevented recovery.

4.6 June

4.6.1 The Coolidge Economy (2014-06-26 16:08)

When Calvin Coolidge suddenly and unexpectedly became President of the United States in
1923, he had a carefully articulated and precisely planned economic policy, although he did
not expect that he would have the opportunity to implement it. President Warren Harding’s
sudden death placed Coolidge into the position of having to make fiscal decisions, and he was
prepared to do because of his systematic understanding of economics.
Coolidge retained Harding’s appointee, Andrew Mellon, as Secretary of Treasury. Despite the
abrupt nature of his ascent to the presidency, Coolidge was confident, because he had not
only worked out his economic policy over the previous years, but his experience as governor
of Massachusetts had given his practical experience in taxation and budgeting.
While we have brief motion pictures and sound recordings of other presidents, Coolidge was
perhaps the first president to make frequent and deliberate use of radio broadcasts and film
newsreels. The confident expertise which Coolidge exuded was caught on film at an early press
conference. Historian Amity Shlaes writes:

The extent to which the new administration would prioritize economy became clear
at one of the first press conferences, one that Mellon, finally on U.S. soil, was able
to attend. Coolidge, more relaxed than they had ever seen him, led his cabinet to
pose outdoors on the White House lawn before a crowd. As the cameras of Fox News
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and others rolled, Coolidge seated himself in the center chair, and Secretary Hughes
placed himself to the president’s right, legs spread out wide. The seat to the new
president’s left waited open for Mellon. But Mellon was seconds slow to arrive. In that
moment, the camera caught Coolidge’s eagerness. The presidential eyes hunted for
the Treasury secretary. The president’s arm motioned. The tap of the hand was a
swift but unmistakable, invitation and command.

What was Coolidge’s economic policy? He used the word ‘economy’ in the sense of behaving
‘economically’ - i.e., spending as little as possible. The core of his fiscal policy was reducing
government spending. This would lead to reduced deficits, reduced debts, and reduced taxa-
tion. Reduced taxation would ease the burden on the middle and working classes, raise wages,
and create jobs. These ideas don’t sound new to modern readers, but in the 1920s they were
novel.
A convincing speaker, Coolidge argued for his plan, and got support from a wide variety of
voters. Even significant members of the opposition party supported the plan. Historian David
Greenberg writes:

The 1926 Mellon bill provided for across-the-board income tax cuts, zeroed out the
gift tax, halved the estate tax, and slashed surtaxes on the wealthy by 20 percent.
Supporting it were several trade associations, banks, local chambers of commerce,
and a business lobby formerly called the American Bankers’ League, which had re-
named itself the American Taxpayers’ League. The Democrats, adrift and cowed
by their 1924 election losses, folded their hand; Senator Furnifold Simmons, one
of Coolidge’s chief antagonists, from 1924, backed the new bill, he said, “to make
businessmen realize that the Democratic Party is not bent on taxing them or their
enterprises exorbitantly.” And with the financial outlook now rosy and the federal
budget running a surplus, tax cuts were an easy sell. Coolidge even began to worry
that Congress had cut taxes too much and that deficits would return. He warned
lawmakers that after the easy work of cutting taxes, they would also have to rein in
spending - threatening to veto various appropriations bills if they defied him.

Coolidge rightly understood that tax cuts must be accompanied by spending cuts; otherwise,
an increasing deficit and debt would result - the very opposite of the anticipated outcome of
such policies. Several of his successors have attempted but failed to replicate his results: they
have cut taxes but not spending. These later presidents did what they did, either because they
were thwarted in their intended spending cuts by the opposition party, or because they did not
fully understand the necessity of such cuts.
Reducing tax was, for Coolidge, not merely an exercise in applying some abstract economic
hypothesis. Rather he understood tax cuts to be incremental increases in freedom and in
human dignity. If a worker pays 10 % or 20 % of his income in taxes, this means that for 10 %
or 20 % of his time, he was working for naught, which is tantamount to having his time stolen
from him.
Lower taxes freed the ordinary worker to access the fruit of his labor. Lower taxes gave the
worker a choice about what would be done with the fruit of his labor. Rather than have the
government decide how to spend his money, the worker would be free to spend his own money
as he pleased, or to save it, or to give it away. Tax policy was, for Coolidge, social policy. He
strengthened the American economy, but he also saw these actions as improving the lives of
citizens. Historian Robert Ferrell writes:
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If Calvin Coolidge prided himself on one single aspect of his presidential years, it
was his policy of fiscal economy. “I favor the policy of economy,” he declared, “not
because I wish to save money, but because I wish to save people.” The “people” part
of the equation was perhaps a rhetorical flourish, yet people were involved; he may
have been speaking of their labor, which he would save by not spending it. In any
case, he saw absolute, positive good in fiscal economy, and therefore he not merely
balanced the budget but obtained a surplus during every one of his presidential years
(as Harding had done before him).

In terms of specific numbers, the Coolidge tax cuts, and their effect on the economy, are
described by historian Thomas Sowell:

What actually followed the cuts in tax rates in the 1920s were rising output, rising
employment to produce that output, rising incomes as a result and rising tax rev-
enues for the government because of the rising incomes, even though the tax rates
had been lowered. Another consequence was that people in higher income brackets
not only paid a larger total amount of taxes, but a higher percentage of all taxes.

Who should get the credit for the improvement in the economy? Many historians point to
Andrew Mellon, but Mellon was retained by Coolidge, and Mellon’s proposals would not have
become law without Coolidge’s support.
Did America’s prosperity during these years, produced by Coolidge and Mellon, come at the
cost of the economic collapse of the 1930s? Probably not. The Great Depression was created
when what could have been a temporary self-correction in the economy was turned into a
chronic condition by certain taxes and tariffs which distorted natural market forces, by the
mere existence of the Federal Reserve System, and by well-intentioned but counterproductive
attempts to intervene in the economy.
It was careful analysis which led Coolidge and Mellon to their policies, and careful implementa-
tion of those policies led to an era of prosperity for citizens of all classes.

4.7 July

4.7.1 Washington, Franklin, and Foreign Wars (2014-07-18 17:07)

Why do we have governments? What is the purpose of government? This question occupied,
in a theoretical way, writers like Thomas Hobbes and John Locke.
To be sure, their considerations weren’t purely theoretical: Hobbes lived through both the
Thirty Years’ War and the English Civil War, while Locke experienced the Glorious Revolution.
But neither of them was in a position to shape the institution of a government ex nihilo.
Hobbes, perceiving human nature as selfish and violent, asserted that the purpose of gov-
ernment was to provide peace and security. Locke, with a bit more optimistic assessment of
human nature, viewed the task of a government as protecting the lives, freedoms, and property
of its citizens.
Shortly after - Hobbes published his Leviathan in 1651, and Locke’s Treatises appeared in 1689
- events in North America made the question considerably less theoretical and much more
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practical. In founding a new government, America’s founding fathers relied on their reading of
Hobbes, Locke, and other political thinkers.
In addition to determining, in a concrete and specific way, the purpose of government, it was
also important to determine what a government should not do. While a government is good or
bad to the extent that it does, or does not, serve its proper purpose, it is also good or bad to
the extent that it refrains from, or engages in, activities which are outside its proper purpose.
Matt Kibbe writes:

We all agree that the first legitimate role of government forces is to protect the lives
of individual citizens. But things get more complicated when it comes to defending
against “enemies foreign and domestic.”

According to the Lockean views adopted by the founders of the United States, it is within the
government’s proper tasks to defend the country militarily when the country is directly threat-
ened by external powers. But what about indirect threats? What about responding to military
threats, not on our own territory, but on the territories of a state with which we may have an
alliance?
President George Washington worked to formulate a decision procedure by which Americans
might decide which conflicts directly involved the country’s interests, and which did not. That
question was urgent then, and is urgent over two hundred years later.
One principle he set forth was that the country should avoid excessive attachment to, or an-
tipathy toward, any other nation. The excess, he felt, would arise from passion, not reason,
and lead to decisions blinded by emotion.
Thus misled, we might find ourselves surprised by an unexpected attack, drawn into a war
involving another’s interests but not our own, or forgoing a beneficial alliance for no good
reason. Matt Kibbe frames Washington’s view this way:

In his 1796 Farewell address, George Washington warned Americans not to “entangle
our peace and prosperity in the toils” of foreign ambitions, interests, and rivalries. “It
is our true policy to steer clear of permanent alliances with any portion of the foreign
world.”

A “permanent” alliance would be an irrational one. Nations like Germany, England, Japan, and
China have, over the decades, oscillated between being our friends and being our enemies.
The economic cost of war, Washington warned us, is to be carefully considered. Until 1930, the
vast majority of nation’s debt was war-related. The Civil War and WWI created both debt and
higher taxes. Because debt harms the economy, and the wars created debt, it can be said that
those wars harmed economic mobility and economic opportunity, reducing the potential size
of the middle class. Matt Kibbe writes:

Our first president was hardly an isolationist, and his foreign policy views were guided,
in large part, by common sense and pragmatism. One of his key considerations
was the budgetary implications of overly ambitious foreign entanglements. “As a
very important source of strength and security, cherish public credit,” Washington
counseled. “Onemethod of preserving it is to use it as sparingly as possible, avoiding
occasions of expense by cultivating peace.
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One may well ask how Washington would have viewed the nation’s involvement in Korea, Viet-
nam, the Middle East, and other places. Even WWI and the Spanish-American war might be
suspect from Washington’s point of view.
In the year 2014 alone, Obama has sent U.S. soldiers into Iraq and the Ukraine. In 2011,
he ordered the United States Air Force to bomb Libya. Upon taking office in early 2009, he
increased troop levels fivefold in Afghanistan: the U.S. military presence there had numbered
approximately 20,000 men until Obama increased it to over 100,000.
To discern whether these actions were justifiable by Washington’s standard would require a
nuanced and detailed examination. Matt Kibbe, Distinguished Senior Fellow at the Austrian
Economic Center in Vienna, Austria, writes:

Youmight interpretWashington’s skepticism, in amodern context, as warning against
open-ended nation-building quagmires. Can we really establish a constitutional
democracy in Iraq? Can we successfully mediate the violent disputes of warring
factions in civil wars like the one going on today in Syria? Better yet, should we?

Among the many changes, from George Washington’s time to ours, is that our geographical
situation no longer offers us a safe haven. We can be easily attacked in ways not possible two
or three centuries ago. This requires that we recalibrate our understanding of threat.

The principle of nonaggression means that we should only declare war on nations
demonstrably seeking to do us harm. The men and women who volunteer for our
military should not be put in harm’s way by their commander-in-chief without a clear
and just purpose, without a plan or without an endgame. This is just common sense.

While our notion of threat may need to be updated, our notion of alliance does not. The litmus
test remains this: an alliance should be created or maintained only to the extent, and only as
long as, it is in our nation’s interests:

In an era in which our enemies are no longer just confined to nations, the other key
question is the balance between security at home and the protection of our civil lib-
erties, particularly our right to privacy and our right to due process. Massive expan-
sions of the government’s surveillance authorities under the Patriot Act and recent
amendments to the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act have civil libertarians of all
ideological stripes worried that the government has crossed essential constitutional
lines.

Since Washington’s day, there has always been a tension between war and a citizen’s liber-
ties. In the 1770’s and 1780’s, there were heated debates about conscripting both men and
materials from citizens. During WWI, freedom of speech was curtailed in shocking ways. Now,
the NSA and other government branches are being used, allegedly in the national interests, to
intercept private communications between U.S. citizens.
One distinction needs to be articulated: if some agency of the U.S. government intercepts pri-
vate communications between individuals who are not U.S. citizens, no civil liberties have been
violated, and no U.S. citizen need be concerned. But intercepts of communications between
U.S. citizens are matters of grave concern, and in such cases one must ask about warrants and
FISA courts.
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Returning to the Lockean hypothesis that the task of a government is to protect the lives, prop-
erties, and freedoms of its citizens, it is the task of each nation’s government to protect its
citizens. If a Spaniard’s cell phone calls are being intercepted by a French intelligence agency,
it is the task of the Spanish government, not of the French government, to be concerned about
this. If a Swede’s emails are being read by a Polish intelligence agency, the Swedish govern-
ment, not the Polish government, may have some duty to consider protecting the Swede from
“unreasonable search.”

Defending America against the unchecked aggression of our enemies is a first respon-
sibility of the federal government, but respecting the rights of individual citizens and
checking the power of unelected employees at the National Security Agency is an
equally important responsibility.

A few years before George Washington penned his “farewell address,” Ben Franklin offered
some thought on the complexities of economics, freedom, and the role of government.
The situation in which Franklin wrote was this: In 1755, the colony of Pennsylvania was under
attack. Franklin was a duly elected member of the legislature in that colony, and the legislature,
as the voice of the people, intended to levy a tax upon all the colonists in Pennsylvania. The
governor of that colony, however, wanted to exempt from taxation the lands owned by the
Penn family.
The revenues from the taxes were urgently needed to continue the conduct of a defensive war.
Franklin noted that it is an “essential liberty” of the voters to levy, through the acts of their
representatives, a tax upon the colony. It would be a violation of electorate’s “essential liberty”
to impose that tax if one family, by fiat, could exempt itself from that tax.
To complicate matters, the war was raging as the Pennsylvania legislature argued with the gov-
ernor about its right to levy taxes. The governor, hoping to pressure the legislature, intimated
that by delaying the tax until the Penn family’s exemption could be eliminated, the legislature
was compromising the safety of colonist in vicinity of the fighting.
The governor argued that the legislature, including Franklin, could “purchase a little temporary
safety” by conceding the exemption to the Penn family. Franklin countered that this would be
damaging to the rights of the electorate; the voters had the power to levy taxes, and a single
family could not simply exempt itself by fiat. Franklin wrote to the governor:

In fine, we have the most sensible Concern for the poor distressed Inhabitants of the
Frontiers. We have taken every Step in our Power, consistent with the just Rights of
the Freemen of Pennsylvania, for their Relief, and we have Reason to believe, that
in the Midst of their Distresses they themselves do not wish us to go farther. Those
who would give up essential Liberty, to purchase a little temporary Safety, deserve
neither Liberty nor Safety. Such as were inclined to defend themselves, but unable
to purchase Arms and Ammunition, have, as we are informed, been supplied with
both, as far as Arms could be procured, out of Monies given by the last Assembly for
the King’s Use; and the large Supply of Money offered by this Bill, might enable the
Governor to do every Thing else that should be judged necessary for their farther
Security, if he shall think fit to accept it.

While the Penn family, in 1755, did not possess a role in the government that allowed it to
make tax regulations, it did have the type of unofficial relationship and influence which could
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result in the governor taking up its cause. As Matt Kibbe notes, any “unnatural concentration
of power” found “outside government” is the result of some relationship between such a non-
governmental power and some power within the government.
Thus it is that monopolies, in their truest and most damaging forms, are the products of gov-
ernment. Monopolies arise and endure only when natural market forces have been distorted
by government intervention. In a truly free market, monopolies will eventually face some com-
petition. This fact reveals the irony in “anti-monopoly” or “trust-busting” legislation.

We should always be skeptical of too much concentrated power in the hands of
government agents. They will naturally abuse it. Outside government, an unnat-
ural concentration of power - such as the extraordinary leverage wielded by mega-
investment banks or government employees unions - is always in partnership with
government power monopolists.

From the era of Benjamin Franklin to the present, complex questions of international military
involvements can be analyzed not only in terms of the nation’s interests in terms of physical
security, but also in terms of economic freedom and financial health.

4.8 August

4.8.1 1776: Was It Really about Taxes? (2014-08-22 18:38)

When hostilities began, in April 1775, in the American Revolution, or as some scholars frame
it, in the American War of Independence, an exact notion of the reason for the war was lacking
- or, perhaps more accurately, there were competing notions about the exact reason for the
war.
A collection of phrases reflects the slightly different motives held by different segments of
the population: “freedom of speech” or “no taxation without representation” or “freedom of
the press” or “religious freedom” or “live free or die” and many others. Different emphases
included political freedom, spiritual freedom, and economic opportunity.
It was important for the leaders of the revolution to harmonize these goals - and to show that
there was a common essence which these goals shared. Political freedom, religious freedom,
and economic freedom are, finally, variations on freedom.
Economic freedom is the only possible foundation for economic opportunity and prosperity.
In addition to uniting the varying motivations for independence, the American leaders also
addressed the significant segment of the population which either opposed, or was uncertain
about, independence.
Thomas Paine’s writing influenced many as he explained the revolution and the ideas behind it.
His style was energetic, the length of most of his writings short, and his diction accessible to the
general reading public. His texts were precisely the sort of language which was comfortable
for the average reading citizen. Among his many writings was a series of newspaper articles
published under the title The Crisis.
In one installment in this series, written in Philadelphia in October 1780, Paine explores the
role of taxation as a motivation for the independence movement. He argues cogently that
independence makes financial sense. After presenting long lists of taxes and expenses, and
calculating the average of these over the population of the thirteen colonies, he summarizes:
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I have placed before the reader, the average tax per head, paid by the people of
England; which is forty shillings sterling.
And I have shown the rate on an average per head, which will defray all the expenses
of the war to us, and support the several governments without running the country
into debt, which is thirteen shillings and fourpence.

In short, Thomas Paine calculates that even with the cost of the war, and including the ongoing
cost of running the government after independence is achieved, that the average resident of
the colonies will pay many fewer taxes.
If a man were the crassest of materialists, and had no love but money, he would then support
the revolution. Paine certainly does not endorse pure greed as the supreme guiding principle
in life, but makes the argument as a sort of reductio ad absurdum. He points out the greater
benefit of liberty which independence will bring.
One further point remains: without making the greed of the crass materialist into one’s guid-
ing principle in life, one must still note that economic freedom is to be desired because it is
a necessary precondition to those more noble-sounding forms of liberty. Without economic
freedom, including the lower taxes explained by Paine, the other freedoms are meaningless
and impossible.
Without free markets and minimalistic taxes, there is no true freedom of speech, freedom of
the press, freedom to assemble, freedom of association, or freedom of religion. Without the
material means to instantiate themselves, the intellectual liberties are unintelligible. Paine
explains:

The peace establishment then will, on an average, be five shillings sterling per head.
Whereas, was England now to stop, and the war cease, her peace establishment
would continue the same as it is now, viz. forty shillings per head; therefore was our
taxes necessary for carrying on the war, as much per head as hers now is, and the
difference to be only whether we should, at the end of the war, pay at the rate of five
shillings per head, or forty shillings per head, the case needs no thinking of. But as
we can securely defend and keep the country for one third less than what our burden
would be if it was conquered, and support the governments afterwards for one eighth
of what Britain would levy on us, and could I find a miser whose heart never felt the
emotion of a spark of principle, even that man, uninfluenced by every love but the
love of money, and capable of no attachment but to his interest, would and must,
from the frugality which governs him, contribute to the defence of the country, or he
ceases to be a miser and becomes an idiot. But when we take in with it every thing
that can ornament mankind; when the line of our interest becomes the line of our
happiness; when all that can cheer and animate the heart, when a sense of honor,
fame, character, at home and abroad, are interwoven not only with the security but
the increase of property, there exists not a man in America, unless he be an hired
emissary, who does not see that his good is connected with keeping up a sufficient
defence.

Paine takes effort to calculate as a dispassionate disinterested economist. Surely this is a pose:
Thomas Paine was a passionate advocate of independence. But his pose is taken to persuade
his reader - he argues that even if one were indifferent, or even opposed, to the cause of
independence, then sheer financial reckoning should persuade the undecided reader to side
with independence.
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Suppose Britain was to conquer America, and, as a conqueror, was to lay her under
no other conditions than to pay the same proportion towards her annual revenue
which the people of England pay: our share, in that case, would be six million pounds
sterling yearly. Can it then be a question, whether it is best to raise two millions to
defend the country, and govern it ourselves, and only three quarters of a million
afterwards, or pay six millions to have it conquered, and let the enemy govern it?

Paine then proceeds to examine the other side of the calculation: if economic forces dictate
that a resident of the thirteen colonies would benefit from independence, then similar calcula-
tions dictate that England would want to keep the colonies as subjects merely to reap a profit
from them. Having saddled the colonies with its economically inefficient army, in the name
of protecting them, England wanted to not only cover its costs, but to gain a surplus from the
colonies - no matter that the colonies had manifested that they could defend themselves better
and at lower cost.

Britain did not go to war with America for the sake of dominion, because she was
then in possession; neither was it for the extension of trade and commerce, because
she had monopolized the whole, and the country had yielded to it; neither was it to
extinguish what she might call rebellion, because before she began no resistance ex-
isted. It could then be from no other motive than avarice, or a design of establishing,
in the first instance, the same taxes in America as are paid in England (which, as I
shall presently show, are above eleven times heavier than the taxes we now pay for
the present year, 1780) or, in the second instance, to confiscate the whole property
of America, in case of resistance and conquest of the latter, of which she had then
no doubt.

Paine clearly advocated independence because he believed it was just; but in this particular
installment of The Crisis, he took on the persona of one whose assessment of American inde-
pendence was purely material. His rhetorical technique, in this episode of his series of articles,
was addressed to the those who were perhaps undecided regarding the cause of independence,
and designed to persuade them.

4.9 October

4.9.1 A Brief History of Taxation (2014-10-15 13:20)

If one examines the history of tax policy in the United States, such examination must be done
from a perspective which takes into account that taxation was a major factor in the indepen-
dence movement which led to the nation’s founding.
Following the country’s founding in 1776, and the finalization of the Constitution in 1789, polit-
ical structures, including tax policies, were formed with an eye to keeping the central govern-
ment weak. Freedom could be protected only by limiting the power of the federal government.
Originally, the constitutional system was so construed that, while Congress could levy taxes,
the task of collecting taxes was left to each state individually; this was understood as a mech-
anism of protecting people from the central government.
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The taxes originally authorized by Congress were indirect rather than direct: tariffs on foreign
trade and excise taxes on specific products. So structured, these taxes had little discernable
impact on the average citizen.
The famous Whiskey Rebellion of 1794 was a group of producers who opposed a federal excise
tax. It established two important precedents: first, that the central government would use
force to collect taxes; second, that social opposition to taxes would be an important factor in
American politics.
In the late 1790s, the federal government experimented with direct taxes - in this case, property
taxes on land and buildings - to finance its defense against the belligerent government of the
French Revolution. The 1802 election cycle, featuring Jefferson’s ascent to the presidency, was
the end of this exploration, and the government returned to indirect taxation.
For the war of 1812, Congress again experimented with taxes, raising excise taxes and customs
duties, and borrowing money by issuing bonds. By 1817, these measures were repealed.
Between 1817 and 1861, the federal government effectively imposed no internal revenue. Its
income was derived from customs duties and the sale of public land. To be sure, it can be
argued that customs duties ultimately have some effect on finances of the private citizen,
even if very indirect.
Because the consumption of imports was elective and, for practical reasons, limited to a small
segment of the population, the effects of tariffs, while real, were probably too small to be
detectable.
The sale of public land as amodel for generating revenue to the central government is obviously
not infinitely sustainable, but for that time period, it not only relieved the ordinary citizen from
being held captive to the tax system, it also placed more raw material and opportunities for
production into the economy and thereby generated growth.
So for 44 years, the average citizen enjoyed a level of freedom arguably not seen since. Matt
Kibbe writes:

This is a far cry from the way the founding fathers initially envisioned the system of
taxation for their new country. For more than a hundred years after its founding, the
United States government was funded purely with tariffs, excises, and receipts from
the sale of federally owned landed. Direct taxes, such as the now-familiar income
tax, were out of the question.

In the 1860s, the costs of the war drove Congress to experiment with income tax, licensing
fees, and fees for legal documents. Although these taxes would be repealed at the war’s end,
the dangerous precedent had been set. Matt Kibbe continues:

Sadly, this simpler state of affairs was not to last. The Civil War brought an unprece-
dented level of expenses, and new taxes were an easy way to collect revenue in a
hurry. The Revenue Act of 1861 established the Internal Revenue Service and cre-
ated the first incarnation of what we would recognize as the modern income tax.

Over a period of several years, the Civil War taxes were dismantled. By 1868, the main source
of revenue for the federal government was excise taxation on alcohol and tobacco. By 1872,
personal income tax had been abolished. From 1868 to 1913, almost 90 % of the revenue to
the federal government came from excise taxes and customs duties.
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In the 1890s, the Supreme Court ruled that income taxes were unconstitutional because they
fell disproportionate to the states. Under the leadership of Woodrow Wilson, the progressivist
movement was eager for more revenue to enact its social experimentation. Although there
was no pressing war or military need, the progressive movement lobbied for a constitutional
amendment to ensure that income taxes would be levied.
Reflecting on the experimentation with income tax during the Civil War, Matt Kibbe reflects:

This was originally intended to be a “temporary” measure to finance the war, but
history has shown that there are few things more difficult than ending a temporary
government program. In 1913, Congress ratified the Sixteenth Amendment to the
Constitution, making the individual income tax a permanent feature of the law. Then,
the top tax rate was less than 1 percent, and the tax code totaled twenty-seven pages
in length.

The sixteenth amendment did, however, more than unleash income taxes on citizens. The
precedent created a constitutional relaxation of the limits on government. Previously held in
check, the central government soon discovered that it could inflict not only income taxes, but
a broad range of taxes and fees and assessments on the citizens.
Since 1913, not only have both the nominal and real amounts of revenue confiscated by the
federal government grown rapidly, taking an ever larger percent of the nation’s wealth out of
the economy, but the types and numbers of taxes have grown quickly as well.

4.10 November

4.10.1 Paine’s Vision of Representative Government (2014-11-04 11:46)

Among the thinkers and writers who shaped the independence movement which established
the United States as a sovereign nation, the understanding of representative government
was central. This established a sharp contrast between them and, for example, Jean-Jacques
Rousseau.
The government was to be the instrument and extension of the expressed will of the citizens.
The government was not to lead, rule, or reign over the people.
The will of the citizens is not, in this sense, some vague andmetaphysical notion like Rousseau’s
‘general will,’ but rather a concrete, empirical, and quantifiable result of balloting - a Lockean
understanding of majority rule.
In fact, words like ‘lead’ or ‘rule’ or ‘reign’ are scarce in the writings of the revolutionaries who
sought political independence for the thirteen colonies. When those words do occur, it is often
in a disapproving description of the British monarchy.
A study of the U.S. Constitution reveals that the words ‘lead’ and ‘reign’ do not occur in it at
all. The word ‘rule’ appears only as a noun and not as a verb. The word ‘government’ occurs
several times, but the verb ‘govern’ occurs only once: the militia is to be governed in that
clause, not the citizens.
The word ‘represent’ (along with ‘representative’ and other forms) occurs forty times.
Instead, the residents of North America sought to establish a republic with freely-elected rep-
resentatives. The citizens neither wanted nor needed a government to lead them; rather, they
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arranged for a government to which they would delegate the practical matters of operating a
post office or standardizing weights and measures.

For Thomas Paine, the essence of government is representation. He expressed this in a letter
to Abbe Sieyes in July 1791. Paine had been, at first, an enthusiastic observer of the French
Revolution. He hoped that its outcome would be similar to that of the American Revolution.
He would be bitterly disappointed when the French Revolution descended into tyrannical oli-
garchy, denying the very freedoms it had originally claimed to seek, and executed thousands
of innocent civilians.

The Abbe Sieyes was a leader within the French Revolution, and politically wily enough that
he was one of a very few such leaders who managed to escape being executed by his fellow
revolutionaries. Paine wrote to him:

By republicanism, I do not understand what the name signifies in Holland, and in
some parts of Italy. I understand simply a government by representation.

More two hundred years after Paine’s letter, modern political discourse in the United States is
full of calls for “leadership,” for someone to “lead the nation,” and for someone to “lead the
American people.”

By contrast, two centuries ago, the vision of the founders was for a government to represent,
not lead, the citizens. The president was to lead, not the people, but the government as it
carried out the will of the electorate.

Approximately a year after this letter to Abbe Sieyes, Thomas Paine again had occasion to
express himself regarding forms of government. In May 1792, the British government issued a
royal proclamation against seditious writings. The proclamation was triggered largely, almost
exclusively, by the popularity of Paine’s book, the Rights of Man.

The book, written while Paine was still a supporter of the French Revolution, was popular in Eng-
land. It echoed many of the arguments against monarchy, and for representative government,
found in Paine’s other writings. But its popularity, and the fact it directed these arguments to
events in nearby France instead of faraway America, made the British authorities view it as
more dangerous.

The overthrow of the Frenchmonarchy raised the fear among English aristocrats that something
similar could happen in Britain. The brisk sales of Paine’s book frightened them.

In response to the proclamation, Paine wrote:

I have, as an individual, given my opinion upon what I believe to be not only the best,
but the true system of Government, which is the representative system, and I have
given reasons for that opinion.

Largely summarizing from Rights of Man, Paine outlines four points against monarchy and for
a representative republic. He argues that concentrating power in one person makes war more
likely, that monarchs rule in the inexperience of youth and in the senility of dotage, that monar-
chies have no mechanism for removing incompetent kings, and that both the alleged consti-
tutional structure of, and the legislation issuing from, a monarchy are arbitrary and merely by
fiat:
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First, Because, in the representative system, no office of very extraordinary power, or
extravagant pay, is attached to any individual; and consequently, there is nothing to
excite those national contentions and civil wars, with which countries under monar-
chical governments, are frequently convulsed, and of which the History of England
exhibits such numerous instances.
Secondly, Because the representative is a system of Government always in maturity;
whereas monarchical government fluctuates through all the stages, from non-age to
dotage.
Thirdly, Because the representative system admits of none but men, properly quali-
fied, into the Government, or removes them if they prove to be otherwise. Whereas,
in the hereditary system, a nation may be encumbered with a knave or an idiot, for
a whole life-time, and not be benefited by a successor.
Fourthly, Because there does not exist a right to establish hereditary government, or
in other words, hereditary successors, because hereditary government alwaysmeans
a government yet to come, and the case always is, that those who are to live after-
wards have always the same right to establish government for themselves, as the
people had who lived before them; and, therefore, all laws attempting to establish
hereditary government, are founded on assumption and political fiction.

Having outlined his argument, Paine asserts that the royal proclamation against his book is
damaging to the well-being of the people, keeping them in intellectual and political darkness:

If these positions be truths, and I challenge any man to prove the contrary; if they
tend to instruct and enlighten mankind, and to free them from error, oppression, and
political superstition, which are the objects I have in view, in publishing them, that
Jury would commit an act of injustice to their country and to me, if not a act of perjury,
that should call them false, wicked, and malicious.

Despite Thomas Paine’s vigorous response to the royal proclamation - or perhaps because of
it - his book was seen as criminal by the British government. Paine himself narrowly escaped
arrest, and those who printed and published his book faced legal action. Philip Foner writes:

What began as a defense of the French Revolution evolved into an analysis of the
basic reasons for discontent in European society and a remedy for the evils of ar-
bitrary government, poverty, illiteracy, unemployment, and war. Paine spoke out
effectively in favour of republicanism as against monarchy and went on to outline a
plan for popular education, relief of the poor, pensions for aged people, and public
works for the unemployed, all to be financed by the levying of a progressive income
tax. To the ruling class Paine’s proposals spelled “bloody revolution,” and the govern-
ment ordered the book banned and the publisher jailed. Paine himself was indicted
for treason, and an order went out for his arrest. But he was en route to France,
having been elected to a seat in the National Convention, before the order for his
arrest could be delivered. Paine was tried in absentia, found guilty of seditious libel,
and declared an outlaw, and Rights of Man was ordered permanently suppressed.

Paine’s writing was largely polemic, not systematic. Because he wrote regarding specific sit-
uations - now America, now France - he was not attempting to construct a philosophy of gov-
ernment or politics, and did not maintain the internal consistency in which writing which one
would expect if he were designing a system of concepts intended for universal application.
British philosopher A.J. Ayer notes some of the resulting internal tensions in Paine’s texts:
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Very often, Paine writes as if there were only two systems of government, the hered-
itary and the representative. In one passage, as we have seen, he mentions three,
the governments of priestcraft, conquerors, and reason; apparently placing them
in historical order and identifying reason with representation and conquerors with
monarchs. Sometimes he remembers that some monarchies have been elective,
and in the second part of Rights of Man, he sharply dissents from the opinion of his
friend, Abbe Sieyes, that while both forms of monarchy are bad, the elective is worse.
Shortly afterwards, continuing to ignore the government of priestcraft, he neverthe-
less increases the total number of forms of government to four, ‘the democratical,
the aristocratical, the monarchical, and what is now called the representative.’ He
explains that he does not include republicanism among them, for what is indeed
the good reason, that republicanism is not a particular form of government but be-
ing ‘wholly characteristical of the purport, manner, or object for which government
ought to be instituted, and on which it is to be employed’, that is, the public good,
it signifies the rejection of monarchy. He goes on to question the right of Poland,
‘an hereditary aristocracy, with what is called an elective monarchy’, and of Holland,
‘which is chiefly aristocratical, with an hereditary stadtholdership’, to style them-
selves republics, thereby leaving himself free to conclude that ‘the government of
America, which is wholly on the system of representation, is the only real republic in
character and in practice, that now exists’. One must bear in mind that both parts
of Rights of Man were written before the deposition of Louis XVI.

Paine argued that a representative government is not only morally superior, but historically
more durable. Paine’s assertion that a representative form of government outlasts other forms
carries his line of thought deeply into the realm of propositions which are empirically verifiable.
Reading sympathetically, we may take Paine’s thesis as a generalization liable to individual
exceptions. Otherwise, his thesis might be quickly demolished by a nod to the Roman Empire
or one of several Chinese dynasties. Summarizing, A.J. Ayer states:

It could be argued that Paine’s four types of government strictly amounted once
again to three, since the representative type is depicted by him as an extension of the
democratical. He does not invariably claim that the democratic type was historically
prior to all the others, and would indeed have been mistaken if he did. Historical
priority must surely be granted to associations, the government of which, while one
may not choose to call it monarchic, was at least patriarchal or possibly matriarchal.
There is, however, one passage in which he allows himself to assert that departures
from democracy, other than its development into representative government, were
not only a moral and political but also an historical decline.

The passage which Ayer then cites is one in which Paine notes that direct democracies, in
some form, were known in the ancient world. But these democracies, Paine reports, disappear
when they grow too large, victims of their own success: they either become monarchies or
are swallowed up by monarchies. If these ancient democracies had possessed the insight to
institute a representative system, Paine argues, they would have maintained their liberty while
growing. In his book, the Rights of Man, Paine writes:

Representation was a thing unknown in the ancient democracies. In those the mass
of the people met and enacted laws (grammatically speaking) in the first person.
Simple democracy was no other than the common hall of the ancients. It signifies
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the form, as well as the public principle of the government. As those democracies
increased in population, and the territory extended, the simple democratical form
became unwieldy and impracticable; and as the system of representation was not
known, the consequence was, they either degenerated convulsively into monarchies,
or became absorbed into such as then existed. Had the system of representation
been then understood, as it now is, there is no reason to believe that those forms of
government, now called monarchical or aristocratical, would ever have taken place.
It was the want of some method to consolidate the parts of society, after it became
too populous, and too extensive for the simple democratical form, and also the lax
and solitary condition of shepherds and herdsmen in other parts of the world, that
afforded opportunities to those unnatural modes of government to begin.

Despite Paine’s internal inconsistencies on the abstract conceptual level, he is consistent on
the concrete matter of arguing for a system of freely elected representatives - a ‘republic’ in
his understanding of the word. In this, he was thoroughly in the company of those who led the
movement for independence in the second half of the eighteenth century in North America.

4.10.2 Progressivism - Not Much Help (2014-11-12 17:51)

Woodrow Wilson was the icon for the Progressive movement which peaked sometime between
1900 and 1920. Historians describe the movement in a variety of ways, but it centers around
the notion that the government can trim individual civil liberties in order to implement programs
which it has chosen.

Obviously, the interpretive question on which various views emerge is how the government
can choose, should choose, or does choose which programs are so important that they justify
damaging personal freedoms. Some historians use the word ‘statism’ to characterize Progres-
sivism.

Among the casualties of the Progressive era were women and African-Americans.

Woodrow Wilson was president of Princeton University prior to being elected, in November
1912, president of the United States. At Princeton, he worked explicitly to reduce the number
of Black students applying to the university, and reduce the number being admitted.

While Wilson was at the university, Theodore Roosevelt was president. Roosevelt had ap-
pointed several African-Americans to federal offices. Wilson made public and well-documented
comments, referring to Roosevelt’s appointees by means of vile and racist epithets.

As president, Wilson made no effort to hide his racism. He segregated federal employees who
had been desegregated and integrated after the Civil War - specifically, e.g., in the Post Office.

Progressives hoped to get credit for giving the vote to women, because the Nineteenth Amend-
ment to the United States Constitution was ratified in August 1920, during Wilson’s presidency
and during the Progressive era.

During the 1912 campaign, Wilson had opposed women’s suffrage, while Roosevelt supported
women’s right to vote. After winning the election, Wilson’s opposition to the women’s vote
softened. Eventually, after women publicly picketed in front of the White House, Wilson made
statements supporting the women’s vote, but his support was lukewarm and unenthusiastic -
one senses that it arose from political necessity, not personal conviction.
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More to the point, the Nineteenth Amendment changed little. By the time the amendment was
ratified, women were already voting in 41 of 48 states - and had been doing so for a number
of years.

The Nineteenth Amendment was more symbolic than effective, but it gave the Progressives a
chance to claim that they were doing something for women. In fact, however, Wilson was not
the only Progressive to oppose women’s suffrage.

Many who opposed the Progressive movement were active supporters of women’s suffrage,
like Henry Browne Blackwell.

In the United States, women enjoyed full legal suffrage in Wyoming starting in 1869, in Idaho
and Utah from 1896, and in Colorado starting in 1893. Shortly after the new century began,
full suffrage existed for women in Oregon, Washington, Montana, California, Nevada, Arizona,
Oklahoma, Kansas, New York, Michigan, and South Dakota - all long before the passage of the
Nineteenth Amendment.

Not only had all of that taken place without the Nineteenth Amendment, but most of the re-
maining states were in the process of introducing women’s suffrage. For example, in Texas
and Arkansas, women were already voting in primary elections since 1917 - three years prior
to the constitutional amendment.

In Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, Wisconsin, Kentucky, Indiana, Ohio, Maine, and Vermont, women
were voting in presidential elections before the federal amendment was ratified.

The majority of women in the United States had voting rights prior to August 1920. Only seven
states denied women’s suffrage, and had the Nineteenth Amendment not been ratified, the
inevitable change would have happened in some other way.

The Nineteenth Amendment is, then, an empty symbol - but one which served the purposes of
Progressive propaganda.

While hoping to get some credit for expanding the civil liberties of women, the essential prin-
ciple of Progressivism is that the government has the right to cut personal freedom as it sees
fit.

Scholar William Voegeli frames the Progressive idea this way: “The Progressives of a century
ago” including Woodrow Wilson, and even including some who worked a few decades after
what has traditionally been marked as the end of the Progressive era,

worked to transform a republic where the government had limited duties and powers
into a nation where there were no grievances the government could or should refrain
from addressing, and where no means of responding to those grievances lie outside
the scope of the government’s legitimate authority.

Instead of limiting the government’s power over the individual, the Progressives limited the
individual’s liberties so that the government could manage society.

What were the results of such managing? The record shows that African-Americans and women
paid the price for the Progressive desire to have the government engineer various aspects of
society. Yet the Progressives wanted, at the same time, to be praised for helping women get
the vote.
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4.10.3 Coolidge: the Morality of Wealth (2014-11-13 20:56)

Calvin Coolidge mixed intellectually intriguing amounts of morality and economics. He wanted
to remove governmental restraints on business activity because such action would help people.
He wanted to lower taxation because it would allow ordinary families and ordinary citizens to
have more a chance of succeeding economically.
Although Coolidge worked well with the Secretary of the Treasury, Andrew Mellon, he differed
in temperament from Mellon. Coolidge was content, even as the President of the United States,
to live in thrifty middle-class lifestyle.
Even in the White House, Coolidge sharpened his own pencils and was content to eat plain
food.
Coolidge believed that thrift was a moral virtue. The government should be thrifty, taking
as little money from the people as possible, and spending as litte of the people’s money as
possible. Individual private citizens should spend as little as possible, avoid debt, and save as
much as possible. For Calvin Coolidge, this was the intersection of ethics and economics.
Historian Amity Shlaes recounts how Coolidge sought to provide jobs and better incomes for
the ordinary citizen:

The president was set to speak in December, when Congress returned. That would
be the moment to launch a tax bill. The recession was over, and revenues were
pouring into the Treasury; $300 million, Mellon was reckoning, would be the annual
surplus for fiscal year 1924, more than he had imagined. Instead of 58 percent, the
top income tax rate would have to go down to 31 percent, a combination of a lowered
6 percent base rate and a lower “supertax,” or surtax, of 25 percent. A good share
of the rate cuts came at the top of the tax schedule. This was not merely to favor the
rich, as many said. The tax rate cuts at the top were designed to favor enterprise. If
people got to keep more of their money, they would hire others, Mellon said.

The word ‘materialist’ - in the sense of being “more concerned with material things than with
spiritual, intellectual, or cultural values.” - cannot be applied to Coolidge. A truly spiritual
man, Coolidge saw money and possessions as merely vehicles by which one could express
selfishness or selflessness. When Coolidge sought to encourage business, it was as a means
to improving the lives of the average American citizens.
Productivity, including economic productivity, would bring not only material comfort, but
personal satisfaction and fulfillment to the ordinary citizen. David Greenberg writes about
Coolidge:

Business, likewise, was for him benign, not predatory. In the early decades of the
twentieth century, Progressive Era reforms had countered some of the worst depre-
dations of the unfettered capitalism of the Gilded Age. By the 1920s, a view was
emerging that capitalists’ new sense of social responsibility would preclude the need
for aggressive federal intervention in the marketplace. Coolidge shared this view. A
believer in the regnant economic orthodoxy of Say’s Law - the notion, propounded
by the French economist Jean-Baptiste Say, that supply creates its own demand -
Coolidge held that industrial productivity, by generating prosperity, would serve the
general good. Indeed, he equated the public interest no wtih some consensus bro-
kered to satisfy competing social factions but with something close to the needs of

180 ©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com



4.11. DECEMBER BlogBook

industry itself. He wanted, as he once said, “to encourage business, not merely for
its own sake but because that is the surest method of administering to the common
good.”

Thus it was, that during the Coolidge presidency, business became the beneficent friend of the
average citizen - not a vehicle to give exclusive privilege to the upper classes - but rather an
opportunity for families to experience a sense of success, and the satisfaction which comes
from productivity: making a contribution to society.

4.11 December

4.11.1 Coolidge, at Home and Abroad (2014-12-15 08:08)

The Coolidge presidency is marked by both foreign policy triumphs and domestic successes. In
the area of foreign policy, Coolidge knew that his experience was limited. While he understood
the global issues well, he knew that he needed to rely on experienced appointees who had the
detailed expertise in diplomacy.
Among the foreign policy victories were the Dawes Plan and the Kellogg–Briand Pact. Both
were aimed at calming troubled international relationships. Coolidge saw that WWI, which had
just ended, had not exhausted the serious tensions in global relationships. Coolidge’s foreign
policy initiatives were designed to ease tensions and avoid another world war.
In the early 1920s, people on both sides of the Atlantic, and around the world, were thinking
about recovering from the war, and getting life back to normal. But Coolidge and other far-
sighted leaders could see that the motives for armed conflict had not exhausted themselves
on the battlefields of WWI, and that international relations needed to be carefully managed to
avoid another outbreak of massive violence.
When Coolidge took office in August 1923, the diplomatic and economic situation in Europe
was teetering on the brink of collapse, and collapse might mean the outbreak, or resumption,
of hostilities. Coolidge looked to Charles Dawes to find a way to stabilize the situation.
The overly-punitive reparations demanded by the French and British at the Versailles discus-
sions in 1918/1919 needed to be moderated. If Germany declared bankruptcy and defaulted
on its payments of these reparations, the situation would grow dire. In fact, Germany did so
default.
The United States would lend, under the terms of the Dawes Plan, eight hundred million
(800,000,000) gold marks to Germany to help it meet its obligations. Thereafter, the plan
regulated the amount of payments per year to keep the financial burden on Germany manage-
able.
The Dawes Plan avoided a crisis and stabilized Europe, both economically and diplomatically.
The Plan was accepted by the European nations in August 1924, and Coolidge rewarded Dawes
by making him vice president.
Building on the gains of the Dawes Plan, Coolidge’s Secretary of State, Frank Kellogg, worked
to build an international agreement. In early 1927, the French had proposed a similar but more
limited idea, which had a lukewarm reception. Kellogg’s idea was bolder and went further. It
created a framework for negotiations to avoid military conflict. Historian Amity Shlaes writes:
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The treaty itself had crystallized in Kellogg’s mind as the administration had tried to
decide what to make of Briand’s irritating bilateral plan. Briand had proposed that
plant in the newspapers in April 1927, and for months after, Kellogg hadmade a show
of ignoring him. But perhaps, Kellogg had begun to think, one could use Briand’s
document as a basis for a treaty among the great powers, a “universal undertaking
not to resort to war.” That “might make a more signal contribution to world peace by
joining in an effort to obtain the adherence of all the principal powers of the world to a
declaration renouncing war as an instrument of policy.” Such a declaration, he wrote
in one State Department paper, “could not but be an impressive example.” With the
word “example,” Kellogg knew, he might lure not only Briand but also Coolidge.

The Kellogg-Briand Pact was formally approved in August 1928. Although some observers crit-
icized the treaty as ineffective because it lacked an enforcement mechanism, the next decade
lacked major military conflicts.
Aside from the Spanish Civil War and Japan’s aggression in China, it seems that the Kellogg-
Briand Pact delayed the next World War for ten years, but strict causality in this case is impos-
sible to prove.
While managing these achievements in foreign policy, Coolidge was achieving equally great,
or even greater, things in domestic policy.
The Coolidge presidency achieved amazing feat: reduction in national debt, reduction in taxes,
reduction in government spending, and practical elimination of the deficit. By certain statistical
metrics, Coolidge can be quantified as one of the most economically successful presidents. Cit-
izens in all income categories enjoyed increased standards of living. All regions of the country
and all industrial and business sectors experienced growth.
His enthusiasm for the free market was coupled with his sense of civic responsibility. Goodwill
in the private sector, fueled by a sense of charity and duty, could accomplish as much and
more than public sector programs. Historian David Greenberg writes:

Coolidge famously summarized this philosophy in his January 1925 declaration to the
American Society of Newspaper Editors: “The chief business of America is business.”
Although sometimes caricatured as a sign of Coolidge’s obeisance to corporations,
the statement actually contained a more subtle though still pro-business message.
No apologist for raw laissez-faire, Coolidge believed that public-spiritedness was
needed to counter the corrupting temptations of the profit motive. He was reminding
the editors that they had to remain high-minded if they commercially driven news-
paper business was to benefit the public. “The chief ideal of the American people,”
he explained, “is idealism.” And Coolidge’s economic outlook was indeed idealistic.

Meticulous in detail, personally supervising the use of office supplies in the White House,
Coolidge was debt-averse in the extreme. This passion for avoiding financial obligations was
part theoretical economics, and part family culture from his boyhood.
Attacking the debt and paying it down was Coolidge’s highest policy priority, domestic or for-
eign. Historian Robert Ferrell writes:

Coolidge liked the idea of living within one’s means. Perhaps ever since his father in
1880 refused to advance him a penny until the election of Garfield, he had thought
about debt. As soon as he finished reading law in Northampton, he balanced income
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with outgo. After marriage in 1905 the Coolidge family always came up with a surplus.
As president he watched over the national debt, bringing it down from $22.3 billion in
1923 to $16.9 billion in 1929, a major achievement of economy. Coolidge considered
the national debt to be the same as a private debt. In his day, there was none of the
intricate calculation that would later grace - or disgrace, depending on the observer
and his or her political party - government account keeping, whereby the government
debt became subject to management and became a positive good, a vital necessity
for the nation’s economic well-being. No one ventured that a rising gross national
product would shrink the debt in a relative sense, or that what shrinkage did not occur
relatively could occur through inflation. To Coolidge, the debt was an unadulterated
debit, an evil, something to be rid of. Retiring the debt was “predominant necessity
of the country.” Retiring the debt was “the very largest internal improvement …
possible to conceive.”

The significance of Coolidge’s achievements can be seen when one searches for another United
States president who simultaneously reduced debt, deficit, spending and taxes, while growing
the economy for all income brackets, regions and industrial sectors.

4.11.2 North America: Early Settlers Decide for Independence
(2014-12-17 12:56)

By the time that the tyrant, George III of England, provoked, by means of his cruel injustices,
the colonists in North America into open conflict with the British Empire, those thirteen colonies,
and the other regions they controlled in the interior of the continent, were inhabited by diverse
groupings of people.
They faced a profound question: would they actively support America’s bid for independence
from England?
During the second half of the eighteenth century, enthusiasm for independence fluctuated
among the residents of the thirteen colonies. At times, the majority was probably in favor of
it; at times, the majority seemed indifferent or even hostile to the idea.
Polling data as it is known in the twenty-first century was not collected in those days. Estimates
of support are made from what evidence exists. Such approximations are not exact.
It is, however, clear that support for independence varied from region to region, and varied
within region by ethnic and religious groupings. Historian Thomas Sowell writes:

While other Americans split into Tory supporters of England and revolutionaries for
independence in 1776, German Americans split into pacifists and revolutionaries.
Mennonites and other German religious sects would not fight, but some paid extra
taxes instead or engaged in medical or other duties consistent with their status as
conscientious objectors. However, the largest denominations among Germans, the
Lutherans and the Reformed, had no prohibitions against the military, and many
Germans from these groups fought in the revolution.

Support for the independence effort varied with the colonial army’s victories or losses, with
the economic impact of the war, and with shifting political moods. Stirring texts, like Thomas
Paine’s Common Sense and The American Crisis stoked the passion for independence; news of
betrayal and defection, like that of Benedict Arnold, muted such fervor. Larry Arnn writes:
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In the period leading up to the American Revolution, loyalists or Tories contested with
revolutionaries, and these two groups alternated having the upper hand between
1763 and 1776, and even later, after the war had begun. The people were making
up their minds about something fundamental, and a consensus was slow in forming.

Ultimately, the spirit of independence took permanent hold. A unique turning-point in world
history, the United States would find the legitimacy for its founding, not in the hereditary claims
of a royal dynasty, but in the consent of the governed.
Working out this Lockean vision, the inhabitants of the new nation reconceived citizenship and
participation. Mark Levin describes this notion:

In the civil society, the individual has a duty to respect the unalienable rights of others
and the values, customs, and traditions, tried and tested over time and passed from
one generation to the next, that establish society’s cultural identity. He is responsible
for attending to his own well-being and that of his family. And he has a duty as a
citizen to contribute voluntarily to the welfare of his community through good works.

In making a decision for independence, then, the residents of North America were making more
than a decision about the sovereignty of a particular territory. They were making a decision
about personal political liberty and the personal responsibliity which is necessary to maintain
it.

4.11.3 The Presidents and the Grape (2014-12-27 19:54)

Quite early in American history, attempts were made to grow vitis vinifera, a family of common
European grapevines, in the thirteen colonies, starting with Virginia. Thomas Jefferson, with
his many scientific interests including botany and agriculture, tried to get the vine to grow.
Importing wine from Europe was costly. Americans had already begun to brew their own beer,
distill various liquors, and make a form of apple wine. But grape wine still eluded them.
George Washington apparently did not devote much effort to establishing wine production in
America, content with imported wine and domestic beer. He did distill his own liquor. Historian
Leon D. Adams write:

Virginia, as we have seen, was the first of the colonies to cultivate grapes for wine.
The attempts to grow Vinifera, which began in 1619 under Lord Delaware, continued
in Virginia for almost two centuries. Some of the vineyards succeeded in producing
quantities of wine before plant diseases and insect pests killed the European vines.
About 1716, historian Robert Beverley won a wager of seven hundred guineas from
his neighbors by producing seven hundred gallons in a single vintage from his three-
acre vineyard at Beverley Park in King and Queen County. But Beverley apparently
made the wine from native wild grapes, which he cultivated together with his few
French vines. The only Virginia wines of any note in the eighteenth century were
the red and white Rapidan, made by a colony of Germans who settled on the Rapi-
dan River in Spotsylvania County after 1770. George Washington planted a garden
vineyard at Mount Vernon, but there is no record of his having made any wine, al-
though he made cider and distilled considerable quantities of applejack. In 1773, Dr.
Filippo Mazzei of Tuscany brought Italian winegrowers with ten thousand European
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vine cuttings in a chartered ship to establish winegrowing in Virginia. Most of Mazzei’s
cuttings were planted at Monticello, the estate of Thomas Jefferson, in what is now
Albemarle County. For thirty years Jefferson continued trying to grow Vinifera, even
importing some of his vines directly from Chateau d’Yquem, and he is said once to
have even imported some French soil. An advocate of wine as a temperate beverage,
he hoped to establish grape growing as an American industry, and while minister to
France from 1785 to 1789, he made his own scientific studies of viticulture and wine-
making. Jefferson finally admitted his failure with Vinifera when he recommended in
1809 that native vines, such as the Alexander, be planted instead.

Eventually, successful winemaking would succeed with other types of grapes in the thirteen
colonies. The vitis vinifera would find its American home in California.
In due course, vitis vinifera would form hybrids with some of the native North American breeds,
and these hearty plants were able to survive outside of California. Later vintners would also
graft vitis vinifera onto the roots of native breeds. In the end, forms of vitis vinifera would grow
in places like Michigan and New York.

4.11.4 Roosevelt and the Grape (2014-12-28 22:30)

The political history of Prohibition is complex. Before the Eighteenth Amendment took effect
in January 1920, a nation-wide ban on most alcoholic beverages had been enacted and took
effect at the end of June 1919.
Oddly, the ban had been legislated on the rationale that the nation’s grains were needed for the
war effort. But the war ended in November 1918, more than six months before the moratorium
came into force.
In addition, some individual counties and states wrote their own local bans into law.
Wineries, breweries, and distilleries were economically destroyed; distributors of beverages
and operators of restaurants and bars were badly damaged in their ability to earn a living. By
contrast, organized crime - “gangsters” and the Mafia - flourished.
In March 1933, legislation allowed for the manufacture, sale, and consumption of certain types
of beer and wine. In December 1933, the constitutional amendment was repealed, making
beer, wine, and distilled liquors fully legal.
But the economy could not instantly fix the devastation done to several different sectors. One
historian, Leon D. Adams, writes:

Would the government, which had destroyed the industry, help to restore it? Some
members of President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s administration thought it should. There
was ample precedent for Federal assistance; the Department of Agriculture had en-
couraged winegrowing for more than a century, operating experimental vineyards
and breeding wine grapes until Prohibition intervened. As late as 1880, the only
Federal census statistics of state-by-state grape production were given in gallons of
wine made, because the chief purpose of planting vineyards was to grow wine. This
was always the case in other countries; nine tenths of the world’s grapes are grown
for wine. Shipping of fresh grapes as a dessert fruit was unimportant until after re-
frigerated freight cars were adapted for fruit shipments about 1887, and the raisin
industry remained small until the 1890s.
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American vintners were honored by seeing their product served and consumed at official state
banquets:

Promptly at Repeal, Eleanor Roosevelt began serving American wines in the White
House, restoring the custom that had prevailed until “Lemonade Lucy,” the wife of
President Rutherford B. Hayes, stopped it in 1877.

Given that the Roosevelt administration was spending massive amounts of money on various
“public works” and “make work” projects, it seemed reasonable if a small sum were spent
to encourage the nation’s winegrowing industry. Compared to other massive expenditures
on Roosevelt’s projects, agricultural help for the vineyards was an insignificant amount. The
science of winemaking, reports Leon D. Adams, found at least one friend in the Department of
Agriculture.

Dr. Rexford Guy Tugwell, a member of Roosevelt’s famed “Brain Trust,” made elabo-
rate plans to restore winegrowing as a nationwide industry. Tugwell, who then was
the assistant secretary of agriculture, even favored exempting wine and beer from
taxation in order to hold down the consumption of hard liquor. In 1933 he sent the
Agriculture Department’s Dr. Charles A. Magoon to Europe to collect the newest wine
yeast cultures. At Tugwell’s direction, two complete model wineries were built, one
at the Government’s giant agricultural research center in Beltsville, Maryland, and
the other at the Meridian, Mississippi, research station which served the southeast-
ern states. Both wineries were fully equipped with crushers, presses, underground
vats, and there was a brandy still at Beltsville.

But after a massive investment of taxpayer dollars, Democrat Congressman Clarence Cannon
of Missouri organized resistance to government’s wine efforts. Both research locations and
their equipped went unused.
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5.1.1 Progressivism and Public Education (2015-01-12 20:25)

The interplay between public and private education has changed significantly over the decades
and centuries since 1776. Public schools in the United States did not appear in significant
numbers until a century later. It was not until the late 1800s that public high schools were as
numerous as private ones.
Prior to 1900, the distinction between private and public schools was mainly one of technical
definitions; in practice, the distinction was often quite blurred.
The Northwest Ordinance of 1785 allotted a piece of land - the famous 16th section of each
township - to be used for education. In some cases, schools were built on that land; in other
cases, the land was sold to finance the construction of a school. Sometimes, the land was
leased, and the revenues were used to fund education.
In many cases, the ongoing operation of schools, especially primary schools, was conducted in
a way which corresponds neither to the twenty-first century notion of public education, nor to
the twenty-first century notion of private education. Churches and clergy were frequently and
influentially involved in the management and functioning of these schools.
Local pastors, ministers, priests, and other clerics were often chosen to supervise schools be-
cause they were frequently the only people in the county who had university educations. They
had learned to read several foreign languages, were familiar with world history, and conversant
with poetry and other forms of literature.
The voters of the counties were happy to see educated citizens involved in education, and didn’t
mind that they happened to be associated with religious institutions. Even voters who weren’t
church attenders or members of churches thought the arrangement proper. They thought that
this was a contribution made by one segment of the community for the benefit of the entire
community - the expertise of the clergy would benefit all citizens.
Education was provided by a sort of hybrid institution - neither clearly public nor clearly private.
But it was clear that it was in no way managed by the federal government. Townships, cities,
and counties managed the schools. State governments took, at first, little interest in education.
Around 1900, a shift in perceptions took place. The distinction between public and private
education received more attention. Part of this shift was related to the Progressivist movement,
led by men like Woodrow Wilson.
Wilson’s vision of progressivism was one of a technocratic paternalistic authoritarianism, in
which a corps of elites would guide policy decisions, and the ability of voting citizens to affect
policy would be reduced. Progressives wanted to utilize the educational system to sift out this
elite class of leaders. Private schools, with their emphasis on charity and equality, would have
to be separated from the public schools and pushed to the side. One constitutional scholar,
Judge Andrew Napolitano, writes:

Public schools were an ideal place to weed out students in order to create an elite
class of people, while relegating the rest to their rightful position in life. Woodrow
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Wilson stated in a speech to a group of businessmen prior to World War I, “We want
one class of persons to have a liberal education, and we want another class of per-
sons, a very much larger class of necessity in every society, to forgo the privilege of
a liberal education and fit themselves to perform specific difficult manual tasks.”

Part of Wilson’s agenda was, of course, keeping African-American students out of universities.
As president of Princeton University, he did exactly that, with shocking effectiveness. Woodrow
Wilson worked to undo fifty years of civil rights progress.

Wilson’s predecessor in the White House, Theodore Roosevelt, had appointed a number of
Black officials to high federal offices. Wilson mocked Roosevelt’s decision, using inappropriate
and hateful racial epithets to refer to the African-Americans in Roosevelt’s administration.

While Teddy Roosevelt’s record on civil rights had some flaws, Wilson was determined to undo
what good Roosevelt had done. Upon taking office in 1913, Roosevelt removed Blacks from
significant federal offices, and re-segregated those branches of the federal government which
had been desegregated and integrated in the prior decades.

5.1.2 Harding Brings Normalcy (2015-01-18 17:58)

President Warren Harding popularized, but did not invent, the word ‘normalcy’ during the 1920
election. Most famously, he used it in a May 1920 presentation which affected the course of
that election.

What did Harding mean? As a candidate for office, he was responding to the eight years of the
Wilson administration. Those two terms were characterized by what one historian, R. Emmett
Tyrrell, describes as “Woodrow Wilson’s excessive regulation of the economy.”

Beyond the economy, Wilson was also convinced that, as commander in chief during WWI, his
“authority to exercise censorship over the press is absolutely necessary,” as Wilson said when
urging Congress to pass the Sedition and Espionage acts.

Beyond economics and free speech, Wilson’s support of public education was fueled by his
desire to control society. He wanted an education, not to give knowledge and skills enabling
individuals to create and innovate, but rather to form the beliefs, values, and opinions of indi-
vidual humans.

Wilson did not want an education which would give the citizen the tools to develop his own
thought; he wanted to instill the Wilsonian progressive agenda into into individuals replacing
their own thoughts. He did not want an education to empower the individual scientifically,
artistically, and economically to design and originate; he wanted an education to transition
the individual into a life of government regulation.

One belief of Wilsonian progressivism was that the government should empower “experts” to
make decisions and take such choices away from the individual citizen, whether in the sphere
of business, art, or natural sciences. He wrote that

“when I had to do with the administration of an educational institution, that I should
like to make the young gentlemen of the rising generation as unlike their fathers as
possible.”
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Warren G. Harding presented himself to the voters as an alternative - as a chance to throw off
the yokes and chains of Wilson’s control, to gain more freedom, and live in an atmosphere of
‘normalcy.’
How did Harding envision this “normalcy”? Normalcy was the calm and free foundation which
would allow individuals to experiment, to create, and to innovate. A wave of inventions and
discoveries - whether in mechanical technology or medicine - would be unleashed during the
Harding administration.
Harding’s vision was one of freeing people to think, write, and invent. Both explicitly and by
implication, Harding was - as an extension of his vision - more eager than Wilson to see African-
Americans exercise their right to vote.
Even radicals would enjoy Harding’s normalcy. It was Woodrow Wilson and his appointee, At-
torney General A. Mitchell Palmer, who had ordered the notorious “Palmer Raids” against sus-
pected communists. Harding was much more relaxed about the communist threat. The best
way to defeat it, he felt, was not to arrest communists, but simply to show that freedom allowed
for a better life than communism could facilitate. Historian Amity Shlaes writes:

One word from the speech hung in the air: “normalcy” By normalcy, Harding did
not mean that people should all be normal. He meant that the environment should
be normal and relatively predictable. The old progressive swings in policy disrupted
too much. A currency that changed value was a problem. Extreme Red-baiting was
wrong; now that the war was over, it was time for compassion. Harding had taken a
sentiment felt by everyone - that there had been too much upheaval - and broadened
it into a plan. Sometimes the country felt normal now; but if it could get all the way
back to normalcy then commerce could do the rest of the work. Then the knotty
issues of money, prices, and even tariffs could be sorted out.

After Harding took office, the Wilsonian prudes scolded him because he occasionally drank
whiskey - Wilson had pushed the Prohibitionist agenda and the Eighteenth Amendment. They
were further delighted when several of Harding’s appointees were enmeshed in scandals -
although the wrongdoing belonged to the appointees and not to Harding.
In August 1923, Harding died suddenly. His policies and vision, however, continued under the
Coolidge administration. Together, the Harding and Coolidge years saw expanding freedom
and prosperity for citizens at all income levels and in all demographic groups.

5.1.3 Candidate Harding (2015-01-19 21:50)

Early in 1920, there was a large number of candidates seeking the nominations of both the
Republican Party and the Democrat Party. Because President Woodrow Wilson was not seeking
reelection, neither party had an incumbent, and the fields were wide open.
The differences between the candidates were sometimes ideological, as in the distinction be-
tweenWarren Harding and Theodore Roosevelt, but sometimes the contrast was one of style, as
in the contrast between Harding and Calvin Coolidge. In terms of policy, Harding and Coolidge
were nearly indistinguishable, but in terms of oratory, Harding bested Coolidge in his ability to
move crowds.
Harding interested the voters by speaking of an end to experimentation. Wilson’s administra-
tion was perpetually tinkering with the economy, with education, and with other policy topics.
©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com 189



BlogBook 5.1. JANUARY

The voters were annoyed by regulation and by constant changes in regulation. Historian Amity
Shlaes recounts a pivotal speech which brought Harding closer to the nomination:

Before a crowd of 100,000 Harding then gave his speech, far grander and more am-
bitious than Coolidge’s and of high quality. America must not expect too much or
experiment too much, he said. He warned against change for its own sake. “No
altered system will work a miracle,” he said. “Any wild experiment will only add to
the confusion. Our best assurance lies in efficient administration of our proven sys-
tem.” Harding might pursue some items on the progressive agenda. But he sought
no Square Deal, such as Theodore Roosevelt had offered. What this administration
wanted was to find its way back to the Old Deal.

After several ballots, the Republican Party nominated Harding. The 1920 election was a land-
slide. The other party got only 34 % of the popular vote, and the only states it carried were
the states of the old Confederacy. Civil War sentiments were still in play. A majority of African-
American voters in the states of the deep South chose Harding, but the local governments
there were in the hands of the Democrats, who kept many Black voters away from the polls,
and refused to count some of the votes of those who did cast a ballot.
Harding would repay the electorate’s trust by deregulating markets, cutting taxes, cutting
federal spending, and paying down the national debt. The result was a thriving economy,
benefiting citizens at all income levels, low or high. Harding also worked to counteract Woodrow
Wilson’s racist policies. Unlike Wilson, Harding was in favor of anti-lynching laws. The children
of former slaves, the African-American voters of the deep South, had an effective ally in Warren
G. Harding.

5.1.4 Andrew Mellon’s Economic Policies (2015-01-20 10:18)

Andrew Mellon was Secretary of the Treasury for more than ten years; he served under pres-
idents Harding, Coolidge, and Hoover. His work helped to pull the United States out of an
economic decline, and helped to generate a decade of prosperity for citizens at all income
levels.
An insightful economist, Mellon approached his task systematically. Appointed by Harding at
the very beginning of Harding’s first term, Mellon inherited a national debt of over twenty-six
billion dollars: a staggering sum at the time. Tax revenue was anemic, and Mellon saw that
high tax rates were dampening business activity. Cuts to the tax rates would energize business,
which would in turn boost personal income for workers, and finally increase tax revenue to pay
off the debt.
Mellon encouraged Congress to cut taxes; by 1926, income tax rates had fallen from a high of
50 % to 20 % in the highest brackets. Further tax cuts would be enacted, and by 1928, the
national debt had fallen to 17.6 billion.
During the war, the United States had lent huge sums to various European nations. France, in
particular, was teetering on the edge of economic collapse, and Mellon recognized that such
a collapse would have ripple effects which would harm the U.S. economy. He achieved an
agreement whereby some of debt would be forgiven. He calculated that the amount which
the U.S. lost by canceling French debt would be less than the harm generated by a French
economic breakdown.
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Likewise, Mellon was instrumental to the design and implementation of the Dawes Plan. The
plan, named after Coolidge’s vice-president Charles Dawes, stabilized the German economy
by restructuring its debt, preventing both the outbreak of war and the serial collapse of several
European economies; it was enacted in 1924, and revised in 1929 under the name ‘the Young
Plan.’
In addition to cutting taxes, Mellon found ways to reduce government spending. He restruc-
tured the way in which paper money was printed, saving taxpayer dollars in the process.
Mellon’s years in government were at a time when a shift was taking place: earlier in history,
the government’s revenues were largely from tariffs; later in history, a larger percentage of
revenue would come from income tax. Whether Mellon encouraged this change, or whether it
was taking place around him and despite him, is a matter open to debate. Did he welcome it,
or simply acknowledge it as inevitable?
The tax cuts which Mellon persuaded Congress to pass were carefully calculated to ensure that
taxpayers at the very bottom of the wage scale would benefit by being allowed to keep more
of their earned wages. Mellon argued that unearned income could be taxed at a higher rate
than earned income.
While Mellon agreed with Coolidge and Harding about the broad principles of federal policy,
there were some differences. As historian Amity Shlaes writes,

As he got to know the Treasury secretary, Coolidge could see that he andMellon came
at the question of the budget and money differently. Coolidge believed that higher
taxes were wrong because they took away from men money that was their property;
he believed that lower rates were good precisely because they encouraged enter-
prise, but also because they brought less money. Low rates starved the government
beast.

While Mellon’s policies were successful at rescuing both the American and the European
economies, his embrace of a progressive income tax and his willingness to tax unearned in-
come at higher rates than earned income may have planted the seeds for future economic
difficulties.

5.1.5 Paine vs. Monarchy = Liberty vs. Tyranny (2015-01-22 10:10)

Among many other topics in his writings, Thomas Paine formulated arguments against monar-
chy and in favor of representative government. He articulated these arguments in different
ways in different texts over the years.
In 1792, he authored a tract in response to a royal proclamation issued against seditious writ-
ings. He was among the targets, perhaps the chief target, of this royal edict. Paine’s tract was
printed and published in England, and its publishers were prosecuted as a result.
In this tract, Paine asked the reader to examine the notion of monarchy in the abstract, apart
from “custom and usage.” He argues that familiarity lulls people into accepting that which is
rationally unacceptable.
“Antiquity and precedent,” Paine writes, obscure the irrationality of the practice of granting
sovereign governing power purely on the basis of inheritance. There is a linguistic element
to this fallacy: merely because an individual has inherited a title such as ‘king’ or ‘lord’ does
not in any way entail that this individual is more fit to govern than any other individual. Paine
writes:
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To say that the Government of this country is composed of King, Lords, and Commons,
is the mere phraseology of custom. It is composed of men; and whoever the men be
to whom the Government of any country is entrusted, they ought to be the best and
wisest that can be found, and if they are not so, they are not fit for the station. A
man derives no more excellence from the change of a name, or calling him King, or
calling him Lord, than I should do by changing my name from Thomas to George, or
from Paine to Guelph, I should not be a whit the more able to write a book, because
my name were altered; neither would any man, now called a King or a Lord, have a
whit the more sense than he now has, were he to call himself Thomas Paine.

It is also a politico-linguistic error, Paine continues, to label a segment of society as ‘com-
moners.’ He continues his argument by asking the reader to imagine that a country had to
formulate its government ab initio. Given an abstract description of a hereditary monarchy, no
nation would rationally and voluntarily adopt such a plan of government. Devastatingly, Paine
proceeds to describe the English monarchy:

First — That some one individual should be taken from all the rest of the nation, and
to whom all the rest should swear obedience, and never be permitted to sit down in
his presence, and that they should give to him one million sterling a year. — That the
nation should never after have power or authority to make laws but with his express
consent, and that his sons and his sons’ sons, whether wise or foolish, good men or
bad, fit or unfit, should have the same power, and also the same money annually
paid to them for ever.
Secondly — That there should be two houses of Legislators to assist in making laws,
one of which should, in the first instance, be entirely appointed by the aforesaid
person, and that their sons and their sons’ sons, whether wise or foolish, good men
or bad, fit or unfit, should for ever after be hereditary Legislators.
Thirdly — That the other house should be chosen in the same manner as the house,
now called the House of Commons, is chosen, and should be subject to the control
of the two aforesaid hereditary Powers in all things.

Paine goes on to discuss the absurdities of the monarchy, thus described, at length. While this
1792 text contains one of his most powerful arguments against monarchy, it is not his most
famous or influential.
Among Paine’s many writings, two emerge as his most prominent: Common Sense and The
Crisis. Both rallied support for the cause of independence at crucial moments during the rev-
olutionary era. The former was written in 1776, and the latter was a series of articles written
from 1776 to 1783. Both contained arguments against monarchy, as well as arguments on
other topics.
The publication of Common Sense, according to British philosopher A.J. Ayer, “played a decisive
part in persuading” the residents of North America to seek independence from England. But
Ayer also opines that this, Paine’s most famous and influential argument against monarchy,
is also his weakest. Paine’s writing mustered support for the cause of independence; Ayer,
however, asks:

How did Paine achieve it? More by rhetoric, of which he was a master, than by force
of argument. His arguments are on two levels, not always kept distinct. In part they
are designed to prove the superiority in general of representative over monarchical
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or aristocratic forms of government. Here the thrust of the reasoning is mainly neg-
ative. The emphasis is laid rather on the evils of any form of hereditary government,
especially monarchy, than on the merits of representative government, though Paine
does use the argument that it will prove convenient ‘to leave the legislative part to
be managed by a select number chosen from the whole body, who are supposed
to have the same concerns at stake which those have who appointed them, and
who will act in the same manner as teh whole body would act were they present.’
Evidently this argument applies only to a small and harmonious electorate. Paine
makes a faint attempt to cope with this difficulty by proposing that as the electorate
increases, constituencies should be multiplied and elections held more frequently,
but already there is a narrow limit to the practicability of these reforms, unless we
shift to a much greater degree of decentralization than anything Paine envisages.

Whether one favors Paine’s argumentation of 1792 or his argumentation of 1776, he not only
lived during, but significantly shaped, the era in which nation-states began to reject monar-
chies, absolute or near-absolute, as a form of government. It can be reasonably argued that
Paine’s influence could be detected around the globe for two or three centuries after he pro-
duced these texts.

While Paine’s argumentation was produced at a time when men were wresting freedom from
monarchs, similar argumentation can be used to wrest liberty from non-dynastic bureaucrats,
or to protect liberty from encroaching officialdom. Echoing Paine’s sentiments, but writingmore
than two hundred years later, Mark Levin notes that the freedom-seeking and liberty-conscious
patriot, the citizen who wishes to protect his rights,

is alarmed by the ascent of a soft tyranny and its cheery acceptance by the neo-
Statist. He knows that liberty once lost is rarely recovered. He knows of the decline
and eventual failure of past republics. And he knows that the best prescription for
addressing society’s real and perceived ailments is not to further empower an already
enormous federal government beyond its constitutional limits, but to return to the
founding principles. A free people living in a civil society, working in self-interested
cooperation, and a government operating within the limits of its authority promote
more prosperity, opportunity, and happiness for more people than an alternative.

A limited, clearly and effectively limited, government composed of freely-elected representa-
tives, allowing for free markets and free speech, Levin continues, “is the antidote to tyranny
precisely because its principles are the founding principles.”

Paine’s career reached its highpoint during the revolutionary era, 1775 to 1783. Thereafter,
his influence and popularity declined, due to his misunderstood engagement with the French
Revolution, and due to misunderstood attacks on religious institutions. Regarding the former,
Paine was not a blind supporter of the atrocities committed by leaders of the French Revolution,
and in fact attempted to persuade them into more humane measures. Regarding the latter,
Paine was no atheist, but an exponent of some type of theism or deism, who criticized the
human institutions and traditions of religion, not the existence of the deity they worshipped.
But American readers were given superficial or inaccurate accounts of his activities, leading to
a decline in his popularity.
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5.1.6 Tuskegee Airmen - As It Really Happened (2015-01-23 13:56)

From the time at which both elementary schools and high schools began requiring classes which
included “the civil rights movement” and “African-American History,” the famous ‘Tuskegee
Airmen’ have become familiar icons alongside Rosa Parks, W.E.B. DuBois, Frederick Douglas,
and a host of other famous Black Americans. But aside from the vague notion that these airmen
were pilots in WWII, the typical student has no detailed understanding of what they actually
did, despite the fact that both documentary films and a Hollywood movie have portrayed their
exploits.
Historian William Percy provides insight into who the Tuskegee airmen were, and what they
did; this knowledge can transform them from one-dimensional characters in a rehearsed civil
rights narrative into the three- or four-dimensional historical individuals they actually were.
The “airmen” actually included commissioned officers, an important step for African-Americans
in the Army (no separate Air Force existed until after WII). Their exemplary work in a ‘semi-
integrated’ setting, as Percy calls it, gave the Air Corps a head start over the other branches
of the military in achieving further integration. The Army itself had operated in a highly segre-
gated manner since the administration of Woodrow Wilson; soldiers recruited from the South,
who had already lived under ‘Jim Crow’ laws, were familiar with the system, but soldiers from
the North – both white and black – were sometimes surprised by the system, having attended,
e.g., the integrated high schools in many Northern cities. Having served and fought in ‘semi-
integrated’ settings, returning to segregated Army bases in the U.S. was a rude awakening for
some of the airmen.
Higher officers in the Army Air Force, the AAF, acknowledged the accomplishments of the
Tuskegee units – the 99th Fighter Squadron and the 332nd Fighter Group – but saw the in-
tegration of African-Americans into AAF as a wartime necessity or a political statement, and
seemed willing to return to the segregated status quo antebellum.
One reason for the success of the 332nd was their leader, Colonel B.O. Davis, Jr.; he was a West
Point graduate and was praised by his superiors, General Eaker and General Dean Strother. The
airmen compiled an impressive record; measured by nearly any statistic – number of missions,
number of enemy craft shot down, number of medals earned, etc. – they performed as well as,
or better than, other units. The only criticism made of them was that they might have more
aggressively pursued enemy fighter planes; but this criticism fails to consider the fact that, to
make such pursuit, they would have had to leave the bombers which they were escorting, and
giving escort was their assigned task at that moment. Thus it was that no bomber escorted
by the Tuskegee pilots was ever shot down by enemy fire: this unique statistic is one of their
main claims to fame.
Various specific anecdotes serve to illustrate the heroism for which these men became known.
On a sixteen-hundred-mile raid to Berlin, bombers were to be accompanied by three different
fighter groups: one group for the first third of the mission, another group for the second third,
and a final group for the remainder of the flight. The Tuskegee pilots were assigned to the
middle third, but when the final group of fighters failed to appear at the rendezvous point to
takeover escort duty and relieve the Tuskegee pilots, the Tuskegee fighters continued protected
the bombers for the remainder of the mission, including shooting down at least three ME-262
jet fighters, a feat which earned them a Distinguished Unit Citation.
Among the white officers and white airmen of AAF, there were certainly some whose racists
attitudes emoted a strong distaste for working with the ‘Negroes’ – the majority of white fliers,
however, respected and appreciated the work of Black airmen and officers. High-ranking AAF
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officers, including even General “Hap” Arnold, visited the bases and praised the ‘Negro airmen.’
Aside from friendliness and praising the skill of the Black pilots, the crews of the American
bombers realized that the Tuskegee airmen had saved their lives in many situations. When a
bomber suffered either mechanical difficulties, or damage from enemy fire, and had to separate
from the formation and return to its base alone, it was especially vulnerable to German fighters,
and especially thankful for the protective escort of the Tuskegee fliers.
The 332nd Fighter Group was formed in January 1942 and arrived in Europe in January 1944.
Initially, the 332nd was equipped with P-39 fighter which had inferior technical features, and
the missions given to the 332nd were underwhelming, as William Percy notes:

Upon reaching their base of operations, the black airmen became thoroughly dis-
gusted when they learned of their new assignment. Having been prevented from
taking the 99th out of combat some months earlier, the AAF ordered the 332nd
to carry out coastal patrol to protect Allied shipping between Naples and Anzio, a
relatively uneventful and unimportant task. The G-3 study absolving the 99th of
Momyer’s evaluations would not come out until March, so perhaps the AAF felt justi-
fied in giving the 332nd this duty. Davis felt that “to assign the group to a non-combat
role at a critical juncture in the war seemed a betrayal of everything we had worked
for, and an intentional insult to me and my men.” For the next three months, aside
from an occasional ground-support mission over Anzio, the 332nd flew boring, rou-
tine patrols, during which time the group came into contact with only three German
reconnaissance planes. To make matters worse, at the beginning of this assignment,
the 99th had just scored its incredible tally of victories on 27 and 28 January, making
the new arrivals yearn even more for actual combat.

Bombers needed protection, however, and the 332nd was re-tasked to escort them, was re-
equipped with technically superior P-47 aircraft, and earned its fame protecting the vulnerable
B-17 and B-24 bombers.
The 99th Fighter Squadron was older than the 332nd, having been founded in July 1941. The
99th trained at Tuskegee on a variety of non-combat ‘trainer’ aircraft – the BT-13 and the AT-6
– and was then equipped with P-40 fighters. The 99th arrived in Africa in April 1943. (The
reader may recall a TV series from the 1960’s called “Rat Patrol” which captured the flavor of
the North African Theater of combat.) After training briefly with the 27th Fighter Group, the
99th was assigned to the 33rd Fighter Group; the 99th was with the 33rd for only May and
June of 1943. The officers of the 33rd alternated between ignoring the 99th and belittling it;
while individual officers, and most of the airmen, of the 33rd were supportive of the 99th, the
commander set a hostile tone. The 99th was reassigned to the 324th Fighter Group in June
1943. The 324th was somewhat better to the 99th:

Fortunately for the black pilots, their “direct” relations with the 33rd concluded at
the end of the month. On 29 June, the 99th moved to El Haouria, Tunisia, on the tip
of the Cape Bon Peninsula. Here it began operating with the 324th Fighter Group,
which was engaged in the battle of Sicily. Assigned to its own base and flying al-
most exclusively its own separate missions, the 99th had even less contact with
the 324th than it had experienced with the 33rd. Unlike the 33rd’s staff, however,
the 324th’s intelligence officers fully credited the black squadron for its escort and
ground-support missions over Sicily during the short time the two units “officially”
operated together. In preparation for the invasion of Sicily, the 99th helped soften
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the German defenses by escorting medium bombers and dive-bombing and strafing
enemy airfields, supply centers, and communication lines.

The 324th, however, seemed more puzzled than anything else at the African-American airmen,
and largely ignored them, keeping them segregated and sending them on their own missions
apart from the white squadrons. It was during this time, over Sicily, that the 99th got its first
confirmed kill, and the highest officers visited the 99th to congratulate: General Eisenhower,
General Doolittle, Air Vice Marshal Coningham of the RAF, and other superstars of air power.
This demonstrated that the Tuskegee fliers were being supported and watched by the top-level
officers, even if the mid-level officers seemed oblivious or antagonistic. (“Ike” Eisenhower
also integrated ground troops during the Battle of the Bulge, long before President Truman’s
postwar executive order to integrate the armed services.)
In July 1943, the 99th was reassigned back to the 33rd Fighter Group. This time, the 33rd was
less hostile to the 99th; instead, the 33rd merely ignored the 99th. In October 1943, the 99th
squadron was reassigned to join the 79th Fighter Group. Of the groups to which the 99th had
belonged so far, the 79th was by far the best. The 99th was one of four squadrons in the group,
and duties were assigned equally. In January 1994, the 99th had twelve confirmed kills in two
days, establishing a level of performance comparable to any other unit. While with the 79th,
the men of the 99th enjoyed a collegial and professional relationship with the white fighter
pilots of the 79th’s other three squadrons; this marks a high point in race relations. Also while
with the 79th, the 99th began upgrading to P-47’s to replace their P-40’s, a signal that highly-
placed officers had confidence in the 99th and were investing in its future. In April 1944, the
99th was reassigned back to the 324th, were they were largely ignored by the white officers
but continued to perform excellently, particularly in support of U.S. Army ground forces in Italy.
In June 1944, the 99th was reassigned to the 86th Fighter Group. After June 1944, the 99th
was assigned to the 332nd, where it would remain for the duration. With the 332nd, the 99th
would have new duties as bomber escorts.
This dizzying summary of the 99th’s history and 332nd’s history suffices to demonstrate two
points: first, that the Black pilots performed well; second, that some white officers were hostile
and some were friendly. In any event, the Tuskegee fighter pilots certainly earned their places
in the history books.
The value of William Percy’s article is this: it transforms vague icons into concrete data. Refer-
ences to “The Tuskegee Airmen” appear in every standard presentation about “the civil rights
movement” and about “African-American History,” but remain merely imprecise allusions. It
is a disservice to these warriors to allow them to remain icons; such symbols are instruments,
carrying little meaning in themselves, and used for whatever goals various rhetoricians may
choose. The Tuskegee Airmen were not merely symbols or metaphors, but rather real men,
servicemen who saw combat. They are not merely tokens to be used in a game of civil-rights
discourse; they protected their loved ones and their nation. Only a presentation of quantifiable
and observable data, such as William Percy gives us, confirms that the Tuskegee pilots were
and not merely figments in the imagination of some political leader who creates exhibitions
and lectures for schoolchildren. The Tuskegee airmen were flesh-and-blood heroes.

5.1.7 War with Mexico Shapes History (2015-01-24 16:06)

Texas was a part of Mexico until 1836. It declared itself independent of Mexico, and after a
brief war, established itself as a republic. Mexico begrudgingly allowed Texas to exist as an
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independent country, but when Texas joined the United States in 1845, Mexico decided to try
to get Texas back.
President James Polk hoped to use diplomatic means to persuade Mexico to allow Texas to join
the Union. He offered to buy large areas of land - what are now California and New Mexico -
and thereby enrich the Mexican government, which was hoping to create a roadblock to Texas’s
statehood by disputing the exact location of Texas’s southern border.
The Mexican government, already hoping to stop Texas from becoming one of the United States,
was in no mood to sell other pieces of land to the U.S., even if such a deal meant millions of
dollars for Mexico. As historians Allan R. Millett and Peter Maslowski write,

The question of Texas’s southern boundary aggravated the annexation issue. Texas
claimed the Rio Grande, but Mexico insisted the Nueces River was the border. Ac-
cepting the Texans’ interpretation, Polk ordered Brigadier General Zachary Taylor to
assume a position “on or near” the Rio Grande. Taylor stopped at Corpus Christi at
the mouth of the Nueces, which was neither on nor very near the Rio Grande, but
Polk acquiesced. However, on January 12, 1846, Polk learned his special envoy had
failed to persuade Mexico to accept the Rio Grande boundary and to sell New Mexico
and California. The next day he ordered Taylor to the Rio Grande. By late March the
general’s Army of Occupation had concentrated opposite Matamoros. From Polk’s
perspective Taylor had assumed a forward defensive position; the Mexicans consid-
ered Taylor’s advance an invasion.

While Zachary Taylor was maneuvering on Mexico’s northern border, diplomatic relations be-
tween the United States and Mexico went from bad to worse. Finally, gunfire erupted between
groups of soldiers when the Mexican ambushed two of Taylor’s squadrons. Then actual battles
took place. Finally, on May 13, Congress declared war on Mexico.
While the initial fighting took place on that northern border, General Winfield Scott was prepar-
ing for a landing and invasion into Mexico from the southeast. This would be a major amphibi-
ous operation, as Brion McClanahan writes:

Scott was sixty when the Mexican War began in 1846. His young man’s dreams of
military glory had long departed; because of his age, Scott preferred that younger
men take the reigns of battle in Mexico. But fate would intervene. Scott was sent
to Mexico by President James K. Polk and commanded the southern arm of the two
field armies. In 1847 he invaded Mexico at Veracruz - the first large-scale amphibious
assault in American history, surpassed only by Operation Overlord (D-Day) in 1944.
He punished the Mexican army and pushed quickly toward Mexico City. Scott was
aided by the outstanding leadership of several subordinates, among them Robert E.
Lee - Scott called him the finest soldier he had ever seen - and Thomas J. Jackson.
Scott captured Mexico City within five months of landing on the Mexico beaches. He
had become the conqueror of Mexico and a household name in the United States.

In addition to Robert E. Lee, other officers sent to Mexico were Ulysses S. Grant, Jefferson
Davis, and James Longstreet. Action in Mexico was thus a common threat, fifteen years later,
among officers on both sides of the Civil War. Winfield Scott was by that time too old to be on
active duty, but did function as a military advisor to President Lincoln. Zachary Taylor would
die shortly after the war with Mexico and long before the Civil war.
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Zachary Taylor would gain attention as a hero of the war, and subsequently elected president.
Winfield Scott, however, may have been the better commander of the two, but got less atten-
tion in the newspapers of the day.
Winfield Scott, while not receiving the type of media attention which would get him into the
White House, was still popular among ordinary citizens of the United States. He fit into, and
simultaneously helped to shape, the concept of an American military hero. He was victorious,
and yet scrupulous in his regard for human life. He was brilliant in his strategy and tactics,
yet clear in his consideration for the rights and dignity of the inhabitants of the territories he
conquered. Winfield Scott typifies what is most admirable in the American military tradition,
and in the military tradition of Western Civilization: a frank acknowledgement that, while the
evils of war are necessary, the evils of war also should be minimized. As historian Russell Frank
Weigley writes,

Winfield Scott’s greatest campaign, from Veracruz to the halls of the Montezumas
in the Mexican War, permitted him to wage limited war in the pre-Napoleonic,
eighteenth-century style most congenial to him. He conducted the campaign with
strict regard for the rights of the citizens of the invaded territories, with every effort
to confine bloodshed and suffering to the enemy’s armed forces and to avoid inflict-
ing them upon civilians. He imposed stringent regulations to compel orderly conduct
from his soldiers in their dealings with the Mexican populace and to confine the oppor-
tunities for friction to the minimum necessary for the sustenance of his army and the
morale of his troops. He forbade forced requisitions and insisted upon the purchase
of supplies, this despite a most precarious logistical situation at the end of a long sup-
ply line across the Gulf of Mexico and through the yellow-fever belt of the Mexican
coast. After he landed near Veracruz, he eschewed the sort of costly assault which
his colleague Zachary Taylor had recently employed in similar circumstances to take
the fortified city of Monterrey, preferring instead to save lives through a formal siege
of the eighteenth-century style (with the ironic result that because Scott’s casualties
at Veracruz were low, the American public inclined to believe that Taylor’s capture
of the weaker defenses of Monterrey was a greater achievement; after all, the price
was higher). Throughout his campaign, Scott avoided all-out battle whenever it was
possible to do so and husbanded lives by substituting maneuver for combat with all
the frugality of a general of the ancien regime.

Without detracting from the accomplishments of either Taylor or Scott, historian Irving Levinson
offers a slightly different perspective on the war. It is all too easy to frame the narrative of
a war as a struggle between two monolithic nation-states, and ignore the internal tensions
within those states, and the effects of those tensions on the war. Levinson details the different
segments of Mexican society, and how each had a slightly different stance vis-a-vis the war:

I contend that an additional force of Mexicans played a critical and heretofore un-
known role. As the U.S. Army advanced towards Mexico City, the repeated destruc-
tion of Mexican military formations deprived Mexico’s repressive regime of the most
important tool by which that nation’s rulers secured their dominant economic and
political positions. Consequently and concurrently, a broadly based rebellion led by
disenfranchised rural Mexicans erupted and soon posed so great a menace to the
existing social order that those who ruled Mexico sought first peace and then aid
from the United States to crush this uprising. In this new perspective, Mexico stands
as a society whose distinct history and resulting characteristics defined the types of
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action open to both governments during the war. With that said, a brief description
of the realities of the nation in which almost all of the fighting took place stands as
our first task.

Although the war with Mexico was smaller, by various metrics, than other wars in United States
history, it was significant. It gave us a president in Taylor, a presidential hopeful in Scott, a
series of officers who would shape the Civil War, a clear example of the American ethic of
humane treatment of civilians in wartime, and geographical boundaries which shape North
America two centuries later.

5.2 February

5.2.1 Before the Cold War (2015-02-04 10:38)

Although the Cold War is usually defined as lasting from 1947 to 1990, the dates are not precise.
In any case, the years after the October 1917 revolution, and after the end of the Russian Civil
War in 1920, were, like the Cold War, an era of rivalry between the USSR and the USA. This
rivalry manifested itself in propaganda and espionage.
Both during the Cold War and during the decades preceding it, it was exceedingly difficult to
identify, with any certainty, Soviet agents at work in the United States. Only with great effort
was it possible to establish that people like Alger Hiss, Julius Rosenberg, Ethel Rosenberg, and
others were in the employ of the KGB, NKVD, or some other Soviet intelligence agency.
After the fall of the Soviet Union, around 1990, the situation for historians changed drastically.
A wealth of data became available. The intelligence agencies in the United States declassi-
fied large portions of the evidence gathered by the Venona project; Venona was a program to
decrypt intercepted Soviet messages. In Russia, portions of the KGB’s files became available.
Information came from other countries as well; for example, in Germany, the files of Stasi
became public. The “Stasi” was the agency for Staatssicherheit or national security.
Suddenly, there was evidence revealing a thorough spy network which had functioned in the
United States, not only during the Cold War, but also in the decades leading up to the mid-
1940s. Soviet espionage was not only something relevant to studying the history of the 1950s
and later, but it was quite significant in the 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s.
A number of historians have begun examining this new trove of data. It will take years, if they
are allowed, to uncover the expanse of the Soviet spy network which functioned for several
decades in the United States.
One historian, M. Stanton Evans, has published some preliminary results from this new evi-
dence. Known as “Stan” Evans, he writes:

Since the collapse of the Soviet empire in the early 1990s, we’ve learned a lot about
Communist tactics used against the West in the long death struggle called the Cold
War - much of it contrary to accepted wisdom in media/academic circles.

This new flood of data confirmed, for example, the conclusion drawn in the 1950s that Philip
Keeney and Mary Jane Keeney were indeed Soviet agents. Working together, Stan Evans and
Herbert Romerstein write:
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Some of this information is brand-new, some of it confirming things already known,
some completely unexpected - but all of it important. The revelations are the more
so as the story of what actually happened in the clash of global superpowers that
dominated the second half of the twentieth century has yet to be told in adequate
fashion. For numerous reasons - some legitimate, others not - significant facts about
this conflict were the deepest-dyed of secrets, denied outright or held back from the
public, and even today aren’t common knowledge.

If historians are allowed to have continued access to this new source of evidence, and if they
are allowed to publish their conclusions, the coming decades could see an expanding concept
of the Soviet espionage network and of the international communist conspiracy as it was at
work inside the United States from the earliest years after the 1917 revolution up until shortly
before the fall of the Soviet Union in 1990.

5.2.2 Communist Front Organizations in the United States (2015-02-15 23:56)

After the 1917 revolutions - there were two - in Russia, and after the ensuing civil war, the Soviet
Union solidified its rule. Part of its Marxist-Leninist vision was bringing communist revolutions
to other countries.
For this purpose, an organization known as the ‘Communist International’ or ‘Comintern’ was
formed. Its purpose was to coordinate the various communist parties which existed in different
countries around the globe.
At first, the Comintern articulated a clear strategy of “violent revolution.” This took the form,
in the United States, of a wave of bombings in 1919 and 1920.
The Industrial Workers of the World (IWW), an organization which seemed prima facie to be
a labor union, but which was actually an arm of Soviet communism, held the city of Seattle
hostage in a general strike. The ordinary citizens of Seattle were denied basic necessities of
life for several days while the IWW controlled the city.
In the long run, however, it became clear to the Comintern that a strategy of direct violent
revolution would not likely succeed in some of the globe’s major industrialized democracies.
The words “violent revolution,” which had previously appeared prominently in the literature of
the Communist Party in the United States (CPUSA), slowly disappeared from the party’s printed
materials.
Instead, the Comintern directed the CPUSA, the IWW, and other Soviet agencies to act in a
more gradual, insidious, and subversive manner. The Comintern developed a strategy of using
“front” organizations.
The development of communist fronts carried several advantages for the Soviets. The organi-
zations could be formed and controlled, sometimes visibly or sometimes behind the scenes, by
Soviet agents or by members of the CPUSA. But the members of the organizations didn’t have
to be CPUSA members, which made it comfortable for more people to join these organizations,
and made those members more useful to the Soviets, because those members could exert
influence inside the United States without being obvious extensions of the Soviet Union.
Of the people who joined or supported communist front organizations, some did so knowingly:
they were sympathizers, who might not be Soviet agents or members of the CPUSA, but who
were in favor of the Comintern’s general goals. Others aided the Soviets unwittingly: they
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were “dupes” who thought that they were helping some noble humanitarian cause, and who
had been fooled by the front.
Historian Kermit McKenzie describes how the Comintern developed the strategy of using front
organizations:

In summary, it may be said that the Comintern outlined for the Communist parties in
the capitalist countries during 1935-1939 an imaginative, flexible program of strat-
egy and tactics, in which Communists were permitted to exploit the symbols of patri-
otism, to assume the role of defenders of national independence, to attack fascism
without demanding an end to capitalism as the only remedy, and, most importantly,
to enter upon alliances with other parties, on the basis of fronts or on the basis of
a government in which Communists might participate. In all of this the fundamen-
tal aim of world Communism through violent revolution was retained, and the new
pattern of strategy and tactics was pictured as excellent preparation toward that end.

Many of the communist fronts operating inside the United States assumed the pose of humani-
tarian or relief work. Others seemed to support cultural, artistic, or educational work. In reality,
they worked to effect the violent overthrow of the United States government and to reduce the
liberties enjoyed by citizens, and to do so in ways which could only result in human misery and
loss of life.
Among these front organizations (approximately 200 of them were clearly identified; others
may have escaped detection) were the American Council on Soviet Relations, the American
Jewish Labor Council, the American League for Peace and Democracy, the American National
Labor Party, the American National Socialist Party, the American Nationalist Party, the California
Emergency Defense Committee, the Chopin Cultural Center, the Michigan School of Social
Science, the Philadelphia School of Social Science and Art, the Voice of Freedom Committee,
and the Wisconsin Conference on Social Legislation.
The organizations named are merely a sampling of the many and varied fronts used by the
Comintern.
Individuals in these fronts could exert influence in society or among policy makers; they could
retrieve information and send it back to the Soviet Union; and they could do so largely avoiding
suspicion. The Comintern learned well that a gradual subversive presence could do more harm
to the United States than an overt attempt at violent revolution.

5.2.3 Germans Fight for American Freedom (2015-02-21 16:58)

The winter of 1777/1778 was decisive in the American Revolution. Washington’s army achieved
a mental victory by surviving at Valley Forge, and a military success in its training under the
Prussian officer von Steuben.
While much is made of the benefit which German discipline bestowed on Washington’s army
through von Steuben - his training enabled the army’s effectiveness when the winter ended -
other Germans were at Valley Forge, and made significant contributions.
Johann DeKalb earned the rank of major general fromWashington, and was placed in command
of an entire division in November 1777. After marching his troops southward in 1780 to help
confront Cornwallis, he was wounded and died in the fighting there in August 1780.
Cornwallis would surrender a little more than a year later, ending the war. Historian Thomas
Sowell writes:
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There were about 300,000 Germans in the American colonies - about 10 percent of
the total population. Shortly after the war began, a volunteer company of Germans
formed in Charleston, South Carolina, and four companies of infantry formed from the
Germans around Reading, Pennsylvania. A German regiment was raised in Pennsyl-
vania and Maryland. Four battalions of Germans were recruited in the Mohawk Valley.
Germans served not only in the ranks but also in the highest levels of the American
army. Peter Muhlenberg, son of the founder of the American Lutheran church, rose
to become a general in the American army. General von Steuben came from his
native land for the express purpose of fighting in the Revolutionary War. He served
with Washington at Valley Forge, and has been credited with introducing military dis-
cipline into the new American army. Turning undisciplined civilians into professional
soldiers was a formidable task, and von Steuben was known to curse both in German
and French - and to ask his aide to curse for him in English! Yet as drillmaster of
the American army, he succeeded in creating an army capable of defeating profes-
sional British troops. General von Steuben also helped plan the successful siege of
Yorktown.

In late 1775, George Washington had personally asked Peter Muhlenberg to command a reg-
iment within the Continental Army. Like DeKalb and von Steuben, Muhlenberg wintered at
Valley Forge.
Peter Muhlenberg commanded a brigade at Yorktown, the last significant battle in the war. After
the war he was elected to the House of Representatives, and died in 1807.

5.3 March

5.3.1 Scott in Mexico (2015-03-04 09:31)

During the 1840s, Mexico was a major concern in the foreign policy of the United States, and
Winfield Scott was major figure in the military developments there. The tensions between the
two countries centered on territorial claims.
Texas had been a part of Mexico until it declared itself to be an independent republic in 1836.
It existed autonomously until 1846, when the U.S. Congress approved its request to become
one of the United States.
While Mexico had tolerated the reality of an independent Texas republic, the Mexican govern-
ment was not eager to see Texas become part of the Union.
As tensions rose, the likelihood of armed conflict increased, and military planners began to
analyze various types of action in Mexico. One officer doing such work was Winfield Scott, who
was one of the dominant figures in American military thought in the years between 1815 and
1860: in the years between the War of 1812 and the Civil War.
It was during the War of 1812 that Scott began his career and achieved some fame. He was a
senior office by the time tensions with Mexico arose. Brion McClanahan writes:

Before the War Between the States, a handful of American generals had garnered the
respect and admiration of the whole American people. Just below George Washing-
ton in this pantheon of heroes was Winfield Scott, a man who is hardly remembered
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today but who was considered by his contemporaries to be without equal. It was not
until later, cataclysmic American wars, from the 1860s to the twentieth century, that
his fame was eclipsed. Scott was born in Virginia on his family’s plantation, Laurel
Branch, in 1786. His father had served during the American War for Independence
and his mother counted the prestigious Mason and Winfield families among her an-
cestors. Scott’s father died when he was six; his mother, when he was seventeen.

One of the points in the tensions between the United States and Mexico was the exact location
of Texas’s southern border. Texas claimed the Rio Grande as its southern border, but Mexico
argued that the Nueces River was the true border.
President Polk sought a diplomatic solution with Mexico. He sent representatives to offer a
deal to the Mexican government: a large sum of cash for the disputed regions of Texas, for
New Mexico, and for California.
The attempted negotiations did not go well. The Mexican government was not inclined to yield
any land, and the leadership of the government was in turmoil: key posts changed occupants
several times within a year, so that diplomats from the United States were often negotiating
with someone who’d just obtained the position and who would soon leave it.
Polk had sent General Zachary Taylor, first to Louisiana, and then into Texas, aware that mil-
itary action might be in the offing. Taylor’s presence was primarily defensive, yet perhaps
provocative.
When the seemingly inevitable war finally began, Taylor’s forces would operate along the border
and into the northernmost regions of Mexico. Winfield Scott, however, would take the fight
home to the Mexican heartland.
In addition to Taylor and Scott, other officers had significant roles. While Taylor, in conjunction
with Brigadier General John Wool, worked from eastern Texas into northern Mexico, Colonel
Kearny and Colonel Doniphan started from western Texas, Kearny heading west for southern
California, and Doniphan heading south toward theMexican town of Chihuahua and other points
further south.
Wool, Doniphan, and Taylor would campaign around northeastern Mexico, in the vicinities of
Monterrey and Saltillo.
President Polk was hoping for a short war, but General Winfield Scott had foreseen the likeli-
hood of a longer engagement. Polk had given an important role to Taylor, partly for political
reasons, at the beginning of the war. Taylor and Scott both had political potential and ambition.
Taylor would be nominated by the Whig party for the presidency in 1848, Scott in 1852: Taylor
successfully, Scott not.
Foreseeing such political activity, Polk hoped to give Taylor a strong public image by placing him
in charge of the northernmilitary operations against Mexico. Polk’s plan largely succeeded, and
Taylor was viewed as a strong and successful military leader, boosting his political potential.
But the northern aspect of the Mexican war proved to be insufficient. Scott understood that
engagement further south in Mexico would be necessary for victory. As the war continued, Polk
eventually came to see the merit of Scott’s line of thought.
In Washington in November 1846, Polk and Scott decided to proceed with invasion plans. An
amphibious landing would be made on Mexico’s eastern coast, at the town of Vera Cruz. Map-
makers sometimes make one word of the town’s name: Veracruz. From there, Scott would lead
the forces west toward Mexico City.
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Scott appropriated significant numbers of soldiers from Taylor’s forces, which angered Taylor.
Scott’s forces landed and captured the Vera Cruz in March 1847. Historian Russell FrankWeigley
writes:

The object of Scott’s campaign was far clearer: to convince the Mexican government
of the futility of prolonging the war, and perhaps to make its continued prolongation
impossible, by capturing the capital and heart of the country, the City of Mexico. The
territorial gains which the United States had sought in going to war against Mexico
were already in the American hands or about to be when Scott’s campaign began.
Taylor had assured American possession of Texas; and the combined efforts of the
American settlers in California, the American Navy’s eastern Pacific squadron, John
C. Fremont’s opera bouffe, and Brigadier General Stephen Watts Kearny’s Army of
the West were capturing California. Kearny dropped off enough garrisons between
Texas and California to terminate Mexican sovereignty in the intervening territory,
especially when shielded by the anabasis of Colonel Alexander Doniphan’s one thou-
sand across Chihuahua. Scott’s task was to persuade a Mexican government to grant
formal recognition to these developments so that the United States could go about
exploiting its conquests in as much peace as the resident Indians would permit.

Although Polk had wanted to fuel Taylor’s political chances, he saw that Scott was the wiser
strategist. Taylor was worried that his electoral opportunities were being damaged. His worries,
in hindsight, were misplaced. Taylor would end up in the White House; Scott would not.
Taylor’s nickname was “Old Rough and Ready,” which played well in the press. Scott’s nick-
name was “Old Fuss and Feathers,” because he insisted on discipline and uniforms. Taylor’s
nickname was another political advantage. Historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski write:

Scott was an excellent choice. Since the war began he had argued that only a repeti-
tion of Cortes’s march to the valley of Mexico would end the war. When the adminis-
tration first contemplated the expedition, Scott wrote the planning papers detailing
the military requirements and establishing the operation’s feasibility. He estimated
that 4,000 regulars and 10,000 volunteers would be needed and insisted that the Ve-
racruz assault had to take place before yellow fever season began. Since little time
remained to raise new regiments, Scott took more than half Taylor’s men, including
almost all his regulars, and prudently ordered Old Rough and Ready to remain on the
defensive. The expedition was a double blow to Taylor. Denied the opportunity to
command it, he also lost most of his army. Polk and Scott, he fumed, had conspired
to cut short his military career and deprive him of the 1848 Whig nomination.

The countryside which Scott entered was not unified. The internal dynamics of Mexican politics
were determined by demographics. The turmoil at the top levels of the Mexican government -
the rapid turnover of even the highest offices - mirrored deep divisions within Mexican society.
Some of these divisions had been fostered by the Spaniards earlier in Mexican history. Although
Mexico had been independent of Spain since the early 1820s, various segments of society
remained at odds with each other.
This would manifest itself during the war, as U.S. forces were welcomed in some areas and
hated in others, and after the war, when the United States quickly became an ally of the nation
it had so recently defeated. Historian Irving Levinson writes:
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Unlike its British North American counterparts, colonial Mexico was a land in which
the Indians and their offspring permanently outnumbered the European settlers and
their descendants. Almost three centuries after European settlement began, the
criollos (native-born whites) and the resident Spaniards together comprised barely
20 percent of Mexico’s population. That minority offered limited opportunity to the
remainder of the population as the political, economic, and social levers of power
in New Spain remained primarily under the control of Spanish officials and their ac-
quisitive, resentful criollo colonists. In this environment, an arrangement emerged
in which Indians who sought to retain control of some of their remaining preconquest
lands received the protection of the Spanish Crown. In turn, the royal government
used the Indians as a counterweight to colonists who sought to expand their own
political and economic power at the expense of the metropolitan regime in Madrid.
Also, the colony remained culturally divided as differing concepts of land ownership
and political power generated continual conflict. These factors, combined with the
heritage of a cruel Spanish conquest and of horrific conditions of forced labor, pre-
vented the emergence of a unified colonial society.

While the Mexican government was not happy to lose the contested territory between the Rio
Grande and the Nueces River, a significant number of Mexicans embraced the idea that the
United States was the promulgator of the Monroe Doctrine.
The Mexicans had been encouraged by the example of the United States when they sought
and gained their independence from Spain. The United States would also assist the Mexicans
in retaining their independence when France attacked and attempted to subjugate Spain in the
1860s.

5.3.2 Interpreting Paine (2015-03-11 07:15)

Although a popular icon of liberty, Thomas Paine presents the reader with challenging inter-
pretive questions. While expressing a classic argument for freedom in Common Sense (1776),
when he writes that “government, even its best state, is but a necessary evil,” he also artic-
ulates what many have seen as a proto-socialist viewpoint in Agrarian Justice (1797), which
seems to present redistributionist tax-and-spend program for government.
The reader is left to harmonize these seemingly disparate texts produced by one and the same
author.
At least four options present themselves for such a harmonization:
First, onemight hypothesize that Paine changed his views between 1776 and 1797. Reasonable
men do, after all, redesign their schemes based on experience and reflection.
Second, the reader might conjecture that Paine was tailoring his proposals to their audiences.
Common Sense was written for the United States, while Agrarian Justice was written for France,
with a possible sidelong glance at England. Perhaps Paine reckoned that the United States was
fit for a radical degree of liberty, while the older nations of Europe and Britain were ready only
for a more modest amount of freedom.
Third, one might suppose that Paine was capable of holding inconsistent ideas. More than
one author has entertained mutually exclusive propositions, and either not been aware of the
internal contradiction, or not cared about it.
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Fourth, the reader might understand Paine as making a terribly nuanced argument, which
would depend on a tortured reading of the text of Agrarian Justice, namely, that the planned
redistribution - Paine wants the landowners to pay a percentage of their harvests to a treasury
which would dispense such funds to all who did not own land - would somehow be a private
sector operation, and thus avoid the stigma which Paine attaches to government in Common
Sense. While such a reading would make Paine the author of an attractive scheme, it is very
challenging to read this scheme out of - or into - the text.
In addition to the four listed here, there may be other interpretive possibilities for understand-
ing Thomas Paine. But the paradox which he presents will prevent him from being a simple
mouthpiece for any political grouping.

5.3.3 Thomas Paine and the Concept of Constitution (2015-03-12 05:28)

When the United States was founded, the notion of a constitution was not as well-established
as it would later become. The notion of a written constitution, as opposed to the accretion
of tradition and common law to form a patchwork constitution, was emerging as the object of
desire among certain thinkers, but was neither universally known nor universally understood.
The desire for it was therefore weak, but would grow with such knowledge and understanding.
Thomas Paine, therefore, found it necessary to educate his readers about the notion of a con-
stitution.
Following the train of thought in Paine’s Rights of Man, Paine’s 1791 book, British philosopher
A.J. Ayer writes:

Having restated his defence of representative government, Paine returned to the
topic of constitutions. He was one who did not mind reiterating points which he con-
sidered important, and he did attach great importance to the matter of constitutions,
if only because he believed that ‘government without a constitution, is power without
a right.’ Believing the Constitution of the United States to be the only existing model
that deserved the name, he proceeds to take his readers step by step through the
process of its formation, relating how Pennsylvania constructed its Assembly with its
own Constitution, followed in their respective fashions by the other States, how the
States agreed to allow Congress, which had previously had only the authority to is-
sue recommendations, to draw up an Act of confederation, how this Act was deemed
to confer too much power on the several States and too little on the federal govern-
ment, how this defect was remedied at a continental convention held at Philadelphia
in May 1787, and how the convention promulgated a Constitution, which needed to
be ratified by each State, a process which took two years, with the final result that
GeorgeWashington, who had been elected to preside over the convention, was again
elected in 1789 to become the first President of the United States.

Thomas Paine found the notion of a constitution to be central to forming a government which
was likely to respect the human rights about which he wrote.
People make a compact to institute, not a government or a set of laws, but rather a form of
government. Using the word ‘compact,’ Paine alludes to a sort of social contract.
The constitution would not be a set of laws; it would not be the government; rather, it would
be a plan of government. Paine writes:
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A constitution is not a thing in name only, but in fact. Wherever it cannot be produced
in a visible form, there is none. A constitution is a thing antecedent to government,
and a government is only its creature. The constitution of a country is not the act of
its government, but of the people constituting its government.

Because themodern era in which Paine wrote saw a growing demand, not only for constitutional
government, but for a written constitution, and one that was deliberately designed all of a piece,
the question of language became relevant.
Lawyers have always been textual in their work, as far back as Greece, Rome, and Hammurabi.
They write legal texts carefully, word by word, and analyze the writings of others in the same
way.
The legal practice of close reading was elevated to a meta-level by the emergence of written
constitution. If a lawyer parses the laws, then a constitutional scholar parses the written plan
which formed the government which made those laws.
Paine wanted a written constitution, one hopefully not only internally consistent, but also com-
posed largely in one time and in one space by a unified group of authors. If a text is to be
parsed in a legal setting, then one hopes that the authors were more-or-less aware of how they
were using language as they composed the text. Constitutional scholar Mark Levin writes:

Language consists of words, words have ordinary and common meanings, and those
meanings are communicated to others through the written and spoken word. When
parties enter into voluntary agreements, such as contracts, they use words to de-
scribe the terms and conditions by which they are obligated to perform and on which
they are expected to rely. Contracts are interpreted, and the intentions of the parties
discerned, in the context of their original making.

The study of the constitution will therefore veer at times into the study of language. One
need only to examine the deliberations of the United States Supreme Court, in which extended
argumentation revolves on the distinctions between auxiliary verbs in phrases like “had done”
or “has done” - or the distinctions between modal verbs is phrases like “may do” or “shall do”
- and the grammatical reflections of the lawyers involved.
The task of close reading and textual analysis is, in part, to attempt to reconstruction the
thought process of the authors. Levin continues:

Much like a contract, the Constitution sets forth certain terms and conditions for
governing that hold the same meaning today as they did yesterday and should to-
morrow. It connects one generation to the next by restraining the present generation
from societal experimentation and government excess. There really is no other stan-
dard by which the Constitution can be interpreted without abandoning its underlying
principles altogether.

Paine’s desire for a written constitution was a desire to make the plan of government external
and objective, so that it could be publicly examined. Text is neutral, and everyone may read
and interpret it for himself, and debate with those who have differing interpretations.
The reader will recall that in Paine’s context, the end of monarchy was an urgent and real
goal. The public accessibility of a written constitution, and the fact that the ability to textually
analyze it, is not dependent upon anything inherited from a dynasty.
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The externality, objectivity, and public accessibility of a written constitution lead to the rule of
law.
The rights of man - individual political liberty - are best housed, Paine asserts, in a republic
composed of freely elected representatives and structured by a written constitution.

5.3.4 The World-Historical Trend Toward Written Constitution
(2015-03-16 15:22)

During the eighteenth century, a variety of political thinkers articulated the desire for written
constitutions in various nation-states, both in North America and in Europe. This idea, which
over the course of two or three centuries has now become common, was a novelty at the time.
England spoke of having a constitution at the time, but it was a patchwork of traditions like
common law and of texts like the Magna Carta and the English Bill of Rights of 1689. While
this did form some manner of a constitution, limiting government and prescribing procedure,
it was an ad hoc accretion of several centuries.
The new demand for a constitution, however, envisioned a more unified written document,
produced by authors who systematically articulated a form of government.
Thus Thomas Paine, writing in 1792, asserts that the English have, in fact, no constitution. He
denies the claim of constitution to the British system, because it was not a deliberate, self-
directed action on the part of the citizens to form a government, limit its powers, and prescribe
its methods. Granted, parts of the patchwork quilt titled ‘English Constitution’ may fit that
description, but as a whole it does not:

There is not such a thing as an English Constitution, and that the people have yet a
constitution to form. A constitution is a thing antecedent to a government; it is the act
of a people creating a government and giving it powers" and defining the limits and
exercise of the powers so given. But whenever did the people of England, acting in
their original, constituent character, by a delegation elected for that express purpose,
declare and say, “We, the people of this land, do constitute and appoint this to be our
system and form of government?” The government has assumed to constitute itself,
but it never was constituted by the people, in whom alone the right of constituting
resides.

Paine was willing to contradict Dr. Samuel Johnson, a towering figure in English writing. Paine
and Johnson were on some points agreed, and even had been in the same social circles on an
amicable basis. But regarding the question of constitution, Paine rebuked Johnson directly.
In Paine’s view, even the Magna Carta and the English Bill of Rights lacked true constitutional
character, and England lacked any systematic plan of government to which its citizens could
appeal, which limited government, or which protected citizens from the government. British
philosopher A.J. Ayer writes:

Paine then turned his attention to England, which in his view lacked a Constitution.
He reproached Dr. Johnson for failing to understand the difference between con-
stitutions and governments and therefore being content with a government which
controlled, instead of being controlled by, the nation. He then deplored the history
of England from William the Conqueror to William III, saying of Magna Carta that it
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‘was no more than compelling the government to renounce part of its assumptions’
and of William III’s Bill of Rights that it was ‘but a bargain, which the parts of the
government made with each other to divide powers, profits, and privileges’. Accord-
ing to Paine, the consequence of this bargain and ‘the corruption introduced at the
Hanover succession, by the agency of Walpole’ had been the putting into operation
of ‘the most productive machine of taxation that was ever invented’.

Because the Constitution is not the government, but rather the plan for the government, it
is foundational, an unchanging point which is so structured as to allow for application in a
constantly changing world.
It is part of the Constitution’s self-understanding that it is not a perfect document, but rather
it is one which can be improved. The framers understood that human nature is such that this
world will host neither a perfect human being nor a perfect human society.
Humans and their societies are capable of refinement and improvement, but will never reach
perfection, and are thus ever in need of adjustment. Constitutional scholar Mark Levin writes:

The Constitution is the bedrock on which a living, evolving nation was built. It is -
and must be - a timeless yet durable foundation that individuals can count on in a
changing world. It is not perfect but the Framers made it more perfectible through
the amendment process.

Because the Constitution is a text, the tools of textual study become the tools of legal analysis.
Hermeneutics and exegesis become tools whereby the government is judged.
The government is evaluated as is corresponds, or fails to correspond, to the general guidelines
given the in the Constitution. Because the objective of the Constitution is to maximize freedom
by limiting government, it is understood that this freedom will give rise to competing and
diverging interpretations of the Constitution’s text.
In a recursive or self-referential way, the freedom created by the Constitution’s limitation of
government is used to create contending understandings of the Constitution, its text, and its
intention. Thus interpretative debates about the Constitution are foreseen by the Constitution
and are part of the system which it prescribes.

seeks to divine the Constitution’s meaning from its words and their historical con-
text, including a variety of original sources - records of public debates, diaries, corre-
spondence, notes, etc. - While reasonable people may, in good faith, draw different
conclusions from the application of this interpretive standard, it is the only standard
that gives fidelity to the Constitution.

The goal of limited government is achieved, in part, by gaps designed into the Constitution.
The text does not speak to all situations or questions, nor is it intended to.
A limited government is designed deliberately to remain silent on some matters, and this si-
lence creates the free space for individuals, or local governments, to act. In this way we see
the importance of the ninth and tenth amendments.

And where the Constitution is silent, states and individuals need not be. The Con-
stitution and, more particularly, the framework of the government it establishes are
not intended to address every issue or answer every perceived grievance. This is
not a defect but a strength, because the government was intended to be a limited
one.
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A Constitution, as Thomas Paine and others saw, created open spaces for free action. By
limiting government, it expanded the sphere of potential action on the part of the citizen.
If the legitimacy of the government arises from the consent of the governed, then the role of
the constitution is to create a structure which ensures that such consent is effective and is
allowed to change.

5.3.5 Terrorist Attacks - Not a New Thing (2015-03-20 13:30)

Explosions in New York and Washington! Shortly after the end of World War One, and shortly
after the 1917 revolution in Russia, a loose coalition of socialists, progressives, communists,
and anarchists hoped to bring about the overthrow of the United States government.
In 1919, a group called the “Industrial Workers of the World,” (IWW) allegedly a labor union,
but actually a front for the international communist conspiracy, held the entire city of Seattle
hostage during a five-day general strike.
The IWW organized its own “enforcers” to ensure that the residents of the city obeyed its
dictates: only vehicles authorized by the IWW were allowed to drive at will in the city, goods
were seized from those deemed too wealthy, ordinary services like laundry were curtailed or
eliminated.
Attempting to establish a “dictatorship of the proletariat,” the IWW praised the Soviet Union in
the propaganda leaflets it distributed to the people in the city it controlled.
But Seattle wasn’t the only city to be terrorized. William F. Rickenbacker writes that, on the
other side of the nation,

On April 30, 1919, a vigilant postal clerk in New York discovered twenty bombs set
to explode the next day, May Day. In Washington a bomb intended for Attorney
General A. Mitchell Palmer (who had taken office March 3rd) exploded as it was being
delivered to his house. The man carrying it up the steps was obliterated. Across the
street, Assistant Secretary of the Navy Franklin D. Roosevelt came out of his house
and found bits of flesh and blood on his doorstep. Another bomb intended for a
Senator from Georgia amputated the hands of his Negro maid. Communism and
anarchism had - I say it seriously - exploded onto the national scene.

The attacks continued. A little over a year later, the terrorists inflicted a larger death toll.
History books sometimes call this era ‘the first Red Scare,’ in contrast to the Soviet espionage
activity after WWII, which they call ‘the second Red Scare.’ Both evoked responses from the
government:

In the noonday crowd on Wall Street, on September 16, 1920, a bomb exploded just
outside the main office of the J.P. Morgan bank. Thirty people died; three hundred
more were injured. The scars on the exterior wall of the House of Morgan remain
to this day. New York has been the seat of subversion, whose physical mementos
can be traced from Andre’s path to the shrapnel signature of the anarchists; and as
a result New York has led the counterattack - from the legislative investigation of
conspiracies in 1780, to the Lusk Committee of 1919, to the earliest predecessor of
HUAC, the Fish Committee of 1930.
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People who’ve lived through the terrorist attacks at the end of the twentieth century, and
at the beginning of the twenty-first century, can draw parallels between the current Islamic
aggression and this earlier wave of terror.
In its written materials at the time, the Communist Party (CPUSA) was explicit that it sought
a “violent” revolution in the United States. The deaths and destruction it caused confirm its
statement.

5.3.6 Woodrow Wilson - Racism in the White House (2015-03-25 10:40)

Several questions revolve around the presidency of Woodrow Wilson: How, and why, did the
nation elect a vicious racist like Wilson? Which factors formed and influenced Wilson’s version
of racism? Who promoted Wilson’s career, and why?
Historian Brion McClanahan notes two influences on Wilson: his childhood in the South and
his education. During Wilson’s student years, certain universities were permeated by the in-
fluence of elitist progressivists whose racial views not only assumed that Africans and African-
Americans were inferior, but that Anglo-Saxons were superior to all other genetic groups.

Wilson was the first Southerner to be president of the United States since Andrew
Johnson in 1865 and the first Southerner elected president since Zachary Taylor in
1848. His style of governance was uniquely influenced by his Scots-Irish and South-
ern roots, but more importantly by the evolution of his political philosophy in the year
during and after his graduate work at Johns Hopkins.

A complicated version of racism, not only did progressivism see Blacks as inferior, but also
thought that the Anglo-Saxons (for practical purposes, the British) were superior even to other
whites like immigrants from Poland, Russia, Finnland, Hungary, Italy, etc.
Wilson and his mentors used this racial view to justify a political philosophy of imperialism and
interventionism. Wilson’s progressive imperialism meant, to him, that his Anglo-Saxon culture
and gene pool allowed him, or even compelled him, to manage other parts of the world because
his heritage and genetics gave him superior abilities and he was morally obliged to arrange
matters for inferior groups. His interventionism meant that he was obliged to manage matters
inside his own nation, because his insight gave him the ability to determine the proper state
of things regarding economics, politics, education, etc.
Of course, Wilson didn’t believe that this was true only of himself; he was part of a team of elitist
progressives who would manage matters both foreign and domestic. The man who claimed
to want “to make the world safe for democracy” had in reality no desire to let a democratic
process override his ability to manage both society and government.
One of Wilson’s compadres in the clique of progressive elitism was Herbert Croly, most famous
for a book titled The Promise of American Life. Croly argued that the United States should
abandon both the concept of individual rights and the concept of limited government.
Croly hoped for a nearly omnipotent government which would have the freedom to manage,
adjust, and regulate nearly any conceivable human activity. If the government were to be free
to do this, then the individual must surrender such freedom.
Wilson and Croly had a deep faith that the government, if given enough power and allowed to
do as it pleased, would optimize life.
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Brion McClanahan writes that “Wilson personified and implemented the” racist and elitist “pro-
gressivism that had been pushed by Herbert Croly.”
Judge Andrew Napolitano, a constitutional scholar, writes that “when Woodrow Wilson came
into office, he brought with him not only the same racial ideas that” the Croly and other pro-
gressive elitists

held concerning the hierarchy of races, but also a severe hatred for black Americans.
He exacted revenge for the woes of the Civil War and brought Jim Crow to Wash-
ington. He feared what would happen to his native South should it be “ruled by an
inferior race.” This notion and his fear of black Americans were the inspiration for
for many of Wilson’s racial policies designed to keep black Americans subdued in so-
ciety. Once enacted, this state sponsorship of racism would run well into the 1960s
in Washington.

When demands for desegregation and integration arose in the 1950s and 1960s, they were
demands to undo that which Woodrow Wilson had done.
Some government offices had been desegregated during Reconstruction. After three or four
decades of such integration, Wilson ordered, for example, that the workers in the Post Office
be segregated. Wilson single-handedly undid half a century’s worth of civil rights progress.
Woodrow Wilson also made no secret of the fact that he was a fan of the KKK. Not only did
he show The Birth of a Nation, a seemingly pro-Klan film, in the White House, but also wrote
effusive words about both the clan and the film.
Unsurprisingly, African-Americans voted largely for Calvin Coolidge and Warren Harding when
Wilson’s term expired after the election of 1920. Harding and Coolidge worked to undo Wilson’s
work in a broad range of civil rights activities.
Coolidge, as an incumbent president in 1924, spoke at the commencement ceremony at
Howard University, a historically Black college. This was a bold and even shocking move on
Coolidge’s part.
He deliberately mocked the KKK in his 1924 slogan, “Keep Kool with Koolidge.” Wilson had
issued supportive statements about the Klan, but Coolidge refused to do so, angering the KKK.
Both Harding and Coolidge had urged Congress to pass anti-lynching laws, and Harding had
spoken eloquently about the matter in front of thousands of listeners.
It took years to undo the damage caused by Woodrow Wilson.

5.3.7 American Leaders in the Mexican War (2015-03-26 09:19)

The war between Mexico and the United States in the 1840s was not only a conflict between
nations, but also a competition between substantial egos on the American side. A president,
James K. Polk, a future president, Zachary Taylor, and would-be candidate, Winfield Scott, were
key players in the unfolding military action.
Winfield Scott, who would ultimately be a defining military leader in the years between 1783
and 1860 - in the years between the American Revolutionary War and the Civil War - had an
unpromising start to his career decades prior to the Mexican War. Historian Brion McClanahan
writes:
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Scott was a large man, standing six foot five and weighing around 230 pounds. He
was a good student, briefly attending William and Mary College and then studying
law in Petersburg, Virginia. He found little scope for his sense of adventure in a
stuffy law office, and when the threat of war with the British arose in 1807, Scott
immediately joined the Virginia cavalry. For the next few years, Scott bounced back
and forth between the law and the army, until in 1810 he was court-martialed on
trumped-up charges of making “ungentlemanly” comments about a superior officer
- General James Wilkinson, a man now widely regarded as the most corrupt general
in American history.

The mounting tensions in 1846 centered on land claims in the southwestern United States.
Texas, which had declared itself to be independent from Mexico in 1835/1836, had fought to
affirm that declaration.
Mexico begrudgingly accepted the existence of Texas as an independent republic, but when
Texas joined the United States in 1845, Mexico began preparing for war.
Mexico disputed the location of Texas’s southern and western borders, and was not happy at
the prospect of the United States being larger and closer to Mexico. The annexation of Texas
would ensure that the United States was both.
In addition to Mexico’s wounded pride, at the thought that the Texans chose to leave Mexico and
join the United States, there were also border disputes west of Texas, in New Mexico, Arizona,
and California.
Polk sent diplomats to Mexico in an attempt to avoid war by paying cash for the disputed
territory. The Mexican government at the time was in such disarray that the diplomats found it
difficult to learn with whom they were to negotiate. Key leaders in Mexican foreign policy often
held office for only a few months, and so the talks had to be restarted with different Mexican
officials.
Predictably, talks broke down, and on April 25, 1846, Mexican soldiers under the command of
General Mariano Arista fired on U.S. soldiers. In Washington, the Congress declared war on
May 13, but, as historians Peter Maslowski and Allan Millett report,

Twomajor battles had already occurred. On the last day of April Arista’s army crossed
the Rio Grande, and on May 8 it confronted Taylor at Palo Alto. Taylor told his men
“that they main dependence must be in the bayonet,” but American artillery bore the
brunt of the battle, forcing the Mexicans to withdraw. Just south of Palo Alto the open
prairie gave way to dense chaparral sliced by river beds known as resacas. At Resaca
de la Palma, Arista’s army assumed a strong defensive position. The tangled growth
made it difficult for American artillery to deploy, and the resaca formed a natural
breastwork. The battle was a melee as the chaparral shattered unit cohesion. The
Mexicans again lost, fleeing across the Rio Grande. In two battles Taylor’s smaller
army inflicted 800 casualties and sustained fewer than 200.

A simplified narrative of the war shows General Zachary Taylor moving southward from Texas
with his army, and General Winfield Scott bringing his troops by ship southward through the
Gulf of Mexico to the Bay of Campeche, landing at Vera Cruz, and fighting westward to Mexico
City.
A more nuanced reading of the war includes the action of the U.S. Navy’s Pacific Squadron,
under the command of John Sloat, along Mexico’s western coast and up to California; includes
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Col. Stephen W. Kearny leading his troops from Leavenworth, Kansas, westward to the Pacific
coast in California; Col. Alexander W. Doniphan leading forces southward parallel to Taylor;
General Philip Cooke leading troops from Santa Fe to California; and includes John Fremont
bringing troops west to Sutter’s Fort in California and to Santa Barbara.
Of all these campaigns, Scott’s was of perhaps the greatest strategic value, while Taylor’s
received the most praise in the popular press of the day. This may have been the result of
Polk and Taylor conspiring to manage the war as a launching pad for Taylor’s political career.
Comparing Taylor’s action to Scott’s, historian Russell Frank Weigley writes:

In the other principal campaign of the Mexican War, General Taylor showed himself
to be an altogether less thoughtful and accomplished strategist than Scott. Taylor’s
campaign in northern Mexico also had less strategic merit than Scott’s apart from
the shortcomings of the general officer commanding. Once Taylor had secured Pres-
ident James K. Polk’s version of the new United States-Mexico frontier created by
the American annexation of Texas, namely, the line of the Rio Grande, the strategic
objects of his subsequent operations into Mexico were not clear. Too much difficult
country intervened between the Rio Grande and the City of Mexico via the overland
route for there ever to have existed any serious intention that Taylor should advance
to the enemy capital. The American government’s hope for Taylor’s campaign of in-
vasion across the Rio Grande into Mexico’s northern states was that occupation of
those states would penalize Mexico enough to compel her to make peace, recognize
the annexation of Texas, and grant the United States the other territorial increments
which President Polk and his fellow expansionists desired, westward to the Golden
Gate. Mexico’s northern states were so remote from the center of her national power,
however, that General Scott was right to be doubtful from the beginning that Taylor’s
operations could cause the Mexican government to conclude a peace satisfactory to
the United States.

It might be possible to justify Taylor’s campaign by arguing that he kept Mexican troops occu-
pied in the north so that they were unable to offer more resistance to Scott in the south. But
evidence for such an interpretation is thin or nonexistent.
In any case, Scott, habitually cautious, understood the risk he took. Irving Levinson writes:

The critical phase of the conflict began when General Winfield Scott landed at Collado
Beach on 9 March 1847 andmarched north to the port of Veracruz and then westward
to Mexico City. As he prepared to lead a force smaller than a single modern division
through or near Mexican states that were home to more than 4 million people, he no
doubt considered the grim threats that might be posed by a hostile populace.

Scott’s brilliant success was due not only to his own careful planning, but also to the fortunate
circumstance that Mexican society was experiencing significant internal divisions at the time
of the war. These divisions prevented a more efficient defense against Scott. Indeed, some
factions of Mexican society were not at all supportive of the Mexican government’s war efforts,
and offered no resistance to Scott whatsoever.

5.3.8 Thomas Paine - Constitutionalism as a Principle (2015-03-27 06:39)

A written constitution - a systematic consistent coherent plan for governing - is a truly modern
phenomenon. By ‘modern,’ let us understand the intellectual trend whose early examples
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include Descartes and Locke.
A constitutional system includes, but is more than, the concept of the rule of law. A constitution
is a meta-legal document, and takes the objectivity of ‘rule of law’ and raises to cover not only
positive laws, but the entire structure and function of government.
Thus while the twelve tables of Roman law, the Decalogue of Moses, and Hammurabi’s code
are all examples of rule of law, they are not constitutional systems.
Thomas Paine, writing in the 1790s, points out that a constitution is prior, both logically and
temporally, to a government:

A Constitution is a Thing antecedent to Government, and a Government is only the
Creature of a Constitution. The Constitution of a Country is not the act of its Gov-
ernment, but of the People constituting a Government. It is the Body of Elements to
which you can refer and quote article by article; and which contains the principles
upon which the Government shall be established, the manner in which it shall be or-
ganized, the powers it shall have, the Mode of Elections, the Duration of Parliaments,
or by what other name such Bodies may be called; the powers which the executive
part of the Government shall have; and, in fine, everything that relates to the com-
pleat organization of a civil government, and the principles upon which it shall act,
and by which it shall be bound. A Constitution, therefore, is to a Government what
the laws made afterwards by that Government are to a Court of Judicature. The Court
of Judicature does not make the laws, neither can it alter them; it only acts in con-
formity to the laws made: and the Government is in like manner governed by the
Constitution.

Surveying the world of his time, specifically the constitutional system in the United States, the
failed constitutional attempt in the French Revolution, and the quasi-constitutional accretion
of texts and common law traditions in England, Paine ventures some general remarks about
constitutional systems. He denies that England has, in the strictest sense of the words, a
constitutional system; he argues that it is an ad-hoc compilation of legal thought over the
centuries, and a poor defender of liberty.
Paine is broad-minded enough to consider that the United States Constitution is not the only
conceivable or practical constitutional possibility. British philosopher A.J. Ayer writes:

Concluding that no further proof is needed to show that if governments are to serve
the interest of a nation, they need the backing of a Constitution, Paine proceeds to
consider what that Constitution should be. As one would expect, his proposals are
mainly in accordance with the American Constitution, but not entirely so. There are
at least two important points of difference.

Paine is willing to consider that the traditional tripartite division of power (legislative, judicial,
executive) as we find it in, e.g., Montesquieu is not the only way to divide power. He argues for
the possibility of having only two branches of government, the legislative and the executive.
He is willing to configure the judiciary as a part of the executive.
In the legislative branch, Paine considers the possibility of a unicameral legislature to be as
viable, and in his opinion occasionally superior, to a bicameral legislature.
It is not the specifics of any one particular constitution which caused Thomas Paine, and so
many other thinkers of his era, to seek written constitutions as the foundations for government.
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Rather, it is the general idea of an objective and external text, publicly accessible, and approved
by the citizens, which gives the notion of a written constitution its attractiveness.
It embodies both the notion of popular sovereignty and the rule of law. If the rules by which
the government operates are objectively set down and published, then even if those rules are
quirky, or even corrupt, there is a measure of equality inasmuch as every citizen is entitled to
engage in both interpretive debate and parliamentary maneuvering.
That humans inherit the right to ‘pursuit of happiness’ is instantiated in the publication of the
operative rules of government, and each citizen is entitled to his attempt to negotiate a path
through those rules as best he can calculate.
But if the constitution is illegitimately changed, even in an effort to make it more “fair” by
some definition, then the rule of law has been violated, and any good faith effort made to work
within the system has been betrayed. Constitutional scholar Mark Levin writes:

If the Constitution’s meaning can be erased or rewritten, and the Framers’ intentions
ignored, it ceases to be a constitution but is instead a concoction of political expedi-
ents that serve the contemporary policy agendas of the few who are entrusted with
public authority to preserve it.

The constitution may be likened to the rules of a game. Consider a variety of games, from
chess to poker, from tennis to checkers, from Monopoly to Parcheesi. Any change in rules,
once the game has started, corresponds to our intuitive notion of “unfair.”
One might well imagine a discussion among four card players, or twenty-two soccer players,
about altering the rules of the game once a tournament has begun. The majority would certain
object to changing the rules in the middle of a game, and any serious attempt at implementing
such a change would result, not in a more “fair” event by any intuitive sense of the word, but
rather would result in chaos, anarchy, the end of the game, and a net loss to all players - ‘loss’
here being, at a minimum, the loss of the opportunity to participate, and potentially much
more.
Constitutional government yields justice - again, in any reasonable and intuitive sense of that
word - because it objectively and publicly externalizes the rules of government by posting
them for inspection and thereby setting the field for discussion of them. There is no claim
that a constitutional government is perfect, rather only that it is less flawed than any other
form. But a constitution which can be changed ex post facto, either explicitly or by judicial
interpretation of its words, fails to function as a limit or restraint on government.
If a constitution contains within itself a mechanism for its own legitimate change - an amend-
ment process - then any other change, i.e. a change not authorized by its own internal mech-
anism, including a change introduced by redefinition of the words in its text, is a violation of
every citizen.

5.4 April

5.4.1 Adolf Berle: Assistant Secretary of State (2015-04-11 16:18)

A child prodigy who entered Harvard at age 13, Adolf Berle was also the youngest person to
ever graduate, in 1916, from Harvard Law School at the age of 21.
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(He’d stopped between his bachelor’s degree and law school to get a master’s degree. Other-
wise, he’d have been even younger when he got his law degree!)
In the late 1930s and early 1940s, Adolf Berle served as Assistant Secretary of State for Pres-
ident Franklin Roosevelt. In this capacity, he received information from Whittaker Chambers,
who up until 1938 had been working for the Soviet Union, gathering information about the
United States and sending it to Moscow.
Chambers told Berle about two brothers, Alger and Donald Hiss, who were also Soviet agents,
and who were endangering the security of the United States by sending classified informa-
tion to the various Soviet intelligence agencies, and by influencing policy decisions within the
Roosevelt administration.
Concerned about a security problem, Berle attempted to alert other members of FDR’s admin-
istration. Ann Coulter reports the results:

Berle also told Dean Acheson, then Roosevelt’s undersecretary of the Treasury, what
Chambers had said about the Hiss brothers. As Berle described themeeting, Acheson
"said he had known the family and these two boys since childhood and could vouch
for them absolutely." When Acheson later became assistant secretary of state, he
immediately requested Donald Hiss as his assistant. Berle again stepped in to remind
Acheson that Chambers had identified Donald Hiss as a Soviet agent.

When Acheson appointed Hiss to a position with access to classified information, he executed
a casual and pro forma investigation of Donald Hiss.

He asked Hiss if he was a Communist, Hiss denied it, and Acheson summarily an-
nounced that "the matter was closed."

Apparently, Berle felt torn between his loyalty to the Roosevelt administration and his horror
about its “nonchalance about Soviet agents on their staffs was scandalous.” While privately
warning other members of the administration about these national security threats, he publicly
defended the administration.
In public, Berle would downplay the Roosevelt administrations’s

promotion of two traitors with an inane straw-man argument: "The idea that these
two Hiss boys … were going to take over the United States government did not strike
me as any immediate danger."

Yet, despite his respect for FDR, it was clear to Berle that the president’s attention to detail was
impaired by his declining health, and that some of the president’s appointees were either not
troubled by, or refused to entertain the possibility of, the fact that there were Soviet operatives
at high levels within the State Department.

As even Berle admitted, "We were all trying not to tell anything that ought not be
told, and there were pretty consistent leaks whenever anything went through [Alger
Hiss’s] office."

Decades later, it would proven by the Soviet Union’s own records that the Hiss brothers were
on Moscow’s payroll.
The deaths and horrors caused by the Soviet Union’s domination of Poland and other eastern
European nations are directly attributable to Alger Hiss’s influence on FDR. Hiss gave advice
to the president about how to negotiate with Stalin.
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5.4.2 Coolidge: a Symbol of the Twenties (2015-04-21 10:42)

President Calvin Coolidge not only worked to implement his political agenda of personal political
liberty and economic freedom, but he became a popular symbol for his era, even among his
detractors.
The 1920s saw the emergence of technologies like film and radio into the mainstream con-
sciousness. These, in turn, ushered in new styles like jazz and Art Deco.
Coolidge had little or nothing to do with these trends in popular culture, and in fact retained the
aura of the earlier generation from which he came. Yet he embraced the technology as a way
to explain his agenda to the voters. Citizens were already accustomed to seeing photographs
of their presidents, but Coolidge was the first president whose voice andmoving image became
familiar to the public.
While Coolidge’s predecessor, Harding, had been a commanding orator, speaking to crowds of
thousands, Coolidge became regular on the radio. Historian Amity Shlaes writes:

The radio, the new medium, had proved Coolidge’s friend. On the radio you didn’t
need to have a strong voice but a clear one. And Coolidge’s was clear - it had wire
in it, as someone would say later.

While he was, by nature and by reputation, taciturn, he gave 520 press conferences during his
presidency, more than any other president, before or after. There is a paradox in the fact that
the president who was so reticent that he earned the nickname ‘Silent Cal’ was also the presi-
dent who frequently exploited the medium of radio and the occasions of press conferences.
Because of his comfort with, and skilled use of, the media, Coolidge became an image in the
popular consciousness. Historian David Greenberg writes:

President from 1923, when he acceded to the office upon the sudden death of Warren
Harding, until 1929, when he retired after forswearing a second full term, Coolidge
was enormously popular throughout his tenure - an icon of his era every bit as much
as Charles Lindbergh, Babe Ruth, or Charlie Chaplin.

Becoming icon entails the risk of become a caricature, which includes a loss of substance. The
image and popularity of Coolidge belie the complexity and rigor of his economic thought.
Meticulously, Coolidge combed through the federal budget, searching for any chance to unbur-
den the taxpayers. His thoroughness was targeted at finding ways to cut spending, cut taxes,
balance the federal budget, reduce the deficit, and reduce the debt.
Keeping the federal budget roughly the same from year to year, while the economy grew signif-
icantly, was a way to reduce the burden on the ordinary taxpayer. Andrew Mellon was already
Secretary of the Treasury before Coolidge took office. Historian Robert Ferrell writes:

The main contours of the budget, the object of cooperation between Mellon and
Coolidge, are not difficult to relate. In the 1920s, the size of the budget remained
virtually the same, after it decreased from the wartime era. In fiscal year 1921 (July
1920 through June 1921), federal expenditures were $5.1 billion; in fiscal year 1922,
$3.3 billion. They stayed there during the Coolidge presidency, amounting in 1923 to
$3.294 billion and in 1929 to $3.298 billion. Sources of revenue changed a great deal
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from prewar years. In 1913, one-third of the federal budget was from excise taxes
on liquor, two-thirds from the tobacco tax and the tariff. In 1930, with no liquor tax,
one-third came from tobacco and the tariff, one-third from personal income tax, and
one-third from corporate income tax. The income tax, permitted by the Sixteenth
Amendment, had gone into effect during the war.

The triumph of Coolidge’s economic policy not only eased the tax burden on citizens at all
income levels, from the lowest to the highest, but also boosted employment levels and wages
at all levels. The prosperity which Coolidge brought permeated all sectors and regions.
He also paid off a significant fraction of the national debt, a rarity in economic history.
Beyond economics, Coolidge made progress in extending personal liberty. He sharply denied
the KKK’s attempt to gain more influence in national politics, departing from the pattern of the
Wilson administration’s fondness for the Klan.
Coolidge encouraged Congress to pass anti-lynching laws, and became the first incumbent
president to deliver a commencement address at a historically Black college when he spoke at
Howard University in 1924. He was consistently popular with African-American voters.
In foreign policy, Coolidge worked to keep Europe stable. Despite, or because of, the treaties
which ended the war, tensions between nations continued to simmer. Coolidge wanted to
prevent another war.
Coolidge encouraged Charles Dawes to implement a plan to make the payment schedule for
war reparations more realistic. The Dawes Plan went into effect in 1924, and Dawes later
became Coolidge’s vice president.
Coolidge’s Secretary of State, Frank Kellogg, negotiated the Kellogg-Briand Pact, which sought
to organize negotiated and diplomatic opportunities to address conflicts before they escalated
into war. The pact was finalized in 1928.

5.4.3 Coolidge and Taxes (2015-04-22 05:47)

President Calvin Coolidge and Secretary of the Treasury Andrew Mellon agreed that taxes were
a burden to ordinary citizens, and that taxes should be reduced. Mellon held his post already
under President Harding, so when Coolidge took office, Mellon was solidly in place.
Mellon had already worked with Harding to get one round of tax cuts through Congress.
Coolidge and Mellon would introduce additional tax reductions for congressional consideration
in 1924, 1926, and 1928.
Already by 1924, Mellon and Harding had largely removed income taxes from the ordinary
working class. In that year, Mellon and Coolidge would work on reducing the tax burden on the
middle class. Historian Amity Shlaes writes:

Now, on taxes, Coolidge and Mellon pushed forward. The men told themselves they
had the angles covered. The Treasury was readying a plan to publicize the tax prob-
lem: a National Tax Reduction Week, scheduled for early April. Mellon, cheered to
have the support of such an ally, even planned to market his ideas. Mellon’s deputy,
David Finley, was pulling together statements by Mellon and the administration into
a little book that Macmillan would publish. The regular worker did not pay the in-
come tax, but, Mellon believed, the regular worker would benefit from the tax rate
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cut. Therefore he titled his book Taxation: The People’s Business. The book was
remarkable in its clarity, and for what it did not contain: the word “tariff” appeared
only once, and revenues from customs were described as “abnormally high.”

While Mellon saw tax cuts as an encouragement for economic growth, Coolidge saw them as
a matter of justice. If it was possible to relieve the working and middle classes, and reduce
their tax burden, then justice required that it be done. If high marginal rates caused the upper
classes to find loopholes in the tax code, then lower marginal rates would free that money to
flow through the economy and stimulate growth.
Coolidge’s sense of justice about these matters was not primarily a legalistic morality driven
by a need to follow rules, or make sure that others followed them. Instead, his sense of virtue
was forward-looking, and was about taking action to improve one’s community.
Economics was, for Coolidge, an outgrowth of his spiritual worldview. He steered between a le-
galistic religion of rules and a worldly worship of governmental power, avoiding either extreme.
Historian David Greenberg writes:

Less a censorious Puritan than a pious man of sentimental faith, Coolidge shunned
the era’s new secularism as well as its resurgent fundamentalism; he saw religion as
a source of virtue, not of division, oppression, or intellectual limitation.

Although motivated by his concept of personal virtue, Coolidge was still a man who’d worked
his way through electoral cycles. He understood that tax cuts would help him at the polls.
President Harding was slightly more than halfway through his four-year term when he died,
nudging Coolidge into office. Coolidge knew that the voters would be wondering about who he
was. A tax cut was a way to send a clear signal about his political identity.
With the election in November 1924, the spring of that year was a good time to send that signal.
Historian Robert Ferrell writes:

Personal income tax rates were highly political propositions, both in recommendation
and in passage through Congress, and it is noteworthy that Coolidge proposed the
Mellon tax cut of 1924 in March of that year, in time for the Republican convention
and the subsequent election. It immediately placed the president in the public eye.

Economic policy would define the Coolidge administration in the popular imagination.
He took significant actions regarding race relations: Coolidge snubbed the KKK, which had
enjoyed presidential favor during the Wilson administration; Coolidge promoted anti-lynching
laws; he was the first incumbent president to deliver a commencement address at a historically
Black college when he spoke at Howard University.
He also laid the foundation for a decade of peace. Coolidge worked with Charles Dawes; the re-
sult was the Dawes Plan, which restructured the payment of war reparations in 1924. Coolidge
selected Dawes as vice president later that year. Coolidge appointed Frank Kellogg to be Sec-
retary of State; the result was the Kellogg-Briand Pact, a treaty designed to offer diplomatic
negotiations in an attempt to resolve international conflicts before they turned into open war-
fare. Although the war had ended only a few years before, Coolidge saw that tensions between
various nations were already rising and that another war could easily erupt.
Despite his impact on both race relations and world peace, it was Coolidge’s economic policy
that most affected the daily life of the ordinary citizen, that formed the popular image of him
in the collective consciousness, and that is most remembered.
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5.4.4 Early Soviet Threats (2015-04-23 08:59)

Although the label ‘Cold War’ is often thought to apply to the years from 1946 to 1989, a similar
mood prevailed in earlier decades. Shortly after the 1917 Russian Revolution, the Soviet Union
worked influence the United States.
The Industrial Workers of the World (IWW), a communist front which presented itself as a labor
union, orchestrated a general strike in Seattle, Washington, terrorizing the city and holding the
ordinary citizens hostage. When the strike ended, many IWW leaders fled to the Soviet Union.
In the years prior to WWII, the Soviet Union made use of enlisted agents, who engaged in
espionage by extracting classified information about national security and sending it to Moscow,
or by influencing policymakers in their decision-making. The Soviets also used unwitting dupes,
usually naive idealists, who might not have been aware of the extent to which they were being
manipulated to act in the interests of the international communist conspiracy.
Evidence has emerged that the Soviet Union had large numbers of both employed spies and
unsuspecting pawns in the 1930s in the United States. Samples from a long list of names
include Philip Keeney, Mary Jane Keeney, Haldore Hanson, Dorothy Kenyon, and one of the
most famous spies: Alger Hiss.
Although this era lies more than half a century in the past, historians are still reconstructing
the plan of the vast Soviet espionage network which existed inside the United States. The
task is huge, and as more evidence comes to light, the work grows. Historians Stan Evans and
Herbert Romerstein write:

Of note in this respect, covert by nature and kept that way for decades, was the
nonstop backstage warfare that was waged between the opposing forces even as
peace in theory prevailed among the nations. Only by degrees have we come to un-
derstand the extent of this clandestine combat, and a great deal more is still waiting
to be discovered. Even so, with the revelations of recent years we have enough data
in hand to sketch the outlines of an astounding tale and fill in specifics about some
matters long uncertain or contested.

Successive estimates at the scale of Soviet intelligence activity have proven to be too small.
Each disclosure of new data reveals the efforts to undermine the United States government to
have been larger than previously thought.
Historians will be processing this information for decades to come, and new troves of docu-
ments are probably yet to be discovered.

5.5 May

5.5.1 Payroll Withholding: A New Evil Arises (2015-05-18 07:07)

The challenge facing those who would expand the powers of government, shrinking the liberty
of the individual, is finding ways to take maximum money from ordinary citizens while provok-
ing little or no reaction from them. How can you confiscate people’s money without making
them angry?
To this end, many subtle plots and devices have been invented. One of them has been suc-
cessful and goes by the name “payroll withholding.”
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If a worker obtains his wages, and then has to pay his taxes, he is likely to be keenly aware
that the government is appropriating the earned fruit of his labor. But what if a worker never
received his full pay? What if part of it were siphoned off and sent to the government before it
was transferred to him?
This is the genius of the withholding plan. People don’t miss what they never had. Rather
than pay a worker $100 and ask for $25 in taxes, simply pay him $75. He may know, in some
vague and abstract sense, that his property has been stolen from him, but he will not sense or
perceive it in a concrete and direct way.
Payroll withholding arose when the government saw a sudden need to raise revenues because
of war. While the citizens were willing to contribute to war effort, the mechanism of withholding
was introduced because it would lower the degree to which voters were intuitively aware of
amount being taken from them, and because it would allow the government to confiscate funds
for other, less popular, purposes.
Until the advent of withholding, only Americans in the highest earning levels paid income tax.
After withholding, almost everyone would pay it, as historian Amity Shlaes describes:

The father of the modern American state was a pipe-puffing executive at R.H. Macy &
Co. named Beardsley Ruml. Ruml, the department store’s treasurer, also served as
chairman of the the board of directors of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York and
advisor to President Franklin Roosevelt duringWorldWar II. In those yearsWashington
was busy marshaling the forces of the American economy to halt Japan and Germany.
In 1942, not long after Pearl Harbor, lawmakers raised income taxes radically, with
rates that aimed to capture twice as much revenue as in the previous year. They
also imposed the income tax on tens of millions of Americans who had never been
acquainted with the levy before. The change was so drastic that the chroniclers of
the period have coined a phrase to describe it. They say that the “class tax” became
a “mass tax.”

By means of withholding, the government was able to steal money from citizens without their
noticing it so much. Ruml would devise the paycheck system by which a worker’s money was
taken from him before he ever saw it.
It wasn’t so much that they’d pay more taxes; rather, they’d bring home smaller earnings. It
was a simple but clever maneuver.
The rhetorical question has often been posed by those who study taxation: what would happen
in twenty-first century America if workers had to pay their taxes outright instead of having them
withheld? If, on April 15 each year, they had to write checks of $5000 or $10000 and mail them
to the government?
This question reveals the evil genius of the withholding system. The government has been
able to steal shocking amount of earnings from the workers, without the workers being fully
aware of the crime.
Beardsley Ruml may be the mastermind, or at least an accomplice, behind the greatest theft
in history.

5.5.2 Who Was Not at Yalta? (2015-05-18 16:10)

In February 1945, the city of Yalta hosted the famous wartime conference which included U.S.
President Roosevelt, Britain’s Winston Churchill, and the Soviet Union’s Joseph Stalin. Yalta is
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located on the southern end of Ukraine’s Crimean Peninsula on the shores of the Black Sea.
It was clear by this time that Germany would lose the war. The purpose of the conference was
to organize the postwar environment in Europe.
Who accompanied FDR to Yalta? One might think that, because this meeting would set the
international tone for years and even decades to come, America’s best diplomats and intelli-
gence experts would be on hand to advise the president during the days-long event. Historians
Stan Evans and Herbert Romerstein write:

With everything that was on the line at Yalta, onemight suppose the U.S. government
would have sent there a first-rate team of policy experts and negotiators to uphold
American and free-world interests. Dealing with the tough and wily Soviets in such
a context would have required the best that mid-century America had to offer. Such,
however, was not to be the case at this world-changing summit.

Contrary to what might be a reasonable expectation on the part of the reader, the team FDR
brought with him to Yalta was not an all-star list of foreign policy experts or intelligence geeks.
His Secretary of State, Edward Stettinius, had been in office one month, hardly enough time to
develop the agile negotiating skills needed vis-a-vis the USSR.
Stettinius would last less than six months as Secretary of State. It was during this narrow
window of time that the Yalta conference occurred. Both his predecessor and his successor -
Cordell Hull and James Byrnes, respectively - had more impressive resumes and gained expe-
rience from longer time in that office.
A neophyte Secretary of State was not the only weakness on the American team at Yalta. The
delegation seemed designed for weakness at the negotiating table. Evans and Romerstein
continue:

Few people familiar with the American delegation at Yalta would have called it first-
rate, or even adequate to the challenge. On the military side, there was an impres-
sive show of brass and braid, but the diplomatic group was different. Among his
entourage Roosevelt had two staffers knowledgeable of the Soviet Union — inter-
preter Bohlen and ambassador to Moscow W. Averell Harriman — plus some support
personnel to be discussed hereafter. But notably absent were ranking U.S. experts
who knew a lot about the Soviets and diplomacy in general: top-line officials such as
Undersecretary of State Joseph Grew, State’s European chief James C. Dunn, Russia
specialists Henderson and Kennan. None of these would make the trip to Yalta.

In fact, the contingent from the United States was deliberately assembled to allow the Soviets
to gain an advantage at the bargaining table. Advisors placed in high positions at the State
Department, notably one Alger Hiss, personally advised the president on such matters.
What FDR didn’t know was that Hiss was on the payroll of Soviet intelligence agencies. Hiss
was a spy, working for the communists. In addition to leaking classified information to the
USSR, he also influenced the president’s policy decisions in ways which played into the hands
of Moscow.
Churchill and Roosevelt made some bad agreements with Stalin at Yalta. Some were bad be-
cause they placed large regions of eastern Europe under a totalitarian regime, others were bad
because they were empty promises which Stalin did not intend to fulfill. In the case, e.g., of
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Poland, Stalin told Churchill and Roosevelt that after the Red Army had pushed the Nazis out of
the country, political liberty and free elections would follow. The Soviets, of course, did no such
thing. Poland was overrun by the USSR and would remain a vassal state for the next forty-five
years.
The deals made at Yalta were not only bad, but bad by design. Alger Hiss, and other Soviet
operatives inside the Department of State, ensured that the American ability to negotiate would
be hamstrung, and the Stalin could craft agreements to his liking.

5.5.3 Inside the Secret Communist Conspiracy: Whittaker Chambers
(2015-05-21 10:42)

Whittaker Chambers joined the American Communist Party (the ‘Communist Party in the USA,’
or CPUSA) in 1925. He would remain in organization for more than a decade.
Eventually he would become disillusioned with Soviet-driven operation and leave the party. He
would provide valuable information to authorities who were looking to prevent any attempted
overthrow of the United States government.
Sam Krieger, known as Comrade Krieger, directed young Whittaker Chambers, in addition to
his service to the CPUSA, to attend meetings which would further his ideological formation. The
CPUSA wanted to ensure that new members were ‘oriented’ or ‘orientated’ - Chambers recalls
these as favorite words among the party’s leaders - to communist doctrine.
Chambers describes his entry into advanced communist indoctrination. Note the use of the
word ‘violent’ - the CPUSA was explicit in its quest for a violent revolution:

He pressed me to join a study group to which he and his wife belonged, with some
ten or fifteen others. The group was led by Scott Nearing. It met once a week, some-
times in the Rand School, the Socialist headquarters on East 15th Street, sometimes
in a Communist office. Its members were trying to formulate (another favorite word)
“the law of social revolution.” The members of the group, singly, or in teams, were
writing papers on each of the great modern revolutions. When the papers were com-
pleted, the group would ponder upon the result and from it deduce the unifying law
that underlay all violent political change. Scott Nearing and some of the more “devel-
oped” students would then formulate this revolutionary law in a study which would
form a preface to the book that was to be made of all the papers.

As an extension of the USSR, the CPUSA hoped to bring an end - a violent end - to not only
the United States government, but to civil liberties and property rights enjoyed by American
citizens. The insistence on violence was meant to ensure the complete destruction of not
only the form of government, but of the society and culture which had arisen around Western
Civilization’s concept of individual liberty.
Alger Hiss was not only a key Soviet operative, but also a networking leader among scores of
Soviet spies inside the United States. After Chambers left the CPUSA, he would offer evidence
which confirmed Hiss’s guilt.
Hiss did not work for the famous KGB, which wasn’t formed until 1954, but rather for the GRU,
a military intelligence agency in the USSR which had a clandestine New York office. Hiss would
funnel confidential information out of the State Department to the Moscow, and then receive
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instructions from the USSR about how he should nudge U.S. foreign policy into one direction or
another.
As an upper-level State Department official, Hiss met personally with FDR and was able to
suggest or recommend policy options to the president. Robert Novak writes:

Hiss, as a senior State Department official, had in fact been a secret agent of the
Fourth Section of Soviet Military Intelligence.

Because of his experience as a CPUSA insider, Whittaker Chambers was able to provide infor-
mation about the underworld doings of criminals like Scott Nearing, Sam Krieger, and Alger
Hiss. For his work, Chambers received the Presidential Medal of Freedom, posthumously, in
1984.

5.5.4 John Service: Knowing Agent or Unwitting Dupe? (2015-05-29 08:39)

In the early 1940s, even as WWII raged, the international communist conspiracy was working
vigorously to undermine freely-elected governments around the globe. This is evident, e.g., in
the case of John Service, a foreign service officer (FSO) in the State Department.
He had been assigned to work in China, and send reports about the domestic situation there
back Washington. His accounts of the internal dynamics would shape the policies of the United
States toward China.
His bosses did not know, however, that John Service was feeding them, not accurate assess-
ments of the conditions in China, but rather narratives designed to further the progress of the
Chinese Communist Party (CPC). The ongoing civil war between the communists and the na-
tionalists in China had started in 1927, but an uneasy truce had been declared in 1936, so that
both sides could fight the Japanese invaders.
In the mid 1930s, John Service was assigned to be an FSO in China. He sent a steady stream of
unfavorable comments about the nationalist leader, Chiang Kai-Shek (Jiang Jieshi), complaining
about “the clap-trap of Chungking officialdom” in a report dated 28 July 1944. (The city of
Chungking was Chiang’s headquarters at the time.)
Yet Chiang’s soldiers were doing the majority of the work in resisting the Japanese invasion.
By contrast, Service’s reports about Mao were enthusiastic, gushing that the CPC “has grown
to a healthy and moderate maturity.” A few years later, Mao’s CPC would be executing millions
of Chinese civilians.
How effect were Service’s propaganda-ridden reports? State Department officials, located in
Washington and having never set foot in China, began to make plans for either a coup to
overthrow Chiang, or even an assassination. Happily, these plans were never carried out.
The lingering question is whether John Service was actually in the employ of the international
communist conspiracy, or whether he himself had been persuaded by the CPC’s propaganda
and had internalized the CPC’s worldview. No certain answer can be given to this question.
The intensity of his reports increased until October 1944, when he wrote a series of memoranda
from China, declaring flatly that Chiang was unnecessary and useless, and that the United
States should welcome the collapse of Chiang’s government and the rise of Mao’s. Historian
Stan Evans writes:
©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com 225



BlogBook 5.6. JUNE

In the fall of 1944, having loosed his October thunderbolts at Chiang, John Service
headed back to the United States for what was in essence a two-month furlough. The
official purpose of the visit was to consult with his State Department bosses, which
he did, but he also did some other things that would be even more critical for his
future — and for the secret history of the Cold War.

Fresh from China, John Service would have much detailed and sensitive information, not only
for the State Department, but also for a couple of known Soviet operatives, Max and Grace
Granich. Service apparently met with Grace Granich.
He also met with other known Soviet agents, including Harry Hopkins, Lauchlin Currie, and
Harry White. The USSR was, at this time, actively supporting Mao’s CPC.
Someone informed Max and Grace that John Service was returning to the U.S. from China, so
that they could be ready to pump him for information. Stan Evans continues:

One revealing aspect of this trip was that it brought Service, for the first time we
know of, to the notice of the FBI. According to the Bureau records, he was on his
return to have supplied a link between pro-Red forces on the ground in China and
their confreres in the United States. As one FBI memo relates: “A highly confidential
source, which is completely reliable, has advised that Max and Grace Granich, both
of whom have been engaged in Communist and Comintern activities for many years,
were advised in the fall of 1944 that Service was returning to Washington details as
to the latest developments.”

What was the outcome of John Service’s activities? The United States was remarkably half-
hearted in its support of Chiang, even though Chiang was the only chance for something re-
sembling political liberty for China.
Predictably, Chiang’s government fell, Mao’s CPC took control, and millions of Chinese died as
a result. Was the savage butchery inflicted in the CPC’s “reeducation through labor” camps a
direct result of John Service’s work?
Chiang’s fall, and Mao’s rise, were multifactorial, and certainly it would be a stretch to say that
John Service caused them. But he was clearly a factor.
Had John Service not acted as he did, would Mao’s mass killings have been prevented? Histo-
rians should not speculate.

5.6 June

5.6.1 Spies Determine China’s Future (2015-06-08 12:09)

In late 1944, John Service, a foreign service office (FSO) for the State Department returned
from China, where he’d worked for several years, to Washington. His task in China had been
to write reports about the domestic situation there; these reports were used to determine U.S.
policy toward China and eastern Asia generally.
The situation in China was complex: a civil war, started in 1927, was halted by a temporary
ceasefire so that both sides could offer resistance to the invading Japanese army. By 1944,
it was clear that the Japanese would be defeated, and the two belligerents in the civil war -
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the communists led by Mao and the nationalists led by Chiang - were preparing to resume
hostilities.
The USSR was supporting Mao, and the United States was somewhat supporting Chiang Kai-
shek’s nationalists. The degree of enthusiasm with which the U.S. would support Chiang was
in question.
In general, American was disposed to back Chiang, because, while not perfect, he represented
the best chance for China to enjoy some amount of liberty. Americans were wary of Mao and
his Soviet backers.
But inside the Roosevelt administration, there were officials planting seeds of doubt. They
argued that Mao was likely to win the civil war, and that Chiang was corrupt.
FSO John Service was such a sower of doubt. His reports from China were not neutral eval-
uations of the situation in country, but rather enthusiastic propaganda pieces for Mao. John
Service was not only a FSO for the State Department, but he was also secretly working for the
USSR and for Mao’s communists.
Not only John Service, but an extensive network of Soviet operatives inside the State Depart-
ment worked to undermine American support for a free China.
While Service and his fellow Soviet agents had their secrets, what they did not know was that
the FBI was becoming aware of their spy network. When he returned from China in late 1944,
the FBI learned that two other Soviet operatives, Max and Grace Granich, had been alerted to
contact Service and get information about China from him.
Max and Grace were known communists, as was Max’s brother, Itzok Isaac Granich. Itzok
went by the name “Mike Gold,” and all three had connections to the USSR. During the Cold
War years, being a communist didn’t simply mean that one held a set of political beliefs, but
rather it meant that one was dedicated to “violent” overthrow of the governments of western
democracies.
The American Communist Party (CPUSA) insisted on seeking a “violent” revolution and on using
that word in its printed materials.
A meeting between John Service and a member of Granich network was significant, and finding
out about such a meeting in advance was an espionage coup. Historian Stan Evans writes:

Though omitted from the usual histories, this eye-catching bit of intel — gleaned from
a mail intercept by Hoover’s agents — would be of keen interest to the Bureau and
security sleuths in Congress. Max and Grace Granich were well known to the FBI,
appearing in numerous other updates on subversion. They were also well known
in China, where in 1936 and ’37 they ran a Moscow-funded news sheet called The
Voice of China. Their activities in the United States were of like nature, including
involvement with the pro-Red journal China Today, part of a tangled web of groups
and periodicals that agitated the China issue.

Not only did John Service make contact with Grace Granich, but also with three other Soviet
operatives: Harry Dexter White, Lauchlin Currie, and Harry Hopkins. Information was flowing
in two directions: intelligence about the situation on the ground in China, and about the think-
ing of U.S. policymakers in Washington, was moved by Service, Granich, and the others to
Moscow; and misinformation, designed to influence U.S. policy, was fed from Soviets to State
Department officials via John Service’s reports.
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Harry White and Lauchlin Currie were Soviet agents, as confirmed by the Venona project in
which U.S. intelligence agencies decrypted Soviet communications about espionage activity.
Harry Hopkins is somewhat more ambiguous: he may have been a Soviet agent, or he may
simply have been a “dupe” who was tricked into shaping policy in ways favorable to the USSR.
Two former Soviet agents, Whittaker Chambers and Elizabeth Bentley, after defecting, also
confirmed that Currie and White were employed by Soviet intelligence agencies. Stan Evans
reports:

Whether the Service-Granich hookup occurred would be a topic pursued off and on
by security forces — the results being inconclusive, but indicating Service probably
met with Grace, though apparently not with Max. In the meantime, we know for
certain he met with others who shared the Granich mission and stance on China, as
he would himself reveal this. As he told it in a State Department hearing, two of
his main contacts on this trip were Lauchlin Currie and Harry White (a third being
Harry Hopkins). This was an intriguing pair of names to mention, as neither Currie
nor White was an official of the agency where Service worked. Both were, however,
pro-Soviet moles, according to the testimony of Bentley-Chambers and disclosures
of Venona.

While in China, John Service had developed working relationships with several high-ranking
communist officials, one of whom was Tung Pi-Wu (Dong Biwu), with whom Service would later
meet in Washington. Service had also met with Mao. Gradually it became clear that instead of
reporting about these leaders, he was speaking for them.
Granich’s decision to plead the fifth amendment when asked about John Service is significant.
Stan Evans notes:

The doings of Max and Grace Granich, their connections in the United States and
China, and their linkage to John Service would be explored in hearings of the House
Committee on Un-American Activities early in 1952. When asked if he knew Ser-
vice, Max said he didn’t, but Grace, when asked the identical question, took the Fifth
Amendment. The House Committee was apparently in possession of information, ob-
tained by the FBI, that Service had met with Grace, Tung Pi-Wu, and other Chinese
Communists at a later date in Washington, D.C.

The presence of Soviet spies inside the State Department and other government agencies
(White was in the Treasury Department and Currie worked as an economic advisor to FDR)
explains, at least in part, the lukewarm support which the United States gave to Chiang, and
the eventual fall of Chiang’s government to Mao.
Sadly, this is not merely an interesting story about spies. In the decades after Mao’s 1949
seizure of power, millions of Chinese were executed by the communist government.
While responsible historians do not speculate about events that never happened, it is tempting
to wonder if these deaths could have been prevented if the State Department had not been
infiltrated by agents like these.

5.6.2 Voting Rights: the “Force Bill” (2015-06-10 20:36)

During the years of Reconstruction, after the Civil War, newly-freed Blacks in the South ex-
ercised their civil rights. They began voting in significant numbers, running for office, and
winning seats in Congress.
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But after the first few postwar decades, the Democratic Party began to reassert itself. By the
end of the nineteenth century, African-Americans saw their civil rights shrink.
Political liberty for Blacks in South reached its peak sometime between the end of the Civil War
and the end of the century. By 1900, fewer Blacks were voting - scared away from the polls by
intimidation tactics - and fewer were being elected to office.
The Republicans wanted to open more opportunities for African-Americans to vote. The GOP
proposed the ‘Force Bill,’ as historian Wyatt Wells explains:

Many Republicans sympathized with the plight of southern blacks. They valued the
GOP’s history as the party of freedom and recognized that the Democrats’ lock on the
South made it much harder for their party to win national elections. Unfortunately,
the Democrats controlled the U.S. House of Representatives for most of the 1880s,
allowing them to block civil rights legislation. In 1888, however, the GOP won control
of the presidency and both houses of Congress, and Republicans came toWashington
with an ambitious agenda that included a voting rights bill. Senator George Hoar (R-
MA) and Representative Henry Cabot Lodge (R-MA) took charge of what its opponents
soon dubbed the “Force Bill.” This measure provided for the appointment of federal
election inspectors in any congressional district where a certain number of voters
requested it. These inspectors would keep track of voting practices and election
returns, and ideally, their very presence would discourage chicanery. If, however,
inspectors disagreed with local or state authorities about the outcome of an election,
the federal courts would decide the winner. Although less sweeping than the voting
rights measures of Reconstruction or the Civil Rights era — among other things, it
only applied to elections to federal office — the Force Bill would have acted as a
brake on the pervasive fraud and intimidation that characterized elections in the
South and might have set a precedent for further action. It enjoyed strong support
among rank-and-file Republicans. As a party operative in Indiana wrote, “Our people
are just as anxious for the passage of new elections laws as they were for the pension
bill [for veterans of the Civil War]” — a strong statement considering the central role
of veterans in the GOP.

Sadly, the Democratic Party had control of most of the state, county, and city governments in
South. The Republicans were able to hold on to local offices only as long as the Blacks were
voting.
Once the African-Americans had been scared away from the polls, the Democrats quickly took
control of local government in the South. The ability of the federal government to correct the
situation was limited.

5.6.3 A Complex Cast of Characters: Cold War Spy Narratives
(2015-06-15 14:52)

In the deadly triangle defined by Beijing, Moscow, and Washington, the espionage network
maintained by the international communist conspiracy during the 1930s and 1940s was
densely populated by many Soviet agents, working undercover inside various offices in the
United States government.
Lauchlin Currie was an advisor to FDR 1939 to 1945) and later an officer in the World Bank
(1949 to 1953); when it was discovered that he working for a Soviet intelligence agency, he
defected to Columbia.
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John Service was a Foreign Service Officer (FSO) sent by the State Department to China; from
there, he sent reports back to Washington which were supposed to inform policymakers about
the domestic situation in country, but which in fact were pro-Mao pieces designed to nudge the
United States away from supporting Chiang Kai-shek. He was in China during the 1930s and
1940s. He also sent useful information, both about China and about America’s policy toward
China, to Moscow by means of agents like Max and Grace Granich.
Owen Lattimore was more likely an unwitting dupe than an employed Soviet agent. His affec-
tionate statements about Stalin have been richly documented. Lattimore was employed by
the Institute for Pacific Relations (IPR) as an editor for its periodical Pacific Affairs. The IPR was
infiltrated by communist spies. Lattimore also worked as an advisor to Chiang Kai-shek, whom
Lattimore secretly betrayed. Until 1963, he taught at Johns Hopkins University, and until 1970
at the University of Leeds in England.
John Vincent was, like John Service, an FSO in China, who similarly worked to undermine Amer-
ican support for Chiang Kai-shek.
Harry DexterWhite’s extensive work for the Soviet intelligence community has been thoroughly
documented. He worked for the Treasury Department, influencing U.S. economic policy.
Solomon Adler was a link between the operatives in different agencies, because he was a
Treasury Department representative in China. Adler formed a bridge between the Soviet moles
in the State Department and those in the Treasury Department. Like John Service and John
Vincent, his reports from China were essentially Maoist propaganda pieces.
Henry Morgenthau was Secretary of the Treasury for FDR. He was most likely neither a commu-
nist nor a Soviet agent, but he was manipulated into doing Stalin’s work. Harry Dexter White
was in a position to ensure that Morgenthau received reports from John Service and Solomon
Adler, and White also ensured that Morgenthau would not receive other, more reliable, reports
about what was happening on the ground in China. Thus programmed, Morgenthau would brief
President Roosevelt. Unsurprisingly, Morgenthau’s presentations about Mao were enthusiastic.
A point of connection for this wide-ranging cast of characters was the autumn of 1944 in Wash-
ington, D.C., when Service, after several years of work in China, returned to America. Historian
Stan Evans reports about a series of meetings at that time:

Currie of course had plenty of reason to talk with Service, as China was Currie’s portfo-
lio in the White House, there was ongoing contact between them, and Service would
perform, as he later put it, as Currie’s “designated leaker.” The two also had many
influential friends in common, most notably Owen Lattimore and John Vincent. The
White contact seems more puzzling at first glance, but makes sense when Service’s
ties to Adler are considered. White was Adler’s boss and received regular updates
from his minion in the field, relayed to Morgenthau and others. White also obtained
through Adler various reports of Service. There thus would have been no shortage
of things for White to check out with the returning FSO.

One more character enters the drama in the person of Harry Hopkins, who’d worked for FDR
in the 1930s, designing the WPA (Works Progress Administration). By the 1940s, he was still
working for President Roosevelt, as an diplomatic and economic advisor. The evidence is in-
conclusive as to whether Hopkins was employed as a Soviet agent, or was merely manipulated
as an unwitting dupe.
When questioned about his meetings in Washington in late 1944, John Service was quite de-
fensive, as Stan Evans reports:
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Yet another intriguing Service link to White occurred in connection with this visit.
Shortly after he got back to the United States, Service was asked to give an off-the-
record briefing to the Washington branch of the IPR, and did so. In testifying about
this talk, Service would somewhat oddly stress that he had official clearance to give
it, saying: “I got approval. I talked to Mr. Hopkins, Mr. White, and various other
people.” Why Service needed approval from White to give this or any other talk was
not explained, nor did anyone at the State Department hearing where he said this
bother to ask this obvious question.

Although this list of characters may seem complex, it is in fact merely the tip of the proverbial
iceberg. The number of Soviet agents, and the various government agencies into which they
had insinuated themselves as moles, is long indeed.

5.6.4 Scott, a Solid Man; Mexico, a Fragmented Society (2015-06-16 15:37)

The war between Mexico and the United States, fought from 1846 to 1848, while ostensibly a
border dispute, reveals characteristics of the two nations and of the men who led them.
The personalities shaped the war from the U.S. side: President James Polk, General Zachary
Taylor, and General Winfield Scott. Both generals had political potentials, ambitions, and aspi-
rations - to varying degrees. Polk was anxious to minimize the amount of direction competition
which the two general could pose for him, and to influence the outcome of their political com-
petition with each other.
Winfield Scott already had a long and distinguished military career behind him when the war
started. In 1810, as an officer in the U.S. Army, he had been falsely accused of dishonorable
conduct. Historian Brion McClanahan writes:

Scott was forced out of the army for a year. He continued his studies, immersing
himself in military strategy. The knowledge he acquired at this time would serve
him well during his sixty-three-year career, forty-seven of which years he served
as general. When the War of 1812 began, Scott was in New Orleans. He immedi-
ately left for Washington, was promoted to lieutenant-colonel, and was transferred
to Philadelphia and then to New York to take part in the defense of that state and
possibly an invasion of Canada.

While Winfield Scott had an integrated personality and a psychological resilience which allowed
him to endure setbacks, the nation of Mexico was, during the first half of the nineteenth cen-
tury, internally fractured. The country had claimed its independence from Spain in 1821. In
the decades before and after that war of independence, historian Irving Levinson informs us,
Mexico was divided into a collection of demographic groupings:

Florescano, the preeminent modern historian of this period, characterized the colony
as “a disintegrated mosaic of contrasting peoples, ethnic groups, languages, and
cultures, disseminated in an extensive territory with poor communication.”

The attainment of independence did not create a sense of national unity. The Mexicans used
the term criollo to designate an individual of Spanish ancestry who was born in Mexico. Not
only were the criollos one separate group among many, but they were not internally united.
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Mexico’s War of Independence did not change this situation. That conflict ended in
1821 with the criollos firmly in control of the newly independent state. This minority
divided into two factions.

The questions splitting the criollos were about suffrage, religion, and the power of the govern-
ment. What degree of freedom would the Mexicans receive? One segment of the criollos

favored the preservation of the colonial social structure, a state religion, very limited
suffrage, and a centralized federal regime dominated by the landed and the wealthy.

At stake was whether the Mexicans would merely exchange the oppression of the Spanish
crown for a local tyranny, or whether individual political liberty would triumph. If the Mexican
government could be structured so that it did not interfere in the markets, and did not burden
the people with taxes, then Mexico would have a chance at those benefits which are bundled
together under the title of the “New World.”
The other segment of the criollos, Irving Levinson tells us,

opposed all of these objectives and, to varying degrees, sought a more open and
egalitarian society. For much of the period from 1821 to 1846, the traditionalists
remained in control and emphatically rejected such contemporary Spanish concepts
as universal male suffrage. During the 1820s, less than 1 percent of Mexico City’s
estimated population of 200,000 owned the property necessary to qualify as voters.

This internally divided nation declared war on the United States in April 1846. By May of that
year, the United States had declared war on Mexico. The question at hand was the exact bound-
ary line between Texas and Mexico, and about the ownership of lands which would eventually
be parts of Arizona, California, and New Mexico.
Into the mix of personalities on U.S. side entered William Wallace Smith Bliss, a man of excep-
tional intellect. A brilliant professor of mathematics, he was also gifted in linguistics, and had
learned to speak several different Native American (“Indian”) languages. On the political side,
he would also eventually marry Zachary Taylor’s daughter after the war, and after Taylor had
become president.
Bliss’s intelligence and his political familial connections seemed to destine him for greatness
or fame, but he died in 1853 of yellow fever at the age of 37.
Two factors seem to ensure that Zachary Taylor made a reasonable showing in the war: William
Bliss, and Taylor’s horse, Old Whitey. Historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski write:

Although Polk had no military experience, he acted not only as commander in chief
but also as coordinator in chief for the war effort. In the country’s first example of
prewar strategic planning, after consulting with his cabinet Polk had contingency war
plans drafted more than six month before Arista’s cavalry attacked Taylor’s dragoons
north of the Rio Grande. Once the war began he exercised tight control over every
aspect of it, setting precedents that subsequent presidents built upon to make the
White House, not the Capitol, the center of wartime authority. No problem perplexed
Polk asmuch as the senior Army commanders, Scott and Taylor, who were as different
as their nicknames implied. “Old Rough and Ready” Taylor rarely wore a uniform
and had limited strategic or tactical ability. His interest in military intelligence and
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planning for campaigns was deficient that Scott assigned Captain William W.S. Bliss
as his chief staff officer. Considered the Army’s brightest intellect, “Perfect” Bliss
would compensate for Taylor’s own conception of warfare, which rarely went beyond
marching, firing, and charging. Taylor’s strength was his battlefield imperturbability.
Sitting atop Old Whitey, one leg crossed over the pommel, and chewing on a straw,
he never panicked. “Old Fuss and Feathers” Scott, who became the commanding
general in 1841, loved fancy uniforms and had considerable strategic and tactical
abilities. Although not a West Pointers, he had a keen interest in military affairs,
read widely on the subject, and wrote tactical manuals. A meticulous planner, he
insisted upon a thorough military reconnaissance before maneuvering or fighting.

Observers typically report that General Winfield Scott was the more gifted military leader of
the two, although Taylor was not without some merit. Scott more than Taylor brought about
Mexico’s defeat.
On the Mexican side, the leadership had been desperate enough allow General Santa Anna,
who’d been exiled, to return in hopes that he’d lead the Mexican military to a victory over the
United States. To the Mexicans he promised that he’d abandoned the political ambitions which
had led to his exile; to the United States he secretly promised that he’d betray Mexico and
cede the disputed lands to the U.S. once he’d taken control of the Mexican government.
Once back in Mexico, he violated his promise not to seek power and declared himself president.
He also violated his promise to the United States and led the Mexican military against it.
The strategy developed for the U.S. forces was that Taylor would have an army on the northeast-
ern border of Mexico, maintaining a presence there to keep some percentage of the Mexican
military occupied. Scott would take another army, on ships, south across the Gulf of Mexico,
and make an amphibious landing on the southern end of Mexico’s east coast, fighting inland
toward Mexico City.
A few smaller units of the U.S. Army would be active along Mexico’s northwestern border.
Taylor, however, was not content to be merely a presence or a diversion. He insisted on ad-
vancing his army further into Mexican territory. Historian Russell Weigley writes:

Plunging into Mexico to Monterrey and beyond for strategically dubious purposes,
General Taylor mismanaged his logistics so that his troops were too often sick and
supply too often uncertain, allowed a relatively lax discipline in regard to plundering
the inhabitants, fought battles unsubtly and expensively to clear the Mexican army
from his path, and after he became angered by the detachment of 4,000 men includ-
ing nearly all his Regulars for Scott’s campaign, disobeyed Scott’s orders to retreat to
a strong defensive line around Monterrey. Instead Taylor placed his remaining troops
in a position difficult to defend and dangling on a precarious supply line, eighteen
miles south of Saltillo at the hacienda of Agua Nueva. His excuses for this last de-
cision were that he understood Scott’s orders only as advice, and that the Mexican
army could not cross the 200 miles of barren country between San Luis Potosi and
his position anyway. When General Antonio Lopez de Santa Anna surprised him by
marching 20,000 Mexican soldiers across the barren country to attack him, Taylor,
now reduced to 5,000 troops, retreated three miles to slightly better position at the
hacienda Buena Vista. There he displayed his best and redeeming qualities, by so
inspiring his mostly inexperienced army and so skillfully maneuvering its units from
one threatened place to another, that he repulsed the Mexicans with 1,500 to 2,000
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casualties to about 750 casualties of his own. Buena Vista is a deservedly famous
tactical triumph of American arms; but in strategic conception and conduct, Zachary
Taylor’s campaign in Mexico was a throwback to the amateurishness of the War of
1812.

It seems, then, that the main threat to Taylor was his own bad judgment and lack of military
skill. Yet both Scott and Taylor would emerge as military heroes in popular accounts of the war.
Taylor was nominated by the Whig Party in 1848 and became president. Winfield Scott was
nominated by the same party in 1852, but lost the national election.
Zachary Taylor owned numerous slaves, and saw slavery as a political problem to be solved
through negotiation. Polk was also a slaveowner. Winfield Scott was a fierce abolitionist, and
saw the elimination of slavery as the only possible or acceptable resolution.
One question raised by the war with Mexico was whether this newly acquired land in the United
States would be “free” territory or “slave” territory. Although the U.S. won the war with Mexico,
it may have fueled, by doing so, the debate which would eventually erupt into the Civil War.

5.6.5 The Amana Colonies (2015-06-18 12:33)

The United States has hosted a variety of religious communities over the centuries. Some, like
the Amish and Mennonites, have endured over the years; other, like the Shakers, no longer
exist.
In Iowa County, Iowa, the Amana Colonies represent a type of communities which not only had
a religious nature, but also an interest in economic systems. The Amana Colonies are neither
Amish, nor Mennonite, nor Shaker.
Like many religious communities, the Amana Colonies have their roots in Europe and are the re-
sult of immigration. Officially titled the ‘Community of True Inspiration,’ they trace their found-
ing to northwestern Germany, when, in the year 1714, the preaching of Friedrich Camisard was
organized by two leaders, Jhann Rock and Eberhard Gruber, into a series of congregations.
In 1817, a second wave of leaders - Michael Krausert, Barbara Heinemann, and Christian Metz
- gave new momentum to the movement, especially in the regions of Alsace, Hesse, and the
Palatinate. The followers developed a separatist lifestyle, refusing to send their children to
government schools, swear allegiance to the government, or engage in military activity.
Tired of government oppression, the group began to emigrate in 1842, settling near Buffalo,
New York, and organizing themselves under the name ‘Ebenezer Society’ in 1843. In 1855,
they relocated to Iowa, purchasing 26,000 acres of land and developing what would eventually
become the seven villages known as Amana Colonies. Historian Leon D. Adams writes:

The Amanas and their wines are something out of another world. The colonies are
seven Old World villages on the banks of the Iowa River ten miles north of Interstate
80, eighteen miles southwest of Cedar Rapids. An eighteenth-century German com-
munistic and religious sect called The Community of the True Inspiration came here
in 1854 from Ebenezer, New York, purchased 25,000 acres of virgin prairie, and built
a utopia named Amana, a biblical word meaning “remain true.” Three more colonies,
Middle, West, and South Amana, were built two miles apart, an hour’s travel by ox
team. High and Upper South Amana were added in between, and the small town of
Homestead was purchased outright.
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When historians describe the Amana Colonies as ‘communist,’ the reader must understand
that this was long before the times of Lenin and Stalin. The word ‘communism’ had not yet
taken on the connotations of the oppressive and militant atheism which figured so prominently
in the twentieth century.
Instead, the Amanas instituted a pacifistic and spiritual communism, modeled in part after the
earliest followers of Jesus. They officially incorporated their organization in Iowa as the ‘Amana
Society’ in 1859. Leon D. Adams continues:

Communism survived here for almost three generations. Everything was owned by
the Amana Society; the members worked without pay in the mills, shops, and and
fields and had their meals together in communal kitchens. But in 1932 the Depres-
sion threatened them with bankruptcy, and communism was forsaken for capitalism.
The colonists became stockholders of a corporation which paid them wages, and
capitalism worked: one of the colonies’ several industries, Amana Refrigeration, has
become the biggest maker of home freezers in the world.

The change in economic system did not change the spiritual beliefs and practices of the
colonies. They do not baptize in any way, and regard sacraments as purely symbolic.
They have adapted well to modern economic patterns. Their location on a major east-west
highway is well suited for the tourism industry.

The five tiny Amana wineries make Piestengel and grape wines in the basements of
the owners’ homes. Piestengel is rhubarb wine; the word means pie stalk in German.
It comes both dry and sweet, white and pink, and usually doesn’t taste of rhubarb; it
has a flavor of its own. Nine tenths of Amana wine is sold to tourists, who taste and
buy it in the cellars and drink it in the local restaurants.

In 1973, when Leon D. Adams wrote his account of the Amana Colonies, wine production in
Iowa was low, prices for wine were low, and the state government intensely regulated the sale
of wine. At that time, Adams wrote:

The tourists are happy to pay six dollars a gallon for the Amana product - double the
price of many standard wines - because, in the rest of Iowa, wine to take home can
only be bought in the state monopoly liquor stores. A special section of the Iowa
law, adopted when Prohibition was repealed, allows the native wineries to sell their
homemade wines to anyone, but they are not sold in the state stores. Most Amana
wines are labeled “other than standard wine” because to reach their usual 16 percent
alcoholic content more sugar must be added than Federal wine regulations allow.

Starting in the mid-1940s, two herbicides or weedkillers known as “2,4-D” and “2,3,5-T” came
into use. One sad side effect of these two agents was that they killed a number of types of
grapevines, including some of those used to make wine.

In the old days each Amana colony had its communal winery, which provided each
family with a daily allowance of wine. Workers in the fields received an extra portion
at three each afternoon. “Our village winery was under our church,” recalls Friedrich
Ackerman, who owns the South AmanaWinery. “But our elders ordered all the barrels
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emptied when Prohibition became the law in 1920, and the wine ran in ditches for
hours.” The vineyards were abandoned during the 1920s, and when the wineries
reopened at Repeal, they got their grapes from a vineyard near Fort Madison on the
Mississippi. Then the Fort Madison vineyard was ruined by 2,4-D, and most of the
grapes since have come from Fred Baxter’s vineyard across the river at Nauvoo.

While the grape sources are important for Amana’s wines, the colonies also produce fruit and
rhubarb wines.

One Amana winery has its own vineyard because Ramon and Bette Goerler, who
own the Old Wine Cellar Winery, believe they should grow their own grapes as their
forebears did. Goerler, a Navy veteran and a graduate of the University of Iowa,
planted the vineyard in 1966, six acres of Fredonia, Concord, and Beta grapes a mile
north of town.

Writing as he did in 1973, Adams reported the production levels at that time:

In 1880, when the national census of winegrowing was taken, Iowa produced 334,970
gallons of wine, thirteen times as much as the 26,000 the state produces today.

Happily, things have improved in Iowa since then. In 2008, the state produced 186,700 gallons
of wine; in 2009 it produced 212,891 gallons; and it 2012 it produced between 243,571 and
296,900 gallons.

5.6.6 Cold War Overview (2015-06-19 15:34)

As a topic, the Cold War has many different dimensions. Although most famous for the years
between the 1950s and the 1970s, it began as early as 1919, when the IWW held the city of
Seattle hostage for five days in a general strike.
Allegedly a labor union, the Industrial Workers of the World (IWW) was actually a Soviet front
organization. Over the next few decades, the USSR would establish a number of such ‘front’ or-
ganizations: groups with ostensibly benign or salutary purposes, but which in fact functioned as
intelligence-gathering, propaganda-spreading, or policy-influencing organs of the Soviet Union.
Such front organizations might be cultural or historical societies, labor unions, professional
associations, academic groups, political committees, or any other seemingly harmless assem-
bly. Some members of a front would be key leaders, aware of the group’s true purpose. Others
might have no idea that their efforts or donations were going to support an enemy government.
In the early years of the Cold War, the Communist Party (CPUSA) was a center for networking
many Soviet agents. The CPUSA was not merely expounding a political view, but rather stated
in writing that it sought a “violent” revolution in the United States.
Then as now, most Americans wanted to preserve freedom of speech and freedom of the press
for all citizens. But the CPUSAwas not interested in ideas: is deliberately used the word ‘violent’
in its publications. It wanted to cause the deaths of U.S. citizens.
Later in the Cold War era, the CPUSA had been largely discredited, and Soviet agents used
other, more secretive, ways of networking. Historians Stan Evans and Herbert Romerstein
write:
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Considering only its larger aspects, the Cold War story is of course well-known and
doesn’t need much elaboration. With the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917, conflict be-
tween the new Soviet rulers of Russia and the non-Communist nations was foreor-
dained and, despite numerous tactical zigzags, would persist for generations. The
hostility stemmed in part from conditions on the ground in Europe during World War
I, but mainly from the belief of Soviet commissars Lenin and Trotsky that their victory
would be the precursor to Red revolution elsewhere, and that the new Communist
state would lead the way in making this happen. Soviet methods of secret warfare
were developed to advance this revolutionary vision.

The United States faced a greater threat than many citizens realized at the time. Only after the
end of the Cold War could previously classified reports be released, both by U.S. intelligence
agencies, and from the files of what had been the Soviet government.
As the details became more widely known, the American public learned that the danger had
been much greater than previously imagined. In 1995, details about the “Venona Project” be-
came declassified. This project was carried out by the intelligence community in the United
States, and managed to intercept and decrypt a small percentage of messages sent and re-
ceived by Soviet agents in the U.S.
Although the KGBmay be themost famous Soviet intelligence agency, it was organized in 1954.
Several other agencies operated prior to it, including the NKVD and the MGB, going back to
1934.
The Soviet espionage network inside the United States was well developed. An editor of the
University of Michigan’s Michigan Law Review wrote:

The scale of the conspiracy was unprecedented. Hundreds of Soviet spies honey-
combed the U.S. government throughout the forties and fifties. America had been
invaded by a civilian army loyal to a hostile power. There was no room for denying
it. Soviet operatives were stealing technical information from atomic, military, radar,
aerospace, and rocket programs. The cables revealed the code names of the spies,
their technical espionage, and the secret transmission of highly sensitive diplomatic
and strategic policies.

While the direct members of the international communist conspiracy were willing and know-
ing agents, other “dupes” unwittingly aided the Soviet effort by supporting what seemed to
be innocent and benevolent humanitarian organizations - organizations which were actually
fronts.
American counterintelligence efforts proceeded with great caution. Much of what it learn about
the Soviet espionage network was not revealed, even to other branches of the government,
because the information would become useless if the Soviet learned what the Americans knew.
Different offices within the State Department, and in the Department of Treasury, were staffed
by agents from the USSR. Paid Soviet spies held positions in the U.S. government and ranked
high enough that some of them, like Alger Hiss, had face-to-face meetings with President Roo-
sevelt.
Other agents gained access to the most detailed information about atomic weapons. Through
the work of spies like Klaus Fuchs, Julius Rosenberg, and Ethel Rosenberg, the USSR gained the
technology to build its own atomic bomb.
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In hindsight, the international communist conspiracy held an incredible position inside the
United States government, and almost succeeded in its desire to kill Americans and bring an
end to political liberty.

5.6.7 Rewriting the Cold War’s History (2015-06-22 19:03)

For decades, a small but well-organized group of writers sought to downplay the dangers of the
Cold War. They worked to deny that the United States faced a serious threat from a coordinated
espionage network of operatives placed within various agencies of the U.S. government.
They also sought to direct suspicion away from American Communist Party (CPUSA). This group
was not merely interested in articulating a point of view, but was rather dedicated to a “vio-
lent” revolution inside the United States, and to obtaining classified military information and
forwarding it to Moscow.
The CPUSA’s insistence on violence - its printed internal documents used the word ‘violent’ as
defining characteristic of its anticipated revolution - brought it to the attention of law enforce-
ment agencies like the FBI. Its coordination with the KGB, NKVD, and MGB meant that it was
stealing U.S. government secrets and giving them a hostile enemy power.
One example of an effort to deny or downplay the dangers which faced the United States
during the Cold War is a 1978 book by David Caute titled The Great Fear. The thesis presented
by Caute and others is that concerns about threats of a Soviet espionage network inside the
United States were baseless and irrational.
In 1995, the ‘Venona’ project was declassified and some of the information which U.S. intelli-
gence agencies had intercepted and decoded became public. These were encrypted cables
between various members of the Soviet intelligence establishment.
These post-Cold-War revelations refuted claims made by Caute and others that the CPUSA was
not operating a spy network inside the United States. An editor for the University of Michigan’s
Michigan Law Review wrote:

Contrary to Caute’s preposterous claim that Communists were innocent idealists,
the American Communist Party was linked to Stalin like an al-Qaeda training camp to
Osama bin Laden. As John Earl Haynes and Harvey Klehr wrote in their book Venona,
the American Communist Party was “a fifth column working inside and against the
United States in the Cold War.” The cables “expose beyond cavil the American Com-
munist party as an auxiliary of the intelligence agencies of the Soviet Union.” They
said, “While not every American Communist was a spy, hundreds were.” It was a
striking admission coming from Haynes and Klehr. In their earlier book on American
Communism, they had stated matter-of-factly that “few American Communists were
spies.” The disgorging of decrypted Soviet cables forced the professors to revise that
assessment.

The Cold War is often defined as lasting from the mid-1940s to the fall of the Soviet Union
around 1991. An argument can be made for a starting point a decade or two earlier, inasmuch
as the USSR was operating an active spy network inside the United States in 1930s. The
Soviets had also been involved with a general strike in Seattle in 1919; an alleged labor union,
the Industrial Workers of the World (IWW) was actually communist front and took the residents
of the city hostage for several days.
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In addition to infiltrating the United States government, the communists also operated a va-
riety of such ‘front’ organizations: cultural clubs, academic foundations, artistic groups, and
political and labor committees. These seemingly innocent groups, apparently promoting no-
ble humanistic causes, were facades behind which communist agents carried out their work.
Historians Stan Evans and Herbert Romerstein write:

Communist covert actions against the United States and other target nations were
relentless and effective, far more than most historians have imagined. The Kremlin
used such tactics in systematic fashion, made them key elements of state policy,
and devoted enormous resources to them. The data also show the manner in which
the West fought back against this challenge, though in most cases we were on the
defensive, playing catch-up, and far less practiced in secret warfare. We thus for
many years experienced more defeats than triumphs, though with some victories to
our credit.

Since the end of the Cold War, evidence has been released which details the scope, breadth,
and depth of the espionage network operated by the Soviet Union inside the United States. It
is clear that during the Cold War, few Americans understood the size of communist spy system,
and the gravity of danger it posed.

5.6.8 After Reconstruction: Civil Rights Violated (Civil Rights Setback)
(2015-06-27 16:59)

After the end of the war in 1865, an era of flourishing civil rights began for the newly-freed
African-Americans. Ex-slaves began voting, owning property, and even running for office; more
than a few of them were elected.
Within fifty years, however, most of this progress would be undone.
How did this happen? How did a civil rights triumph turn into a civil rights debacle? Historian
Wyatt Wells notes that the threat to Black liberty began with the Compromise of 1877. The
electoral college contained some ambiguous ballots after the presidential election of 1876.
In this compromise, which was never written or reliably documented, Republican candidate
Rutherford B. Hayes obtained the presidency, but the Democrats demanded that the Republi-
cans withdraw federal officers from the South - officers who’d been stationed there to ensure
civil rights for the African-Americans. Historian Wyatt Wells writes:

Although the Compromise of 1877 terminated Reconstruction, it did not settle the
questions of what race relations and politics would look like in the postwar South.

After a decade of Republican influence, “many northern Republicans expected” that the
Democrats would allow Blacks to continue voting and holding elected office. Because of the
alleged Compromise, the Republicans expected the

Democrats to respect the rights of African Americans, and at least a few of the latter
promised to do so. African Americans often voted and, in some areas, held public
office. In most southern states, the Republican Party still functioned, electing local
officials, state legislators, and the occasional U.S. Representative. In the 1880s a
coalition of Republicans and dissident Democrats won state elections in Virginia, and
in the 1890s alliances between Republicans and Populists did the same in North
Carolina and Louisiana.
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For a decade or two after the Compromise of 1877, the Republicans were able to generate
some civil rights for the African-Americans. “Nevertheless, during these years,” the security
of those rights was beginning to unravel:

Democrats often used fraud and intimidation to eject Republicans from office, and
southern states enacted the first Jim Crow statutes. In 1890 a petition from blacks
in Oklahoma to President Benjamin Harrison lamented that “[t]he passage of unfair
laws affecting elections, labor and the landlord and tenant system, by the legislatures
of southern states, has caused widespread unrest and discontent” and “produced a
feeling of profound discouragement and utter dismay among Africo-American [sic]
voters in the entire country.”

By the turn of the century, Black civil rights would be in full retreat as the Democrats increased
their domination of the South. Kentucky, led by Democrat governor J.C.W. Beckham, passed its
infamous “Day Law” in 1904, which prohibited students of different races from attending the
same schools. Woodrow Wilson’s administration began to segregate federal agencies which
had been desegregated and integrated during the 1870s.

5.6.9 Wyatt Earp Meets Doc Holliday: History in the Making (2015-06-29 16:26)

Sometimes an individual plays such a pivotal role in history that he quickly passes into myth
and legend, and the basic data of his life are almost lost among the fables and tales told about
him. Not only is this true of historical figures who lived many centuries ago, but it can happen
in the case of a man who lived quite recently.
Wyatt Earp was born in 1848 in Monmouth, Illinois. He had five brothers, Morgan, Newton,
Virgil, Warren, and James. He had two sisters named Adelia and Mariah Ann. In 1849/1850, the
family moved to Pella, Iowa. Here the parents, Nicholas and Virginia, lived with their children
for around a decade.
The Earp family was strongly attached to the Republican Party, and so the older sons fought
for the North during the Civil War: Virgil, James, and Newton. Wyatt was too young to join the
army, although he tried repeatedly.
By 1869, Wyatt had reached adulthood, become a lawman in Missouri, and married his wife
Urilla. But Urilla died in 1870, leaving him broken-hearted.
For the next few years, Wyatt Earp had no steady home. He roamed through Arkansas, Kansas,
South Dakota, and the “Indian Territory” (later known as ‘Oklahoma’). He prospected for gold,
worked as a ‘bouncer’ or private security man, and eventually returned to working for law en-
forcement agencies. His career began to stabilize itself somewhat when he became a marshal
in Dodge City, Kansas.
Interrupted by a stint of gold prospecting in South Dakota, Wyatt was marshal in Dodge City in
1876/1877 and in 1878/1879.
Contrary to the images of tough guy heroes in western movies, Wyatt habitually avoided alco-
hol.
While in his capacity as one of Dodge City’s marshals, Wyatt followed a criminal to a small
town located near the army’s Fort Griffin, Texas. He knew a barkeeper in that town named
John Shanssey. John introduced Wyatt to Doc Holliday. Wyatt and Doc would become friends
and coworkers. Historian David Fisher writes:
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John Shanssey also introduced Doc Holliday to deputy US marshall Wyatt Earp.
Shanssey and Earp had met several years earlier, when the future lawman had refer-
eed one of the future saloon man’s bouts. This time, Earp had come to “the Flats,” as
the town near Fort Griffin was called, hunting a train robber named “Dirty Dave” Rud-
abaugh. Perhaps at Shanssey’s request, Doc told Earp what he knew: While playing
cards with Rudabaugh a few days earlier, he’d heard the man say something about
going back to Dodge City. Earp sent that information by telegraph to Dodge City’s as-
sistant deputy, Bat Masterson, who eventually made the arrest. But that encounter
marked the beginning of the more important relationship of Doc Holliday’s life.

Wyatt Earp’s life seemed to go from steady to haywire after the death of his wife. He moved
from town to town, and from job to job.

Doc Holliday’s life was similarly unraveled by a diagnosis of tuberculosis. ‘Consumption,’ as TB
was then often called, was almost a death sentence. Many patients died soon after diagnosis.
Holliday was himself a medical practitioner, and understood well his prognosis. Like Wyatt, he
began a nomadic life, and became known as a formidable gunfighter. The knowledge that he
was likely to die soon from tuberculosis erased any fears he might have had in shootouts. His
behavior in confronting criminals was courageous bordering on reckless.

Both Wyatt Earp and Doc Holliday would outlive their gunfighting days and die of other causes.

But when they met and teamed up, they both were engaged in dangerous attempts to enforce
justice.

Wyatt Earp was himself an ornery character. He’d been a boxer and a gambler; he’d
worked on the railroads, as a constable, and as a horse thief. There were a lot men
like him in the Old West, people who just flowed with the opportunities life presented
to them. For the previous few years, he’d been working mostly as a strongman,
keeping the peace in brothels. He’d moved to Wichita in ‘74 to keep the peace in
his brother Virgil’s house of ill repute, while also working as a part-time peace officer
for the city. When Earp first crossed paths with Doc Holliday in ‘77, he had recently
been named Dodge City’s chief deputy marshall.

After Holliday met Earp at “the Flats,” Holliday and his girlfriend Kate followed Earp back to
Dodge City.

Presumably, Earp welcomed the Doc and Kate, who found lodgings at Deacon Cox’s
boarding house when they arrived in Dodge. If it wasn’t the roughest town in the
West, it definitely was high on the list. As a letter that appeared in the Washington
Evening Star complained, “Dodge City is a wicked little town. Its character is so
clearly and egregiously bad that one might conclude … that it was marked for special
Providential punishment.”

This was the beginning of a collegial relationship between Wyatt Earp and Doc Holliday. Their
most important, andmost famous, work lie several years ahead of them, in Tombstone, Arizona,
in 1881, in the gunfight at the O.K. Corral.
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5.7 July

5.7.1 FDR at Yalta: Giving Poland to Stalin (2015-07-07 17:32)

In 1939, Stalin’s USSR was closely allied with Hitler’s Nazis, and they jointly invaded Poland.
By the end of 1939, Poland was occupied by Soviet and German soldiers. Its political liberty
had tragically disappeared.
The nature of the Soviet occupationmanifested itself in 1940, when 22,000 Poles were executed
by the NKVD, a branch of the Soviet secret police, in or near a place called Katyn. The victims
were unarmed prisoners, mostly civilians who had nothing to do with the war effort: professors,
lawyers, engineers, physicians, teachers, writers, and journalists.
The massacre at Katyn was not part of any combat operation: the fighting in Poland had ended
in late 1939. This was an attempt, by the international communist conspiracy, to eliminate the
intellectual and leadership potential among the Poles.
In 1941, Stalin’s political allegiances changed. After Hitler betrayed him, Stalin joined forces
with the western allies. The USSR became an ally of the United States and of England.
President Roosevelt did a quick about-face: he presented the Russians, whom he’d previously
presented as enemies to the American people, as our friends and allies. Overnight, Americans
were told to stop viewing the Soviets as dangerous foes, and instead embrace them as partners
in the fight against Hitler.
Although Stalin’s alliances had done a complete turnaround, swapping enemies for friends and
vice-versa, the communist designs on Poland did not change. The western allies, hurriedly wel-
coming the Soviets, overlooked the USSR’s aggression toward Poland. Historians Stan Evans
and Herbert Romerstein write:

The reason for this reversal was that, between the beginning of the war and its con-
clusion, the Soviets had been converted from foes to allies, and in this new guise
continued to press their claims on Poland. When Hitler invaded Russia, the Commu-
nists were thrown willy-nilly into alliance with England. Grateful for backing from
any quarter, Churchill embraced them as newfound friends and praised them in ex-
travagant fashion. As has been seen, similar notions would prevail at the Roosevelt
White House, in terms exceeding the views of Churchill. The pro-Soviet attitudes now
suffusing Western councils would spell the doom of Poland.

At a famous series of wartime conferences, key Allied leaders met not only to coordinate the
last phases of the war, but also to plan the postwar world. Among these meetings, the most
famous were at Teheran in 1944, and at Yalta and Potsdam in 1945.
Stalin made his participation in the Allied war effort conditional on certain postwar demands.
(Whether or not Stalin was truly able or willing to broker a separate peace with Hitler aside
from the Allies, they yielded to his desires.)

Foremost among such demands was that the Soviets keep the part of Poland they
had seized in 1939 in common cause with Hitler. Despite efforts by some in the State
Department to oppose this, and occasional statements to the contrary by FDR, the
Americans and British would concede the point early on, with virtually no resistance.
Tentatively at Teheran, more definitely at Yalta, they agreed to bisect the prewar
territory of Poland and consign roughly half of it to Russia.
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President Roosevelt, it later became clear, was suffering from a variety of physical ailments
which prevented him from thinking clearly at these conferences. Quite aside from the post-polio
symptoms which he’d had for over two decades, by 1944 FDR was dealing with hypertension,
cancer, and heart failure.
At the Yalta conference, in February 1945, Franklin Roosevelt was not simply ill. He was dying.
By April of that year, he would be dead.
Participants at the conference were shocked by his condition. He fell asleep in the middle of
conversations, and answered questions with nonsequiturs.
He was in no condition to participate in complex political, economic, and military analyses,
even with the most honest of allies, let alone with the wily and deceitful Stalin.
In the end, the USSR received 77,000 square kilometers of Polish territory as a reward for
having murdered thousand of innocent Polish civilians.

5.7.2 A Seemingly Innocent Conversation (2015-07-08 20:21)

When a Foreign Service Officer (FSO) named John Service met with somemembers the Institute
for Pacific Relations (IPR) in late 1944, it might have seemed like an obvious and mundane
event - perhaps even boring. It would have seemed natural for a State Department bureaucrat,
one of whose tasks it was to write regular reports from China about China and send them to
Washington, to meet with a few members of what seemed to be an academic organization of
scholars who studied contemporary eastern Asia.
Why would anyone care about, or be interested in, a bunch of tedious intellectuals gathering
to discuss diplomacy between China and the United States?
Because they were all Soviet communist spies.
FSO John Service was actually working for Stalin’s intelligence agencies. He gathered infor-
mation about the situation in China, and about U.S. policy toward China, and handed it off to
operatives who forwarded it to Moscow. He had detailed, confidential, and sensitive informa-
tion about the struggle in China: that nation was in the throes of a civil war between Mao’s
Communists and Chiang Kai-shek’s Nationalists.
The Soviet were working to aid the Communists. The Soviets were also working to persuade
the United States not to support Chiang’s Nationalists (‘Chiang Kai-shek’ is also spelled ‘Jiang
Jieshi’).
John Service wrote reports from China to Washington, allegedly to inform U.S. policymakers
about conditions in China so that they could shape U.S. diplomacy toward China. In reality,
Service’s reports were Maoist propaganda pieces, designed to deflate U.S. support for Chiang.
While sending disinformation to Washington, Service sent accurate information to the Soviets,
both about China, and about how Washington was thinking about China.
The Soviet operatives with whom John Service networked were an impressive list of communist
spies: Owen Lattimore, who did not have academic credentials, was nonetheless given a post
at Johns Hopkins University; the Soviets brokered this deal for him because it gave him a
credible base from which to launch propaganda, and it gave him a cover for his espionage
activity. Lattimore also worked for Pacific Affairs, the official publication of the IPR, and for
Amerasia, the unofficial publication of the IPR.
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The IPR had, on paper, no connection to Amerasia, but a list of IPR employees and Amerasia
employees was essentially the same list. Those who sat on the board of directors for the IPR
were also working at Amerasia.
This information became interesting when the FBI found plentiful evidence that the staff of
Amerasia had stolen documents from the government which weremarked ‘classified’ or ‘secret’
or ‘confidential’.
Another of Service’s discussion partners was John Carter Vincent, who was, like Service, an FSO
who’d worked in China. Like Service, Vincent seemed more determined to undermine Chiang
than to relay information about the situation. Historian Stan Evans writes:

At all events, Service did talk to the Washington IPR, and would thus plug into the
shadowy network of pro-Red China watchers who would now figure decisively in his
story. In attendance were the ubiquitous Lattimore, IPR employee Rose Yardumian,
State Department official Julian Friedman (an aide to Vincent), and Friedman’s friend
and federal colleague, Andrew Roth. A former IPR researcher, Roth was at this time
a lieutenant in the Far East division of the Office of Naval Intelligence (ONI), liaising
with Vincent’s State Department office. He would prove to be a crucial liaison as well
in the strange adventures of John Service.

Information flowed through a far-flung network of Soviet operatives who’d hidden themselves
as “moles” inside various government offices. Rose Yardumian was married to Peter Townsend,
a British journalist and link between Mao’s communists and English leftists.
If Yardumian and Townsend were the bridge to the communists hidden in Britain, then Andrew
Roth was the bridge to Soviet operatives in postwar Germany. Roth was employed by the
Office of Naval Intelligence and therefore privy to highly secret military information. Stan Evans
writes:

Though a bit player in the Service drama, Roth was an intriguing figure, if only for
what his career revealed about security standards of the era. In addition to his work
at IPR, he had publicly defended the activities of something called the “Free German
Committee,” a Communist operation based in Moscow. Despite this, he had been
commissioned an intelligence officer in the Navy. The former head of ONI explained
this, as quoted in a U.S. Senate report, by saying “The fact that an officer was a
Communist was not a bar to a commission.” As seen, this was a perfectly accurate
statement of the wartime practice.

The IPR also had offices in New York, which Service would later visit. Service would also travel
to the West Coast to meet with communists in California.
Were John Service and individuals connected with the IPR responsible for the fall of China and
for Mao’s communist tyranny which would execute millions of Chinese? While they may not
bear sole responsibility, they were certainly a contributing factor.

5.7.3 Stalin Plants Spies and Uses Dupes (2015-07-30 20:51)

During the Cold War, the Soviet Union quietly set up ‘front’ organizations in the United States.
These groups appeared to be benign social groups - academic or cultural organizations, labor
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unions, educational foundations, etc. - but were in fact a facade behind which the USSR could
carry out its spy operations.

One such was the Institute of Pacific Relations (IPR). Founded in 1925, allegedly as an intel-
lectual forum for the discussion of economics and policy, it had perhaps innocent beginnings.
In any case, it was soon infiltrated and subverted by Soviet espionage agents, if it was not
founded by them.

Front organizations typically had members who fell into various categories: the ‘dupes’ who
were unaware of the group’s true nature and believed that they were simply working for some
noble-sounding humanitarian goal; the ‘sympathizers’ who neither members of the Communist
Party of America (CPUSA) nor Soviet agents, but who were inclined to support communism;
those who were party members; and those who were employed by a Soviet intelligence agency
like the NKVD, MGB, or KGB.

People in any of those categories could be immigrants or citizens born in the United States.
The term ‘fellow traveler’ was sometimes also used.

To be a member of the CPUSA was not merely holding a set of political views or voting for
certain candidates. It was not like being a Republican or a Democrat.

The CPUSA stated explicitly that it sought a “violent” revolution in the United States. To be a
member was to advocate violence, to advocate the overthrow of the United States government,
and to advocate the elimination of the political liberties which citizens enjoy.

Historian Willmoore Kendall writes:

The IPR found room in its organization not merely for a wide range of Communist
sympathizers and dupes, but for Communist espionage agents a well - Michael Green-
berg, for example, a British-born Communist who in 1941 became managing editor
of IPR’s Pacific Affairs. (By 1942, Greenberg was the proud occupant of an office in
the White House.) IPR’s reliance on persons with Communist affiliations who also
had close ties with the State Department is fully documented in the IPR hearings.

Three main sources of information revealed the extent of the Soviet espionage network inside
the IPR. First, investigations by the FBI and other American law enforcement agencies uncov-
ered, bit by bit, links between IPR associates and Soviet spies. Second, some members of the
international communist conspiracy defected and revealed information about IPR members
and friends. Third, when the Cold War ended between 1989 and 1991, previously classified
documents became available: from both sides.

Of the various front organizations operated in the United States by the Soviet Union, the IPR
was particularly relevant to the situation in China. Starting in the 1920s, there was an internal
struggle between Mao’s communists and Chiang Kai-shek’s nationalists. It was a civil war.

Stalin’s USSR supported Mao, and the United States lukewarmly supported the nationalists.
Stalin tasked the IPR with weakening U.S. support for Chiang Kai-shek, by influencing the think-
ing of policymakers, and with providing the Soviets with classified information about the situ-
ation in China, by stealing confidential documents from various government agencies which
had been infiltrated by IPR operatives.

The fact that Mao gained control over China - a fact which caused the deaths of millions - is
due in part, but not in whole, to the communist infiltration of the IPR.
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5.8 August

5.8.1 America’s Schizophrenic China Policy (2015-08-01 09:17)

Starting in the 1920s, China was engaged in a civil war. Mao’s communists hoped to gain
control of the country from the nationalists led by Chiang Kai-shek.
(‘Mao Zedong’ is sometimes transliterated as ‘Mao Tse-tung’ and ‘Chiang Kai-shek’ is some-
times rendered as ‘Jiang Jieshi.’)
Between 1927 and 1937, the nationalists introduced democratic reforms to increase political
liberty in China. Free and fair elections made Chiang president. For this reason, the United
States and other western allies were inclined to support the nationalists during China’s civil
war.
The USSR, however, supported Mao. If the communists took control of China, it would work with
the Soviet Union to intimidate and dominate smaller regional powers, and impose communism
on those weaker countries.
Joseph Stalin, the Soviet leader, found a way to decrease American support for Chiang. A
network of communist agents, operating inside the United States, could disseminate misin-
formation about the situation in China, and influence both policymakers and public opinion
against Chiang.
This espionage network operated behind the cover of a ‘front’ organization - a group with a
seemingly innocent purpose, hiding the real activity of its members. This organization was
the Institute of Pacific Relations (IPR). Allegedly a think-tank of academics and journalists, it
connected Soviet operatives. Historian Willmoore Kendall writes:

The IPR was in considerable part responsible for the proposal, finally put forward by
the United States, that Chiang Kai-shek form a United Front coalition government
with the Communists. Chiang, to be sure, knew from the first that the coalition in
question would be only a first stage in an eventual Communist takeover of China:
he resisted the proposal at every turn, and only under constant pressure from Wash-
ington officials, who were in turn being prodded by the IPR, was in induced to yield,
little by little, on first one point of substance, then another. During the celebrated
China civil war truce engineered by ambassador George Marshall, for example, Chi-
ang found himself stripped of nearly all forms of military assistance (he was refused
ammunition for the very weapons the United States had placed in his hands). “I was
informed by the Chinese Government officials that they had ceased to receive war
equipment manufactured in the United States,” General Chennault subsequently tes-
tified. “When I inquired why, they said that General Marshall had forbidden its ship-
ment from American-held islands and from the United States.” The Chinese Commu-
nists, of course, made the most of the truce - to built up their army with equipment
that the Soviets had captured from the Japanese-Manchurian army and turned over
to them.

The results of the IPR’s influence were inconsistent and contradictory policies. The United
States, supporting Chiang, gave him weapons, but then later refused to give him the ammuni-
tion for those weapons.
To defend China, the United States sent General Claire Chennault and his famous Flying Tiger
group of fighter pilots; some of the most skilled air combat specialists, they fought for China
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starting in 1941. Yet American policy was soon content to allow China to fall into the hands
of the communists, who executed millions of Chinese and subjugated the rest under a harsh
tyranny.
The Soviets succeeded, therefore, in using the IPR as a tool to weaken American support for
Chiang, and to eventually ensure Mao’s victory and the establishment of a bloody dictatorship
in China.

5.8.2 History as Remembering (2015-08-10 15:13)

Can you remember something that happened before you were born? An event at which you
were not present?
Scholars sometimes call this ‘historical memory’ or ‘collective memory.’ It is a powerful societal
force.
Imagine three different people living in the United States: their various ancestors didn’t enter
the country until after 1835. One is an African-American, one is an Asian-American, and one is
a European-American. Yet all three can say that “we” rebelled against British tyranny in 1776.
While “historical memory” empowers individual citizens to use the ‘we’ in this way, it does not
require them to abandon their own particular ethnic heritage.
This acquisition of historical memory is only one of many important reasons for studying history,
as historian Wilfred McClay notes:

The study of the past makes the most sense when it is connected to a larger, public
purpose, and is thereby woven into the warp and woof of our common life. The chief
purpose of a high school education in American history is not the development of
critical thinking and analytic skills, although the acquisition of such skills is vitally
important; nor is it the mastery of facts, although a solid grasp of the factual basis
of American history is surely essential; nor is it the acquisition of a genuine historical
consciousness, although that certainly would be nice to have too, particularly under
the present circumstances, in which historical memory seems to run at about 15
minutes, especially with the young.

The etymological meaning of ‘remember’ is to become part of something. By learning, re-
hearsing, and internalizing the country’s story, a citizen becomes part of the country, and the
country becomes part of the citizen.
The success or failure of the effort to instill a collective memory into students, while retaining
and celebrating their peculiar ethnic heritages, will ultimately be the success or failure of the
country, and of civilization.
Not only knowing, but also perceiving one’s self to be a part of, the national narrative empow-
ers the individual to see himself as heir to grand notions like rights and privileges, but also
as inheriting duties, obligations, and responsibilities. This collective memory is necessary to
human society.

The chief purpose of a high school education in American history is as a rite of civic
membership, an act of inculcation and formation, a way in which the young are intro-
duced to the fullness of their political and cultural inheritance as Americans, enabling
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them to become literate and conversant in its many features, and to appropriate fully
all that it has to offer them, both its privileges and its burdens. To make its stories
theirs, and thereby let them come into possession of the common treasure of its
cultural life. In that sense, the study of history is different from any other academic
subject. It is not merely a body of knowledge. It also ushers the individual person
into membership in a common world, and situates them in space and time.

One cause, then, for an individual’s feeling of alienation is the failure of the educational system
to help him overcome distances, not only of time and space, but also of race and gender, to
identify with the national narrative.
It is possible, desirable, and necessary for social well-being that the ‘we’ of collective memory
cross lines of race and gender: an African-American can look at a portrait of the Founding
Fathers signing the Declaration of Independence and say ‘we.’ A European-American can look
at Frederick Douglas or W.E.B. DuBois and say ‘we.’ A woman can look at George Patton or
Douglas MacArthur and say ‘we.’ A man can look at Amelia Earhart or Susan B. Anthony and
say ‘we.’
Yet the educational system cannot instill this historical memory alone. This is a larger project,
requiring intentional participation of parents, neighborhoods, clubs, teams, performing arts
groups, etc. It is a grand task, requiring society’s various networks.

5.9 September

5.9.1 Assessing the Damage Done by Soviet Spies (2015-09-05 19:36)

In the grand tradition about freedom of belief, people in Western Civilization instinctively tend
to tolerate a diversity of political parties. This tendency, however, can be exploited by those
who wish to destroy this civilization and its tendencies.
In the first quarter of the twentieth century, the Communist Party of the United States of Amer-
ica (CPUSA) was founded and succeeded in attracting significant numbers of members.
There was, however, a fundamental deception in the establishment of this organization: while
it called itself a ‘party,’ it was not a political party in the sense that the ‘Democratic Party’ or
the ‘Republican Party’ or even the ‘Libertarian Party’ are parties.
The CPUSA was, in fact, organized to instigate, in its own words, a ‘violent revolution’ to over-
throw the United States government, to abolish the liberties and rights of U.S. citizens, to es-
tablish a communist dictatorship, and to do all of this by whatever means necessary, including
loss of human life.
By claiming to be a political party, the CPUSA was concealing the fact that it was terrorist
organization. It was ready to commit acts of sabotage and assassination. It did commit acts
of espionage and disinformation. The CPUSA functioned as a branch of the Soviet military and
as part of the Soviet intelligence community.
One Soviet agent, Alger Hiss, managed to start a career for himself in the State Department,
and eventually rose to such high levels that he was giving face-to-face foreign policy guidance
to the President of the United States. Hiss was, however, advising the president to act, not in
the interests of the citizens of the United States, but rather to act in ways which would benefit
the Soviet Union.
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How did a confirmed Soviet spy obtain a secure position inside the United States government?
The Assistant Secretary of State, Adolph Berle, attempted to alert the State Department to
Hiss’s activity, but to no avail. As historian William F. Buckley writes,

Responsible officials, both in the State Department and in the White House, were
twice informed about Alger Hiss. Mr. Adolph A. Berle relayed Mr. Whittaker Cham-
bers’ report on Hiss to his superiors in 1939. In 1943, Chambers spoke with the FBI,
who presumably submitted the information to the State Department. There was ei-
ther a conspiracy of silence among those officers who knew the information about
Hiss, or else they were so persuaded by pro-Communist propaganda, much of it of
their own making, that they simply did not think it made much difference whether
or not Hiss was a Communist. The last is less astounding if one recalls the cele-
brated statement of the influential Mr. Paul Appleby, of the Bureau of the Budget: “A
man in the employ of the government has just as much right to be a member of the
Communist Party as he has to be a member of the Democratic or Republican Party.”

The Soviet intelligence agencies could not havemade such substantial inroads inside the United
States government without the presence of those civil servants who either were knowingly and
willingly aiding the international communist conspiracy, or were convinced that it was ‘no big
deal.’

Sadly, it was a big deal, for the millions who died in China after the communist takeover in
1949, for those who died in the Korean war, for those who died in the Hungarian uprising in
1956, and for those who died in the Prague Spring of 1968.

5.9.2 Multinational Experiences (2015-09-13 20:12)

Frances Slanger was born in Poland in 1913. But there was no country on the map named
‘Poland’ in that year!

The territory labeled ‘Poland’ had disappeared from the map in 1795, when it was divided into
three parts and given to Russia, Prussia, and Austria. As a political state, Poland ceased to
exist.

As a cultural nation, the Poles certainly continued to exist: they spoke Polish, and preserved
and carried forward their musical, culinary, literary, and artistic traditions. The Poles, millions
of them, were people without a country.

Dominated by Russia over a century, the Poles had no individual political liberty. The Russian
nobility also occasionally had a nasty anti-Jewish side. Frances Slanger was born into a society
in which there was no right to vote.

She was born with the name Friedel Yachet Schlanger, which she changed when she came with
her parents to the United States in 1920. As Jews, they enjoyed freedom in the U.S., where they
could buy a piece of land and do with it as they pleased, or where they could voice whatever
political opinions they might have.

Delighted that she had so many options to explore, Frances decided to study nursing. Gradu-
ating in Boston, she worked for two years in a hospital there. As Vice President Dick Cheney
writes,
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Born in Lodz, Poland, in 1913, Frances, together with her mother and sister, secured
passage on a ship bound for America in 1920. They were Jews hoping to escape
persecution and build a better life. As a young girl, Frances sold fruit on the streets
of Boston with her father and dreamed of becoming a nurse. In 1937 she graduated
from Boston City Hospital’s School of Nursing.

By this time, the world’s attention was focused on the horrific events of WWII in Europe, North
America, and the Pacific. Frances wanted to make a difference and bring liberty to people in
oppressed parts of the world. She joined the Army Nurse Corps.
The western Allies had invaded Europe on June 6, D-Day. Frances arrived “as a part of the 2d
Platoon, 45th Field Hospital” on June 10, 1944.

Lieutenant Frances Slanger and three other U.S. Army nurses waded ashore on D-
Day plus four. Over the next five weeks they cared for more than three thousand
wounded and dying soldiers. In her tent one night, as she thought about all she had
seen, Frances wrote a letter to Stars and Stripes honoring the American GI.

The soldiers of the United States were called ‘GI’ because everything they wore, and all the
equipment they used, was “government-issued.”
The newspapers Stars and Stripes was published for soldiers and was quite popular among
them. Frances wrote her letter one October evening, in her tent, in Belgium, as her unit con-
tinued to advance eastward across western Europe.
In addition to nursing, Frances dreamed of becoming a published author. The letter which
Frances wrote was published, and became a famous tribute to American soldiers. In her letter,
she wrote:

To every GI wearing an American uniform - for you we have the greatest admiration
and respect. Such soldiers stay with us only a short time - for 10 days or two weeks.
But we have learned a great deal about the American soldier and the stuff he is made
of. The wounded don’t cry. Their buddies come first. They show such patience and
determination. The courage and fortitude they show is awesome to behold.

Addressing the soldiers directly, she wrote, “we wade ankle-deep in mud; you have to lie in it.”
The 45th Field Hospital advanced across much of Europe. On October 21, 1944, Frances died
in Belgium near the German border. Vice President Cheney continues:

Frances did not live to see her letter published. She was killed the next night when
a German shell ripped through her tent.

After her death, her letter became famous, and is still read today as a salute to American
soldiers. This letter was, however, not the only famous passage she wrote. She had carefully
copied this passage into her scrapbook:

There was a dream that men could one day speak their thoughts. There was a hope
that men could stroll through the streets unafraid. There was a prayer that each
could speak to his own God. That dream, that hope, that prayer became America.
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Born in Russian-dominated Poland, she died in Europe working to liberate France and Germany
from Nazi domination. But she internalized and exemplified American concepts: the value of
the individual human, and the value of liberty.
She lived, and died, with the goal of freeing people from oppression: whenever and wherever
governments shackle the people with regulations, people like Frances arrive to champion the
cause of liberty.

5.9.3 The DNC Gets Messy (2015-09-23 16:37)

If you heard “the Democratic National Convention was a real disaster!” and if you know much
about American History, you might think of the year 1968. At that time, the DNC was so chaotic
that George McGovern and Richard Daley were shouting obscenities at each other.
(McGovern was a Senator from South Dakota who was seeking the party’s nomination; Daley
was the mayor of Chicago. The party nominated Hubert Humphrey as its presidential candi-
date.)
The Democratic Party was divided into various factions which did not get along well with each
other. The extremists in the party were organized into groups like ‘Yippies’ and ‘Hippies,’ and
started violent riots in some of Chicago’s city parks which were located a few miles away from
the building in which the convention was held.
But 1968 wasn’t the only year in which the Democratic National Convention was turbulent - or
even seething.
In 1924, the Democratic Party was sharply divided on several questions. The bulk of the party
continued to embrace Woodrow Wilson’s racist segregation program, but one faction, seeing
that the Republicans had benefitted from the votes of African-American citizens, wanted the
party to embrace racial equality.
The party was also split on economicmatters. Wilson’s administration had imposed the onerous
and hated income tax. Should the DNC embrace tax cuts?
The disputes at the convention became so heated that some of them were deemed inappropri-
ate for the airwaves. Modern media made themselves felt: extensive radio coverage embar-
rassed the Democratic Party, as its internal fights were presented to the listening public.
The DNC finally nominated John Davis as its presidential candidate. Long losing the 1924
general election, Davis would gain notoriety by defending segregation in front of the Supreme
Court in Brown vs. Board of Education. Historian David Greenberg writes:

Ten days and a record 102 ballots passed with no resolutions. The nation again lis-
tened on radio, but this time fascination curdled into horror as the deadlock persisted,
with ugly rhetoric abounding. The Democrats retained a censor to keep any offen-
sive speech off the airwaves, but to spare themselves public revulsion, they would
have had to censor the convention itself. Finally, on the 103rd ballot, they settled on
John W. Davis, a West Virginia native, a former solicitor general and ambassador to
Great Britain, and a corporate lawyer whose firm, Davis, Polk, held prestige with the
white-shoe class but not the rank and file. Despite denouncing the Klan over the sum-
mer, he was sufficiently retrograde on racial politics to appeal to the party’s white
supremacists. (Davis would end his career in 1954 defending segregation before the
Supreme Court in Brown v. Board of Education). To run with Davis, the Democrats
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selected Nebraska governor Charles Bryan, the younger brother of their thrice-failed
presidential nominee, William Jennings Bryan, creating the bizarre coupling of a Wall
Street insider with a scourge of Wall Street.

The DNC, after airing its collective dirty laundry on national radio, was a fragmented coalition,
barely able to feign the semblance of unity, presenting an unpalatable platform. The voting
citizens could be forgiven if they also suspected that there was a lack of sincerity behind any
presentation of a platform, given the internal divisions which would prevent united or cohesive
support.

President Calvin Coolidge was swept back into office in November 1924 with a landslide. Even
if the DNC had managed to unite itself and present a united front to the public, it still probably
would have lost.

While the aura of racism clung to the DNC, Coolidge solidly refused to endorse the Ku Klux Klan,
and in fact, Coolidge mocked the KKK with one of his election slogans, urging the Klan to calm
itself in the words, ‘Keep Kool with Koolidge.’

Wilson’s plans for a “League of Nations” and a world government seemed, to the voters, to
entangle the United States in too many foreign disputes, and to possibly infringe on national
sovereignty. The DNC did not seem to offer a clear departure from Wilsonianism. Coolidge
offered a foreign policy which engaged other nations diplomatically, but did not commit U.S.
resources to a distant situations, and which maintained American sovereignty over American
territory.

On the domestic front, voters were tired of high income taxes and regulated commerce.
Coolidge offered a clear message about a free market: the citizens would be able to keep
the largest share of their earning instead of having them confiscated in the form of taxes, and
would be able to buy and sell as they pleased with fewer regulations.

The lessons of 1924 were, then, twofold: First, Coolidge’s vision of a free market, of racial equal-
ity, and of fewer international commitments for America was a wildly popular vision. Second,
a political party could not afford to allow its intramural conflicts to spill out into the public via
the convention.

The keen-eyed historian will see a number of parallels between 1924 and 1968.

In the last quarter of the twentieth century, parties reconfigured their decision-making so that
the candidates, and in large measure the platforms, were chosen prior to the convention.

Conventions thus became ceremonial unveilings of the candidates and platforms, rather than
the workshop in which they were made. Contemporary convention are largely symbolic, a sort
of “eye candy” to launch national campaigns.

Political party conventions prior to, perhaps, 1975, and certainly prior to 1950, were more
actively involved in choosing candidates and shaping platforms.

Modern electronic media have decisively shaped and reshaped political conventions. A con-
vention, e.g., in the year 1904, could discuss and negotiate the details of a platform, and be
relatively certain that the details of such discussion would never reach the eyes or ears of the
public.
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5.10 October

5.10.1 Coolidge’s Foreign Policy (2015-10-10 10:41)

The foreign policy of Calvin Coolidge might be described as located between the extremes of
isolationism and internationalism. He saw the need for American engagement, and oversaw
Frank Kellogg and Charles Dawes as they developed the Kellogg-Briand Pact and the Dawes
Plan, respectively.
Yet Coolidge knew that the nation was weary after WoodrowWilson had dragged it throughWWI
and the ensuing diplomatic entanglements of Versailles and the League of Nations. Wilson had
been elected on a platform of keeping America out of the war, but he’d ultimately been unable
to resist the attraction of the extraordinary powers which he would exercise as a wartime leader.
Therefore, Coolidge engaged diplomatically, but did not commit the United States militarily or
in any way which, like the League of Nations, would compromise its national sovereignty.
The years of the Coolidge administration included significant foreign policy challenges, from
efforts to ameliorate the problematic provisions of the Versailles Treaty, to the disconcerting
awareness of Japan’s growing militaristic nationalism; from emergence of the Soviet Union as
it replaced the Czarist dynasty to the irruption of civil war in China as the communists sought
power.
There were, naturally, critics: some saw Coolidge as too engaged, and there was a vocal isola-
tionist minority who doubted his decisions. But the voters overwhelming affirmed Coolidge and
returned him to office, manifesting the will of the majority. Historian David Greenberg writes:

He ultimately declined to recognize the Communist government of the Soviet Union,
and his policy toward the internal strife and rising anti-Western sentiment in China
was uncertain and reactive. Coolidge, however, was no isolationist. Rather, his cau-
tious temperament disinclined him from making bold ventures. He governed, more-
over, at a moment when the public has lost its patience for the swashbuckling of
a Roosevelt or the internationalism of a Wilson. Indeed, the president’s critics on
foreign affairs were mainly those men who distrusted his internationalist forays alto-
gether, from the Dawes Plan in his first term to his efforts to join the World Court in
his second. He was fighting isolationism, not carrying its banner.

The voters seemed to like Coolidge’s foreign policy because, on the one hand, he avoided the
extremes of isolationism and Wilsonian adventurism, and other the other hand, he engaged
diplomatically while firmly maintaining national sovereignty.

5.10.2 Statism and Narrative (2015-10-13 19:17)

Narrative is a powerful force in human society. People naturally pay closer attention to narra-
tives than to mere recitations of facts. People remember narratives better than they remember
disjointed lists of data.
Emotions often engage in a narrative. Curiosity is aroused. Who’s the ‘good guy’? Who’s the
‘bad guy’? What will happen next?
Those who wish to instill ethical principles into their listeners know the power of a story. So do
politicians who are promoting an ideology or who are seeking to get elected.
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Historians understand the centrality of narrative. History is, essentially and necessarily, narra-
tive. The business of historians is often to sort out and compare competing narratives.
While some have speculated about ‘doing history without narrative,’ most efforts in such a
direction have floundered. They seem to strive for something which is practically impossible,
if not absolutely so. Jonah Goldberg writes:

The brain was wired to take in information via stories. (It helps if they’re sung and
rhyme a lot, but that’s a topic for another day.) Every important lesson of your life
comes with a story.

Narrative will be implemented by both sides of serious ideological debates. Those who would
assign the bulk of power and authority to the government, and who see the government as
providing the solution for most problems, are often called ‘statists.’
To justify the inevitable reductions of individual political liberty, statists employ narratives. The
paternalistic government, which benignly taxes and regulates, rescues citizens from a variety
of crises and emergencies. Goldberg continues:

Ever since Hegel or maybe Plato, statists have been telling a story about government
in which government itself is the hero in an epic struggle.

It became necessary for the government, and for the statist on behalf of the government, to
find a continuous supply of problems and disasters so that the government can once again
reveal itself to be the deliverer, and so that the government can once again justify regulating
the life of the individual and imposing taxes.
The American political vocabulary of twentieth and early twenty-first centuries does not do
justice to the problem of statism. Talk of ‘Republicans’ and ‘Democrats’ - talk of ‘liberals’ and
‘conservatives’ - doesn’t capture what’s at stake.
The question about statism is the question about whether we look to the government as a
provider and rescuer, or whether we look to society itself, and the individuals and groupings
within society, as a source of creativity and inventiveness, as the engine for constructive effort.

For Hegel, the state was the mechanism by which God worked out His will. For Marx,
the State was an expression of cold immutable forces.

In historical development, Marxism and the various types of socialism which it spawned moved
from seeing the government as themeans to seeing the government as the end. Some versions
of communism, in the early and mid-nineteenth century, aimed for the eventual dissolution of
government, once it had been used to attain communal ownership of nearly everything: a sort
of ‘anarcho-communism.’
But a larger segment of socialists eventually moved to a vision of the government as absorbing
everything, owning everything, and regulating everything. “For the socialists who followed,
control of the state was a kind of” desideratum, “but over time it became the hero itself.”
The narrative of the statist, then, incorporates the government as hero, and therefore must
find the government to be an embodiment of ethical principles. Heroes, after all, are the good
guys. When the typical statist of the early twenty-first century
254 ©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com



5.10. OCTOBER BlogBook

talks about the moral arc of the universe bending towards justice, the physical man-
ifestation of that pie-eyed treacle is always government.

Statist narratives, therefore, are stories of how the government has not only rescued its citizens,
but done so in a morally noble manner. Statist histories of the past, analyses of the present,
and speculations about the future follow this formula.
There is no room, in the statist narrative, for a hero who is not in some way linked to the
government. There is no room for private citizens who freely assemble to form a social effort
apart from the government to address any problem.
As Jonah Goldberg phrases it, when the statists of the early twenty-first century

talk about the progress we’ve made as a society, the hero is always the state (and
the heroic individuals who bent it to their will). It doesn’t matter that the market, non-
state institutions, and heroic individuals tend to solve most of the problems in life;
the government is always shoehorned in as the indispensable author of beneficence.

What remains, then, it to examine competing narratives.
Take, for example, the statist narrative about women’s rights. The Progressivist movement
would have the reader believe that women were rescued from abject servitude by the federal
government, which enacted the Nineteenth Amendment in 1920. It was the benevolence of
the centralized state which launched women into political equality, according to this narrative.
Yet a different narrative can be assembled from the available data. Quite aside from the point
that it was the individual state legislatures, not the national government, which ratified the
amendment is the point that women were already voting long before the amendment was
even proposed. Women began voting in Wyoming in 1869, Colorado in 1893, in Idaho in 1896,
in Utah in 1896, and in Montana in 1914. This trend continued until women were voting in
41 out of 48 states before the amendment was ratified. It was evident that the few ‘holdout’
states would soon follow the others.
Another statist narrative alleges that the ordinary citizens were saved from monopolies, trusts,
and ‘robber baron’ industrialists when the federal government undertook to disperse these
large commercial holdings. The statist narrative further alleges that the large corporations
would inflict high prices on consumers who had no choice but to buy from a monopoly.
The competing economic narrative points out, first, that large holdings like Standard Oil
achieved large market shares by offering low, not high prices to consumers. Second, Stan-
dard Oil never had 100 % of the market share and so was never a true monopoly, and in fact
faced competition throughout its existence which forced it to keep its prices to consumers low.
Third, far from being invincible bastions of power, these industrialist empires, like Vanderbilt’s
corner on the railroad market, often lasted only a few years, before competition reshaped the
economic landscape: railroad dominance shifted from Vanderbilt to J.P. Morgan. The federal
government’s efforts at “trust busting” were ineffectual and largely symbolic: Standard Oil was
past its peak, and had been steadily losing market share, by the time the statists intervened
to “save” the consumers from purported danger it posed.
A third common statist narrative tells us that FDR’s ‘New Deal’ rescued ordinary Americans
from the depths of the Great Depression. Roosevelt’s high rates of taxation, massive national
debt, wage-and-price controls, and make-work programs were the necessary steps to save
Americans from poverty.
©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com 255



BlogBook 5.11. NOVEMBER

The competing liberty-based narrative tells us that the Great Depression was impervious to
FDR’s efforts - it was in fact worse in 1937 than in 1932 - and Roosevelt’s efforts were in
some cases shockingly irrational. Thousands of hogs were butchered and the meat thrown
away, while families hungered: the New Deal’s attempt to ‘jump start’ consumer demand
for agricultural products. The massive efforts of WWII masked, but did not end, the Great
Depression. It was after the war that three factors coalesced to finally put the nation’s economy
back onto a steady footing: a reduction in government spending, a reduction in taxation, and
efforts to pay down the national debt. It was the postwar downsizing of government which
ultimately laid the specter of the Great Depression to rest.
We see, then, that for each statist narrative, there is a competing narrative which is based on
liberty and on the independence of the individual, instead of on the statist’s desire to see power
centralized in a national government. Although abstract principle of ideology may ultimately
be more attractive to pure reason, it is narrative which often decides the practical political
perceptions of both the people and the historians.

5.11 November

5.11.1 The 1920s - Economic Concerns in Coolidge’s Domestic and Foreign
Policies (2015-11-16 16:02)

The administrations of Warren Harding and Calvin Coolidge worked to stabilize the economy
of the United States. Woodrow Wilson’s administration had inflicted both increasing taxes and
increasing national debt on the country.
Wilson had used the Sixteenth Amendment, and Congress had complied, to increase taxation
massively. For the first time in the history of the United States - apart from an experimental
income tax during the Civil War - the federal government began confiscating a portion of the
wages of working people.
Income tax rates soared up to 77 % by 1918 during Wilson’s “progressive” administration. The
war was used as an excuse for such taxation.
When President Harding was elected in 1920, the voters were tired of paying excessive taxes,
and such taxes threatened to destroy the nation’s economy. Harding began to cut taxes. When
Calvin Coolidge became president in 1923, he continued the trend. Historian Robert Ferrell
writes:

Of course, the subtleties involved in these reductions often made large differences
in the savings of individual taxpayers. In 1921, the highest personal rate was for
incomes beginning at $200,000, down from the previous beginning point of $1million.
In 1924, the beginning point was $500,000; in 1926, $100,000. These categories
were so far removed from the incomes of most Americans that they meant little.
More important was the exemption for married taxpayers, which the act of 1921
raised from $2,000 to $2,500 and the act of 1926 raised to $3,500. The latter raise
exempted 40 percent of all individuals who had paid taxes in 1924, leaving only 2.5
million taxpayers. Between 1921 and 1929, the number of taxpayers declined by
1 million. By 1927, 98 percent of the population paid no income tax. Three-tenths
of 1 percent paid 94 percent of income taxes. As Mellon explained that year, “The
income tax has gradually become so restricted in its application that it is a class tax
rather than a national tax.”
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Money was central, not only to Coolidge’s domestic policies, but also to his foreign policies.
Europe was still recovering from WWI. European nations owed money to American banks; they
were having difficulties repaying those loans.
The Treaty of Versailles demanded that Germany pay billions in reparations. Germany likewise
had difficulty making such payments.
In the meantime, brutal communists had gained control of Russia, which was now in grips of
Soviet socialism. President Coolidge had to decide which stance the United States would take
toward the Soviet Union.
The international diplomatic scene of the 1920s was complex. Coolidge appointed Charles
Dawes and Frank Kellogg as his key foreign policy experts. Historian David Greenberg writes:

On the international front, Coolidge had to confront several important issues in his
first year in office, including the question of whether to establish diplomatic relations
with the Soviet Union and calls for various treaties and institutions to protect the
peace. But the most urgent and knottiest issues were those surrounding foreign
debt to the United States. During World War I, American banks had let the European
allies more than $10 billion, and after the war these nations, their economies ailing,
were struggling to meet their payments. Then crisis struck. In early 1923, Germany,
groaning under the reparations imposed by the Versailles Treaty, defaulted on its
payments to France. French and Belgian troops moved into the Ruhr Valley, home to
the German coal and steel industries, raising the prospect of another war. Germany
printed money to pay its debts, resulting in a legendary period of hyperinflation. By
October 1923, one dollar bought 4.2 trillion marks.

Vice President Dawes saved Europe from collapse by means of the “Dawes Plan,” which re-
structured German reparation payments, reducing the burden on the German economy. The
global economy had been so close to breaking down that Dawes earned the Nobel Peace Prize
in 1925.

5.11.2 An Amazing Moment in Economics: President Calvin Coolidge
(2015-11-20 12:29)

Statistically, the Coolidge presidency is an outlier. Affectionately named ‘Silent Cal’ by the
media and by the public, he managed simultaneously to reduce the national debt and to cut
taxes.
Naturally, it is an oversimplification to give Coolidge alone the credit for this achievement.
Congress was a necessary part of the process.
During the Coolidge years - he took office in August 1923 - the federal government’s budget
was kept under control: in some years it grew a little, in other years, it actually shrank a bit.
There were years of budget surplus.
Coolidge’s economic policies generated marked growth: wages rose, unemployed vanished.
The benefits of this prosperity came to citizens at all income levels, especially those in the
lower wage groupings.
Coolidge retained Andrew Mellon as Secretary of the Treasury. Historian Robert Ferrell writes:
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The Mellon tax cuts favored “small Americans.” Seventy percent of the lost rev-
enue under one Mellon proposal would have gone to taxpayers with incomes under
$10,000 - the latter figure admittedly a handsome income in those days. Under
the same proposal, the percentage going to taxpayers with incomes over $100,000
would have been 2.5.

The Coolidge administration can be seen as a continuation of the Harding administration; An-
drew Mellon has been appointed by Harding. In 1920, the last year of the Wilson adminis-
tration, the federal budget was a bloated $6,649,000,000 with a negligible surplus. By 1928,
the last full year of Coolidge’s presidency, it was down to $3,900,000,000 with a surplus of
$939,000,000.
Coolidge managed an amazing constellation of statistics: he cut the debt, he cut the budget
and spending, he cut taxes, and he increased the surplus. Citizens in the lower wage brackets
experienced significant increases in their wages and in the standards of living.

During the 1920s, the Coolidge administration reduced the debt, kept the budget
flat, and brought in sufficient revenues through markedly reduced tax rates, both
personal and corporate.

The prosperity of the 1920s ended when both Hoover and FDR turned a temporary downturn
into an enduring depression by creating, for the first time in more than a decade, a deficit
instead of a surplus, and then massively increasing spending, deficits, and taxes.
The presidency of Calvin Coolidge remains an economic landmark, both in American History
and in World History.

5.12 December

5.12.1 Woodrow Wilson, Haiti, and Democracy (2015-12-28 13:05)

Although one of Woodrow Wilson’s most famous speeches was about “making the world safe
for democracy,” it is not entirely clear exactly what he meant by the word ‘democracy.’
Given his willingness to impose his will on postwar Europe, redrawing the map as he dissolved
some nations and created others, it is plain that he did not subscribe to the traditional notion
of popular sovereignty in which the legitimacy of the government arose from the consent of
the governed.
From his dealings with, e.g., Haiti, it is obvious that Wilson did not understand ‘democracy’
to mean the right of a people freely to elect representatives constituting a republic. Superior
Court Judge Andrew Napolitano writes:

Haiti was suffering from chronic insurrections by local rebels a hundred years ago.
In 1915, when the rebellions came to a head, Wilson wrote to Robert Lansing, his
secretary of state, “I fear we have not the legal authority to do what we apparently
ought to do.” Yet, Wilson continued, “I suppose there is nothing for it but to take the
bull by the horns and restore order.” To this end, Wilson deployed U.S. troops to Haiti,
forcing the Haitians to elect an American puppet government.
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Wilson freely admits that he lacks “the legal authority to” intervene so decisively into Haiti’s
internal affairs, but he does so nonetheless, raising procedural concerns.
There was more at stake than the domestic tranquility of Haiti. As the Wall Street Journal
reported on February 15, 1915,

American and French Ministers have protested issue by Haiti of $8,000,000 Treasury
notes in violation of contract with National Bank of Haiti.

Wilson, however, continued his rhetoric. Not only did he use the word ‘democracy,’ he also
mentioned ‘equality’ - no doubt to the surprise of the Haitians, who were experiencing neither
of those two. In a speech on December 7, 1915, Wilson proclaimed about his policies toward
the nations of central America and the Caribbean,

This is Pan-Americanism. It has none of the spirit of empire in it. It is the embodiment,
the effectual embodiment, of the spirit of law and independence and liberty and
mutual service.

Any naive understanding of Wilson’s use of the words ‘democracy’ and ‘equality’ in the con-
text of foreign policy would be dissolved by an examination of his domestic policies. His intro-
duction of segregation among the employees of various federal agencies, his efforts to keep
African-American students from enrolling in universities, and his other blatantly racist policies
undermined his proclamation, in the same speech, that

All the governments of America stand, so far as we are concerned, upon a footing of
genuine equality and unquestioned independence.

The next day, the New York Times reported the skepticism at Wilson’s feigned enthusiasm for
equality. (The population of Haiti is approximately 95 % Black.) On December 8, 1915, the
Times informed its readers that

The welcome the President expressed for the southern republics into a new equality
with the United States came as a surprise to some Senators who recalled that the
President would ask the Senate at this session to ratify treaties with Nicaragua and
Haiti establishing protectorates over those countries.

While Wilson’s speeches were filled with references to ‘democracy’ and ‘equality,’ it is clear
from his actions that his use of these words was either idiosyncratic or simply insincere. His
actions were, however, emblematic for his progressivist wing within the Democratic Party.
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6.1 January

6.1.1 George Washington’s Chaplains: the Notion of ‘Church and State’ in
Action (2016-01-17 15:49)

In the long and tangled history of religion in the United States, concrete examples from the
Revolutionary Era can help to clarify murky and controversial concepts, like the ‘free exercise
of religion’ and the ‘separation of church and state,’ about which heated debate still rages
today.
Most notably, the separation of church and state was fueled by two motives: first, the desire to
separate church from religion, and second, the desire for religion to inform the political process.
To the eyes of a twenty-first century reader, the phrases ‘church and state’ and ‘religion and
state’ might seem similar, even synonymous. But in the late eighteenth century, these phrases
captured a tension between church and religion.
For the Revolutionaries in North America, ‘church’ was a human institution, which, although
perhaps founded with admirable intentions, had been corrupted and was in fact often the tool
of the King. Britain’s Anglican Church was fueled, not with freely-given donations, but with
taxes.
The Anglican Church, and its American offspring, the Episcopal Church, was, until 1776, the
only authorized church in the thirteen colonies. Often, the Church had little to do with genuinely
spiritual matters, and emphasized instead legalistic morality and ceremonial propriety.
Casting off the Anglican Church in the Revolution, the Americans saw themselves as become
more religious, not less, in the act of dethroning the church. They didn’t want a government to
impose institutions, traditions, and rules by acknowledging, funding, and authorizing a church
to be the ‘established’ church.
In the terminology of the day, a church was ‘established’ if it was recognized by the government
as the only official and authorized church, and if the government subsidized the church with
taxpayer money. The American Revolution intended to energize and liberate religion by dis-
establishing the church. Freed from institutionalism and legalistic tradition, religious thought
would energize the political process. This is why the First Amendment says that “Congress shall
make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.”
So it was, that when George Washington was organizing chaplains for the spiritual care of his
troops, that he was little interested in their denominations - Episcopal, Presbyterian, Baptist,
Quaker, Lutheran etc.
They would not be working for the church. They’d be working for Continental Army. Historian
Tim Townsend writes:

When George Washington was desperate for a chaplain to minister to his drunken Vir-
ginia backcountry troops, he asked the governor to provide him one, writing that the
absence of a chaplain reflected “dishonor on the regiment.” Some of Washington’s
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soldiers told him they’d pay a chaplain’s salary from their own pockets, but Wash-
ington said he’d rather have a chaplain appointed as an officer because that would
have “a more graceful appearance.” A chaplain, Washington wrote, “ought to be
provided, that we may at least have the show if we are said to want the substance of
Godliness.” When Washington became commander of the Continental Army on July
2, 1775, he found fifteen chaplains among the army’s twenty-three regiments. He
encouraged the chaplains to lead weekly worship services, and he eventually admit-
ted ministers of eight denominations into the chaplaincy and urged his commanders
to facilitate the free exercise of religion among their troops.

By discarding ‘establishment,’ the Americans would encourage ‘the free exercise’ of religion.
This took forms which, to the twenty-first century eye, seem odd: Thomas Jefferson discour-
aged Congressmen from attending worship in churches in or near the capital; instead, he or-
ganized services in government buildings, reading aloud from the Bible, singing hymns, and
praying. Jefferson himself participated regularly.
Jefferson understood himself to be freeing the government from the influence of church, while
infusing what he understood to be a purer form of spirituality into the political process.
When offices were created for Chaplain of the United States Senate and Chaplain of the House
of Representatives, it was understood that those who filled them were no longer to be in the
employ of any church.
As the old saying goes, “he who pays the piper calls the tune.”
On the logic that whoever pays a worker determines what he does, the principle of ‘disestab-
lishment’ required that the government hire and pay the chaplain. The ‘separation of church
and state’ meant that no church could have an employee within the government.
Rather, by hiring its own chaplains, the government was getting religion without the church: it
was not a staffer of any church, but rather the government’s own employee who explained the
Bible, preached, and organized prayers and hymns.

6.2 February

6.2.1 W.E.B. Du Bois and God (2016-02-01 16:12)

Among African-American civil rights leaders, W.E.B. Du Bois is one of the more complex per-
sonalities. His thoughts during the early part of his career were quite different than during his
later work.
In his early phases, Du Bois saw free markets and free enterprise as a chance for Blacks to
move upward in society. He wanted to remove the artificial restrictions of institutionalized
racism and to allow African-Americans to compete.
He believed that Blacks had creativity, ingenuity, and motivation, and that given a chance in
the business world, many of them would succeed.
But later in life, Du Bois had become cynical, and doubted whether a truly fair business climate
could be established. At the end of his career, he reject the ideas of a “free market” and instead
wanted a socialist government to control how people used their money.
Thus Du Bois embraced, at different times, two opposing views.
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But Du Bois had a spiritual element in his thought which remained continuous over the years.
Although attracted to Marx’s atheism, Du Bois did not declare himself an atheist. He retained
some spiritual attitude, however ambiguous. Historian Gary Dorrien writes:

Du Bois, however, had a spiritual wellspring of his own. He was a keen appreciator
of Jesus, and his argument with the black church was a lover’s quarrel. His writings
were strewn with religious images and references, even after he supposedly dropped
religion for Marxism. The Souls of Black Folk famously invoked “our spiritual striv-
ings” and lauded the spirituals. He began his book Darkwater with the social gospel
“Credo,” conjured a black baby Jesus in his essay “The Second Coming,” conjured an
adult black Jesus in the scathing “Jesus Christ in Texas,” and ended with a “Hymn to
the Peoples.”

Although vague, Du Bois refused to relegate his spirituality to realm of symbolism or emotion.
He certainly did not belong in the mainstream of African-American Christianity.
At times he criticized the Black churches; at other times he sought to encourage them. To be
sure, he saw the power of religion to energize. But he did not rule out an objective ontological
reality within spirituality. Gary Dorrien notes that even at the end of his career, Du Bois was
concerned about the social role of religion:

As late as the 1950s, Du Bois was still writing about saving “the tattered shreds of
God.”

While studying at Fisk University in the 1880s, Du Bois drifted from orthodox Christianity. In
the 1890s, he did graduate work in Berlin, where he was introduced to many unorthodox forms
of Christianity. He was interested in exploring these more nuanced form of spirituality, rather
than dogmatic and doctrinaire atheism.

6.2.2 The Curious Religion of W.E.B. Du Bois (2016-02-13 12:38)

Over the decades of his career, the economic and political views of W.E.B. Du Bois changed
considerably. The constant factor in his thought, however, was a persistent spiritual awareness.
Before beginning his college education, Du Bois was already on a path to formulate his own
spirituality. Like Isaac Newton or Albert Einstein, Du Bois wanted his own investigation of God,
and was not willing merely to receive a prefabricated belief system.
His early experiences in school prepared him well for this. His classes included Latin, Greek,
geometry, and geography: good preparation for natural theology. Historian Francis Broderick
gives an overview of the secondary curriculum which Du Bois studied:

DuBois’s preparation was well started at his high school in Great Barrington, Mas-
sachusetts, where he took the standard “classical” college preparatory course: four
years of Latin and three of Greek; arithmetic, algebra, and geometry in three of the
four years; one year of English, a year of ancient and American history; and scattered
terms of geography, physiology, and hygiene. In addition, like every other student,
he presented compositions, declamations, and recitations, and performed occasional
exercises in reading, spelling, and music. His high school principal, Frank A. Hosmer,
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encouraged him to plan for college and even helped to provide the necessary text
books. Will rewarded Hosmer’s confidence by completing the high school course
with high honors, along with various extracurricular distinctions such as the presi-
dency of the high school lyceum. Such a record encouraged young Will’s townsmen
to arrange for a scholarship to Fisk University, in Nashville, Tennessee.

As a student at Fisk University in the 1880s, Du Bois drifted away from both the mainstream
Black church, and from the broader Christian orthodoxy of which that church was a part.
In Berlin in the 1890s, Du Bois was exposed to a spectrum of belief systems, held by his pro-
fessors, who were leading scholars in the social sciences. Biographies of Du Bois routinely list
his Berlin professors as a catalogue of the brightest minds in the field, and work with them
stimulated his intellect.
Although in some ways attracted to Marx’s atheism, Du Bois, again following Einstein and
Newton, studiously avoided atheism. It is not that Du Bois consciously patterned himself after
Einstein or Newton, but rather that his development naturally paralleled theirs.
The literature on him routinely reports that he called himself an ‘agnostic.’ In 1948, answering
a correspondent who’d asked about his beliefs, he wrote:

If by being “a believer in God,” you mean a belief in a person of vast power who
consciously rules the universe for the good ofmankind, I answer No; I cannot disprove
this assumption, but I certainly see no proof to sustain such a belief, neither in History
nor in my personal experience.
If on the other hand you mean by “God” a vague Force which, in some uncomprehen-
sible way, dominates all life and change, then I answer, Yes; I recognize such Force,
and if you wish to call it God, I do not object.

Du Bois makes two assertions: first, that he cannot disprove the existence of a personal God;
second, that he asserts the existence of a God who is at least impersonal.
His position, that there exists some Higher Power, and that at least in principle one cannot
disprove that this Higher Power might have agency, is detectable in the works for which Du
Bois is more famous, his writings on social science and his efforts in what would later become
known as the ‘civil rights movement.’
While Du Bois recognized organized religion as a persuasive force, as a psychological force,
and as society’s keeper of ethics, he went beyond religious institutions and recognized an
ontologically independent Deity, whose existence is real and objective. Gary Dorrien writes:

His passionate, unorthodox spiritual sensibility came through to many readers. They
understood that a religious, arguably Christian passion lay behind Du Bois’s furious
attacks on unworthy ministers and church dogmatism. Even at Wilberforce, Du Bois
stumped for social gospel religion: “Christianity means sympathy; the realization of
what it costs a human being to live and support a family in decency … Christianity
means unselfishness; the willingness to forego in part one’s personal advantage and
give up some personal desires for the sake of a larger end which will be for the
advantage of a greater number of people.”

In Berlin, Du Bois was exposed to the work of his professors, men like Heinrich von Treitschke,
Rudolph von Gneist, Gustav von Schmoller, and Adolph Wagner. These scholars were signifi-
cant. Rudolf von Gneist, e.g., powerfully influence Max Weber.
264 ©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com



6.2. FEBRUARY BlogBook

These professors, and others, influenced Du Bois. They themselves were only a generation
removed from great thinkers like Hegel, Schopenhauer, and Schleiermacher.
Because Du Bois absorbed the scholarly methods of these intellects, the reader is justified in
carefully parsing his texts, e.g., his 1948 letter on religious belief. These texts can be analyzed
as one analyzes philosophical texts.
It becomes clear, then, that there is no justification for the assertion that Du Bois was an atheist.
He explicitly strove to avoid atheism.
While clearly aware of the motivational and psychological power of religion, and while he hoped
at certain points in his career to harness that power for the cause of civil rights, he did not
reduce the concept of God to mere emoting.
Du Bois also does not fit easily into the categories of orthodox Christianity or of mainstream
Black church.
As a thinker, Du Bois was a committed theist, but one of his own stripe.

6.2.3 W.E.B. Du Bois Articulates His Religious Views (2016-02-18 21:15)

The academic career of W.E.B. Du Bois covered much intellectual territory: from an early at-
traction to the free market, which he then saw as a chance for African-Americans to compete
and prove their talent, to a later leaning toward socialism in his declining years.
Despite his successive embrace of different, and even mutually exclusive, politico-economic
views, his engagement in spiritual matters remained constant, even if the details likewise var-
ied.
In his engagement with what would come to be known as the ‘civil rights movement,’ Du Bois
saw the motivational and psychological power of the Black church. As historian Gary Dorrien
writes:

For Du Bois, nothing compared to the black church as a source of inspiration, hope,
solidarity, identity, belonging, moral language, and transcendent meaning. Black
Americans owned nothing else outright. Du Bois stressed that any movement worth
building had to share in the life of the black church, speaking its language of hope and
redemption. The Niagara Movement, and later the NAACP, had to include religious
leaders, reaching beyond the usual circle of urban professionals. Though he has often
been argued out of the lineage, the black social gospel happened among church
leaders who appropriated Du Bois for their own contexts.

But Du Bois saw religion as more than mere emoting. While he rejected much about the Black
church, and much about orthodox Christianity, he also refused to embrace atheism. The reader
may attribute a nuanced position to Du Bois, in part because of his formative experiences in
Berlin.
Working with significant scholars in Berlin, Du Bois was attracted to Marx’s atheism, but ulti-
mately rejected it. He was exposed to the careful philological and philosophical methods of a
generation of significant scholars. Francis Broderick writes:

In 1892, after two years of graduate study at Harvard, DuBois went abroad on a
grant - half gift, half loan - from the Slater Fund, a philanthropic foundation headed
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by ex-President Rutherford B. Hayes. At the University of Berlin, he continued his
course work in the social sciences. His program for the fall term of his first year, for
example, included a course in politics under Heinrich von Treitschke; a study of the
beginnings of the modern state; Rudolph von Gneist’s Prussian state reform; theo-
retical political economy and “industrialism and society” under Adolph Wagner; and
Gustav von Schmoller’s Prussian constitutional history. In addition, he was admitted
to Schmoller’s seminar and, as at Harvard, spent the bulk of his time preparing a
research paper, this time on “The Plantation and Peasant Proprietorship System of
Agriculture in the Southern United States.”

Because Du Bois received training in the careful formulation of ideas, his statements about
religion and faith may, and should, be carefully parsed. Brian Johnson writes:

When Du Bois began his two years of graduate study at the University of Berlin in
1890, nineteenth-century German universities offered the world’s best education in
socially scientific research.

Du Bois synthesized his childhood experiences in a Congregationalist church in Great Barring-
ton, Massachusetts, with the legendary scholarship of Germany’s nineteenth century.
Rudolf von Gneist, e.g., was consulted by the rulers of Japan when they wrote those sections
of their constitution which dealt with religion and society. Brian Johnson continues:

Du Bois’ exposure in Berlin to the most rigorous form of socially scientific methodol-
ogy available in the late nineteenth century would apparently spur him towards an
avowed commitment to commingle his earlier desire to see manifest within African-
American communities a more appropriate moral, ethical, intellectual, and social
framework - namely a true Christian pragmatism that resembled what he experi-
enced within the Congregationalist Great Barrington community - and the method by
which he would be able to observe and document it - namely, social science. And this
rather naive oil-and-water philosophy held by the first African American to receive a
Ph.D. from Harvard University in 1895 would remain irreconcilable for the still devel-
oping agnostic who would embark upon his career as a social scientist and reformer
as a professor at Wilberforce and Atlanta universities. Much further, it probably led to
the most pronounced silence in Du Bois’ utterly detailed chronology, autobiograph-
ical writings, and personal correspondence - his tenure within the American Negro
Academy (1897-1903) and his relationship with Reverend Alexander Crummell.

Although Du Bois was eager to harness the ethical implications of Christianity in the service of
the civil rights movements, and although he was eager to harness the motivational power of
the church for the same purposes, we may not assume that Du Bois saw nothing more than
ethics and emotional motivation in religion.
Du Bois countenanced a concept of God which was ontologically independent and objectively
real.
Because his education in Berlin instilled in him a thorough precision in his use of words, his
steady refusal to embrace atheism may be taken, not as a casual use of words, but rather as
a thought-out philosophical stance.
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6.3 March

6.3.1 A Different Kind of Southern Strategy (2016-03-07 11:36)

Historians often use the phrase ‘Southern Strategy’ to refer to a set of tactics designed to get
white voters in the deep South away from “their old comfortable arrangements with the local
Democrats,” as Kevin Phillips, a Republican Party strategist, told the New York Times in May
1970.
The Republicans had consistently attracted large numbers - often a majority - of the Black
voters in the South, from the late 1860s onward. But in order to have more victories, the GOP
also wanted white voters.
The ‘Southern Strategy’ was the Republican Party’s attempt to crack the bloc of segregationist
voters to whom the Democratic Party was fiercely loyal. The whites of the deep South had
voted reliably Democrat, also since the late 1860s.
This, then, was the Republican Party’s ‘Southern Strategy,’ and it was probably a factor in the
Nixon victories of 1968 and 1972.
But there was an earlier plan, on the part of the Democratic Party, which could also have been
called a ‘Southern Strategy’ of a sort.
From the 1860s onward, any hope for the Democratic Party in national electoral politics was
based on the party’s solid hold on the segregationist and secessionist deep South. As the
Republican Party had a solid foundation among the South’s African-American voters, so the
Democratic Party had its base among the whites in the South, who were still angry about the
Reconstruction-era civil rights which the Blacks had obtained.
Explaining how the Democratic Party played on the racism of its base, Patrick Buchanan writes:

How did presidential nominees like Al Smith and FDR of New York and Adlai Stevenson
of Illinois sustain the allegiance of northern liberals and Southern segregationists? By
balancing progressive candidates with Southern or border-state segregationists on
every national ticket between 1928 and 1960, except 1940. Those vice presidential
nominees were Joe Robinson, of Arkansas, in 1928; John Nance Garner, of Texas,
in 1932 and 1936; Harry Truman, of Missouri, who had flirted with the Klan, in 1944;
Alben Barkley, of Kentucky, in 1948; John Sparkman, of Alabama, in 1952, who would
sign the Southern Manifesto denouncing the Brown decision; and Estes Kefauver, of
Tennessee, in 1956.

The African-American voters of the era understood the Democratic Party’s commitment to its
segregationist base, and so the Republican Party received a steady majority of Black votes.
The Democrats, meanwhile, experienced considerable success, with party leaders like Orval
Faubus, George Wallace, and Lester Maddox.

6.3.2 North American Indians: Points of First Contact (2016-03-17 05:50)

The history of interactions between the Indians (or ‘Native Americans’) and those who came
from other parts of the world is long and complex. For an understanding of the cultures indige-
nous to North America, records of the first contacts between Indians and early explorers offer
unique data.
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These moments of first contact show us Indian behavior before they had any experience - good
or bad - with those from the outside. Later moments of contact were based on experiences,
and so show an Indian culture which had already changed inasmuch as it had begun to form a
conceptualized notion of who these outsiders were.
After years of contact, Indian culture had changed significantly, e.g., their use of horses and
beads.
Historians must always return, then, to the points of first contact to gain the most pristine
evidence of Indian culture.
A note on terminology is also in order: in the twenty-first century, many Indian groups have
rejected terminology like ‘Native Americans’ and prefer to be called ‘Indians.’ This is manifest,
e.g., among the Cherokees of North Carolina in their tribal councils and museums.
One record of first contact describes an encounter between Indians and a French explorer.
These Indians had neither met, seen, nor heard of people from outside North America, so this
meeting was a true first contact.
At the shipwreck Museum located at Whitefish Point in Michigan, the curator notes:

In 1610 the young French interpretor Etienne Brule entered into the vast uncharted
wilderness of the Great Lakes area. Sent to explore and learn the ways of the Indians,
he was considered the first European to penetrate this region. Always moving and
never forming a true alliance, he was later turned on by the Hurons who had him
bound, tortured, quartered and eaten.

It is not clear whether the curator intends the comment that Brule ‘never’ formed ‘a true al-
liance’ to be some justification for, or amelioration of, cannibalism.
In any case, the Frenchman had stumbled upon a society formed by human sacrifice, frequent
tribal warfare, and cannibalism. His murder was unprovoked.
This, then, is a glimpse into the way Indian culture functioned prior to any effects which outside
contact may have had upon it. The Encyclopedia Britannica reports that

The details of his death remain uncertain, but according to several accounts, he was
killed and eaten by the Hurons, his adoptive tribe, whose lore thereafter attributed
a prolonged “curse” to his murder.

More than a century later, Juan Nentvig was the first European encountered by Indians around
what is now Mexico and the southwestern United States. As an example of first contact, he
documented the treatment of women among the Indians. They were treated as animals and
as property.
By the time of events such as the conflicts at Wounded Knee and at Little Bighorn, Indian culture
had changed significantly because of its interaction with Europeans, Africans, and Asians. The
Indians of the second half of the nineteenth century were observably different than those who
lived prior to any contact from the outside world.
Those who inhabited North America prior to the widespread settling of Europeans would have
regarded Geronimo and his colleagues at the 1898 ‘Indian Congress’ in Omaha as utterly for-
eign.
The most reliable data about indigenous North American cultures comes, then, from points of
first contact.
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6.3.3 Stopping the Barbary Coast Terrorists: Getting Inside the Attacker’s
Mind (2016-03-28 16:53)

Shortly after declaring and defending its independence, the United States faced a series of
threats. Some of them came from the imperialist ambitions of the major European powers.
Other threats came from a loose alliance of Muslims states known collectively as the ‘Barbary
Coast.’ Libya, Tunisia, Algiers, and Morocco engaged in an extensive seafaring piracy operation,
which seized ships, confiscated cargo, and either sold the crews into slavery or executed them.
Under President George Washington, the United States began to develop its naval power to
meet this threat, as Russell Weigley writes:

In response to the European part of these threats, Congress voted in 1794 to rehabil-
itate coastal fortifications of the Revolutionary era and to erect new ones to protect
sixteen principal ports and harbors. Explicitly in response to the Barbary pirates,
Congress voted a navy of six frigates, but with the proviso that the building of the
frigates should be suspended if the United States made peace with the Regency of
Algiers. The Federalist Congressmen who sponsored the latter measure and the Fed-
eralist War Department which administered it may have had more than the Algerines
in mind, however, for the Washington administration laid down six cruisers designed
to meet in more than equal combat the best British or French vessels of their class,
including three frigates rated at forty-four guns which would be superior to any Eu-
ropean warships save line-of-battle ships. On March 15, 1796, President Washington
had to inform Congress that the peace with Algiers contemplated by the Naval Act of
1794 had been attained - the United States having consented to pay a satisfactory
amount of tribute - but Federalist advocates of a strong government and respectable
armed forces were able to win Congressional approval for completing three of the
frigates anyway, United States and Constitution, 44 guns, and Constellation, 38.

The treaty with Algiers, however, proved to be a sham. As soon as it was signed, the Algerians
developed clear and deliberate plans to violate the treaty and resume the enslavement and
execution of United States citizens.
It would fall to Washington’s successors - Adams and Jefferson - to confront the Barbary Coast
attackers. The U.S. government was alarmed that Americans were still dying in ritualized Is-
lamic beheadings.
A flexible response - the ability to change the plans and deployments of the U.S. Navy and the
U.S. Marine Corps - was needed to face these dangers, as Mark Levin writes:

The Founders recognized that America had to be strong politically, economically,
culturally, and militarily to survive and thrive in a complex, ever-changing global
environment not only in their time but for all time. History bears this out. After the
Revolutionary War, the Founders realized that the Confederation was inadequate to
conduct foreign affairs, since each state was free to act on its own. There could be
no coherent national security policy, because there was no standing army and each
state ultimately was responsible for its own defense. The nation’s economy was
vulnerable to pirates who were terrorizing transatlantic shipping routes and thereby
inhibiting trade and commerce. And the British and Spanish empires were looming
threats.
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Jefferson and Adams had extensive experience in diplomacy, and had met ambassadors from
Muslim states before becoming presidents. They understood that negotiating with the Barbary
Coast states would be a general waste of effort.
Adams and Jefferson knew to ignore the words of the Barbary Coast diplomats; they would
say whatever it took to achieve their interests, with no intention of abiding by any agreement,
written or spoken. The Americans studied the history and culture of these states, even the
Qur’an, to better understand their attackers.
The American leaders had studied enough to ‘get inside’ the thought processes of the Islamic
governments, as Dennis Prager writes:

The primary, if not only, reason Jefferson had a copy of the Koran was to try to under-
stand the Koran and Islam in light of what the Muslim ambassador from Tripoli had
told him and John Adams. When asked why Tripoli pirates were attacking American
ships and enslaving Americans, the Muslim ambassador explained that Muslims are
commanded to do so by the Koran.
Jefferson wrote that the Tripoli ambassador told him that “it was written in their Koran
that all nations which had not acknowledged the Prophet were sinners, whom it was
the right and duty of the faithful to plunder and enslave; and that every mussulman
[Muslim] who was slain in this warfare was sure to go to Paradise.”

Under the presidency of Jefferson, then, the United States negotiated by a show of military
force. This proved to be the only way to stop the butchering of American sailors, and the sale
of American sailors into slavery.

6.3.4 Changing Strategies Without Changing Goals? (2016-03-29 15:27)

For the first century and a half of the nation’s existence, the United States saw its military as
existing primarily to protect the lives, liberties, and properties of its citizens. To be sure, there
were arguably occasional departures from that maxim, but they were in any case small in scale
and rare in occurrence.
It is possible to see the Cold War as a departure from previous patterns of American strategic
thought. During the Cold War, policymakers embraced the idea that it was in the service of
American interests, indeed essential to American interests, thatmilitant socialism not dominate
various other countries around the planet: the vocabulary of ‘domino effect’ and ‘rollback’ and
‘containment’ emerged.
The conflicts in Vietnam and Korea demonstrate a willingness, not found a century earlier, to
use significant amounts of American military power in distant lands in engagements which did
not directly protect American lives or soil. The indirect threat present in these locations, it was
argued, would eventually be as dangerous as any direct threat.
During the Cold War, strategy was conceived in the broadest possible terms, and not limited
to military action. The contest was not between two armies, but rather between two ideolo-
gies, and as such, this contest would incorporate economic, artistic, athletic, and scientific
competition.
This understanding of the Cold War, according to historian Russell Weigley, instantiates the
theoretical work of Carl von Clausewitz:
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During the Cold War and especially after the KoreanWar, belief that the United States
was involved in a protracted conflict with international Communism led to a departure
from historic habits and to an effort to form a national strategy for the employment
of American power in defense and promotion of the country’s political values and
interests. The new national strategy would be not merely a military strategy but
an all-inclusive planning for the use of the nation’s total resources to defend and
advance the national interests, encompassing military strategy and Clausewitz’s use
of combats along with other means.

Weigley goes on to argue that, prior to the Cold War era, strategic thought was a field of work
in which few Americans engaged, in which little work was done, and in which serious analysis
was rare.
The strategic work that was done prior to the Cold War was narrower in scope, and limited
to a military understanding of strategy. Broader theoretical work, like that of Clausewitz and
Sun-Tzu, was rare:

This determination to conceive and to act upon a national strategy prompted a flow of
writing and criticism concerned with strategy, including its military aspects, that was
unprecedented in American history. Although by the 1970s the bipolar confrontation
between the United States and Soviet Russian Communism that produced the new
interest in strategy and a new concern for a broad national strategy had given way to
more complex power relationships, the perils of unstable world politics, an unstable
balance of nuclear force, and “wars of national liberation” are more than ample to
perpetuate strategic thought and writing as a thriving American industry.

Military policy and foreign relations changed after 1945 in a way which made them not merely
different in content, but in concept, from the diplomatic and military engagements of the pre-
vious century.
This question presents itself: is it possible to embrace this significant change in strategy, indeed
this change in the nation’s understanding of its role among the other nations of the world, and
simultaneously remain true to the founding principles of the United States - remain true to the
notion of individual political liberty as central and essential? This question lies behind aspects
of the debate between ‘isolationists’ and ‘internationalists,’ although framing the debate with
those two words oversimplifies the question.
Can America play a large role in the world without sacrificing its commitment to personal free-
dom in the realms of political expression, religion, and property rights?

6.4 April

6.4.1 Puritans: Victims of Inaccurate Historians? (2016-04-01 07:26)

In the Capitol rotunda, visitors see an 1843 painting by artist Robert Weir. It shows the Puritans,
some of the earliest permanent settlers in North America.
Viewers are surprised to see them dressed in rainbow of colors - garments are yellow and red,
green and beige, blue and purple. The image is historically accurate - and the Puritans were
not always dressed in black and white.
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Diaries, journals, and letters described such colorful clothing. Commercial records recorded
transactions of colored and dyed cloth.
The Puritans founded the Massachusetts Bay Colony in 1630. They are not to be confused with
the Pilgrims, who settled at Plymouth in 1620. As their name indicates, the Puritans hoped to
“purify” the Church of England: to improve and reform it, returning it to what they perceived
to be the original and foundational concepts of the faith.
In the case of the Puritans, “purifying” the faith did not mean the introduction of strict rules,
but rather an emphasis on joy in daily life.
Happy people wearing brightly colored clothes - this might not correspond to the cliches and
stereotypical images of the Puritans which modern media present. How did these cheerful
people get a reputation for being “drab, glum and pleasure-hating,” as Mark O’Keefe phrases
it?
Through distorted versions of history, people seeking freedom from restrictions placed on their
expression of religion came to be seen as

religious zealots whose idea of fun was burning someone falsely accused as a witch,
or narrow-minded prudes best described by the adjective they spawned: “puritani-
cal.”

Take the witches as an example. Fewer witches were accused or tried in North America than
in Europe, both in absolute numbers and as a percent of the population. Yet the Puritans get
the blame, much more so than Enlightenment-era Europeans. Why this misconception?
Part of the answer is popular fiction. Nathaniel Hawthorne’s The Scarlet Letter, published in
1850 and adapted several times into film, is a perennial favorite, as is Arthur Miller’s The
Crucible, a 1953 play adapted for the cinema.
While dramatically powerful, neither work is accurate. Historian Richard Godbeer notes that

Most of my students are quite surprised by what I have to say about Puritan sex and
Puritan life in general because they bring preconceptions they’ve absorbed.

Novels and theatrical works are entertaining, powerful, and emotionally moving, but they often
do not reflect the actual evidence about the events as they occurred. Yet because of their
dramatic force, the images they present remain in the collective consciousness, despite the
fact that such images conflict with data about the people and places in question.
Exemplifying the Zeitgeist of the 1920s, H.L. Mencken began using the word ‘puritanism’ in a
negative sense - in contrast to the upbeat image associated, until 1850 or a bit later, with the
Puritans.
Colorful clothing, dancing, music, beer, wine, and a healthy dose of romantic attraction be-
tween men and women - these are the characteristics of how the Puritans actually lived. The
images handed to viewers by the media are simply sadly wrong.

6.4.2 Effective Spying Requires Patience (2016-04-04 07:53)

Although textbooks often define the ‘Cold War’ as lasting from the end of WW2 until the fall of
the USSR in 1990/1991, the years from 1917 until 1945 were also significant for the widespread
Soviet espionage effort inside the United States.
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As soon as Lenin took power in November 1917, the USSR began to think about its opportu-
nities to spread communism inside other nations, although this would not begin until Soviets
consolidated their power over Russia by eliminating resistance during the Russian Civil War,
which lasted from November 1917 until October 1922.
(The communist takeover is cited as the ‘October Revolution’ because the Russian calendar
in 1917 was not synchronized with western Europe and North America. Although the Russian
Civil War ended in 1922, guerilla bands continued to offer resistance in the following years.)
By 1919, the Soviets had strengthened their hold on Russia enough that they could begin
sponsoring subversive activities in other nations. After infiltrating various labor unions, they
organized the Seattle General Strike of that year.
An entire major American city was held hostage for several days, with thousands of citizens
being held captive in their houses when the strike leaders declared a curfew, and the freedom
of movement eliminated when only strike leaders were allowed to drive on the city’s streets.
Decades before the traditional starting-point of the ColdWar, Soviet agents were able to disrupt
daily life for thousands of people in North America.
The USSR was patient in its quest to impose dictatorships on other countries. The planting of
spies can take years. Once enlisted with one of the Soviet intelligence agencies, operatives
often did no espionage for several years, and worked simply on gaining good reputations and
access to sensitive information in their places of employment, as historian Stan Evans writes:

Communist penetration of the American government was a long-term process that
ebbed and flowed but never ceased entirely. As with other infiltration targets, such as
schools, media outlets, civic groups, or labor unions, the purposes were several: to
influence policies and programs, make propaganda, disrupt or sabotage things from
time to time, and — where chance presented — engage in “intelligence”-gathering
operations, otherwise known as spying.

Until 1939, the Soviets enjoyed two decades in which they could plant spies inside the United
States with relative ease. But then came a year-and-a-half long period in which the USSR
accidentally showed its nature.
During the time when Hitler and Stalin were allies, it was clear that the Soviets and the Nazis
were quite comfortable together. This alerted Americans to the dangers of Soviet Socialism.

As noted, such infiltration at the official level developed mostly in two phases — one
in the depression years, the other during World War II. The net effect of these twin
incursions was a sizable Communist presence on the federal payroll, far greater than
most histories have suggested. However, in the trough between the rising waves
(August 1939 – June 1941), the Hitler-Stalin pact exploded, shattering the Communist
Party’s anti-Nazi image and setting back the penetration effort that prospered in the
1930s. Though these losses would later be recouped, events during the heyday of
the pact would have profound effects long after it had ignominiously ended. ended.
The seeds of conflict over U.S. security policies for years to come would be sown in
the wild zigzags and contradictions of this era.

When the alliance between the Nazis and the Soviet Communists came to a sudden end in
1941, the Soviets worked to repair their image, and slowly convince the United States that the
USSR would be a faithful ally.
©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com 273



BlogBook 6.4. APRIL

Both the United States government and the public struggled with cognitive dissonance as they
worked to harmonize the incompatible images of Soviet Socialism being both an ally to the
genocidal Nazis and an ally to the free nations of western Europe and North America.

Inside the U.S. government, there would be a split between those who trusted the Soviets
and were willing to work un-skeptically with them, and those who felt that Americans should
keep an eye on the USSR’s underground spy operations in North America. This tension would
continue during WW2, but was kept out of sight because of the wartime need to cooperate with
the Soviets.

When the war ended, this tension became more visible, and the emergence of skepticism
toward Soviet Socialism, along with the awareness of its espionage activities inside the United
States, marks the traditional beginning of the Cold War.

6.4.3 Soviet Spies Shape U.S. Policy (2016-04-13 12:17)

Between 1919 and 1990/1991, one of the chief ways in which the Soviet Union made its pres-
ence in America felt was an organization known as the CPUSA: The Communist Party USA. The
smaller part of this organization was visible to the public: its rallies and conventions, its print
publications.

The larger part of the CPUSA was invisible: secret memberships, clandestine meetings, en-
crypted messages to and from Moscow. “Among important features of the Communist appara-
tus,” write historians Stan Evans and Herb Romerstein, “was its interactive, global nature: the
degree to which it collaborated with its sponsors/paymasters in the Kremlin and pro-Red forces
in other countries.”

The USSR, through a vast and often successful propaganda effort, portrayed “the CPUSA as a
well-meaning indigenous outfit.” In fact, it was a terrorist organization.

The group acted in multiple ways. On the one hand, it was “a domestic menace.” As such, it
sought, in its own words, a “violent” revolution: it hoped for a “coup d’état or revolution in the
streets, as happened in Russia.” This resulted in “the prosecution of its leaders for violation of
the Smith Act.”

Historians debate “whether there was any realistic chance of similar dire events occurring in a
U.S. context.” There probably wasn’t.

On the other hand, a more serious threat was posed by “the CP’s far more important Cold War
role as fifth-columnist agent of a hostile foreign power.” The CPUSA was better at espionage
than at whipping up the masses to overthrow the U.S. government.

The CPUSA’s covert operations fell into several categories. First, there was “spying — the
theft of military or diplomatic secrets.” Second, there was “the overarching Communist goal
of influencing U.S. policy in favor of the Soviet interest.” A third task was using the group’s
hidden influence to shape the media’s reporting about the Soviet Union.

The visible CPUSA was laughably small, and some segments of the public dismissed the or-
ganization as harmless lunatics. But, although it did not succeed in overthrowing the U.S.
federal government, it did inflict real damage when it influenced U.S. policy makers: bungled
responses to Soviet aggression cost lives in several countries.

The CPUSA’s action led directly to the deaths of innocent civilians.
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6.4.4 A Brief Chance to View the Soviets Critically (2016-04-20 07:19)

Until June 1941, the USSR and the Nazis were allies. The “Hitler-Stalin Pact” was the name
given to the treaty which solidified the friendship between the two nations.

Also called the “Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact” or the “Nazi-Soviet Pact,” the agreement showed
the rest of the world that these two regimes were essentially brutal socialist dictatorships who
were happy to work with each other to inflict misery on the rest of the world.

Americans saw this team as a serious threat. The Soviet government was Hitler’s friend, and
was also planting its operations inside the United States.

The Communist Party in America, known as the CPUSA, was not an independent organization,
but rather an agency of the USSR. The CPUSA was not a political party, advocating platforms
and nominating candidates, but rather a terrorist organization, which explicitly stated that it
sought the “violent” revolution which would overthrow the government of the United States.

In the political jargon of the era, ‘Brown’ referred to the Nazi party, and ‘Red’ referred to the
Soviet Socialist government, as historian Stan Evans writes:

While it lasted, the spectacle of Brown and Red dictatorships in common harness
spurred Congress to decisive action, including stern new laws that treated the two
as equal dangers. Foremost among these measures was the Hatch Act, adopted
in 1939 and further toughened in 1940, which outlawed the hiring or retention of
federal workers who advocated the “overthrow of our constitutional form of govern-
ment,” a rote phrase officially said to mean members of the Communist Party. In
May 1941, Congress would adopt a bill of even broader scope, requiring scrutiny of
federal workers involved with any “subversive” group whatever. This was Public Law
135, directing that the FBI investigate “the employees of every department, agency
and independent establishment of the federal government who are members of sub-
versive organizations or advocate the overthrow of the Federal government,” and
report back to Congress.

When the partnership between the Nazis and the Soviet Socialists came to an end in June 1941,
Stalin quickly joined the western Allies against the Nazis. This required the United States to
set aside its knowledge that Stalin had planted an espionage network in America.

Certain elements inside the U.S. government - elements which had already turned a blind eye
to Soviet infiltration in the 1930s - again deliberately ignored growing activity on the part of
various Soviet intelligence agencies inside the United States.

While cooperation with the USSRmay have been necessary to defeat the Nazis, this cooperation
led some to drop their guard concerning Stalin’s intent to undermine the U.S. government.

Between August 1939, when the alliance between the Nazis and the Soviet Socialists was
formed, and June 1941, when it ended, there was a period of time when U.S. intelligence
agencies could view the USSR and its espionage network more critically.

Prior to that time, and after that time, there were various political influences which prevented
a major effort to stop Soviet spy network inside the United States.
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6.5 May

6.5.1 A Terrorist Organization: the CPUSA (2016-05-20 07:21)

When the Cold War ended between 1989 and 1991, historians began to get access to data
which had previously been classified and kept secret by various world governments. A whole
host of mysteries were made available to the reading public.
Not only during the Cold War, from 1946 to 1990, but even earlier, since the beginning of the
Soviet Union, the Communist Party in the USA had shown a surprising durability and resiliency.
When leaders like Bill Haywood, who organized one of the CPUSA’s “front” organizations, the
IWW, got into trouble or were being investigated by the FBI, they fled to the Soviet Union - the
source of their organization’s support.
The Industrial Workers of the World, known as the IWW or the “Wobblies,” was only one of
several Soviet-funded operations inside the United States. This funding was kept secret. The
public didn’t know that the IWW ultimately answered to Moscow.
The IWW was instrumental in organizing the Seattle General Strike of 1919, in which thousands
of ordinary citizens were held hostage by socialist and communist terrorists who controlled the
city for several days, keeping families confined to their houses for many hours per day, and
controlling every aspect of life with totalitarian rigidity.
Not only during the ‘Cold War,’ generally defined as lasting from 1946 to 1990, but also starting
even as early as 1919, the USSR was funding, organizing, and directing activities in the United
States.
Through its various ‘front’ organizations, the international communist conspiracy hoped to
achieve a “violent” revolution in North America. The conspiracy explicitly used the word ‘vio-
lence,’ and envisioned sabotage, assassinations, and brute force to impose its socialist agenda
on the populace.
As historian John Earl Haynes notes,

My research colleague, Harvey Klehr, and I were extremely fortunate to be the first
historians to explore several major long-closed archives: the Communist Interna-
tional and Communist Party of the USA (CPUSA) records in Moscow, the decrypted
Soviet cables of the National Security Agency’s Venona project, and the KGB archival
notebooks of Alexander Vassiliev. Among the most surprising discoveries was that
the Soviet Union’s secret subsidies of the CPUSA were much larger and lasted much
longer than we expected, only ending in 1988 with a $3 million secret payment. In
addition, the number of American sources recruited into Soviet espionage between
1935 and 1945 was much larger than we had earlier expected, and the extent of
the CPUSA’s direct involvement in that espionage, making itself into an auxiliary of
Soviet intelligence, was much more extensive than we expected.

The USSR was directly involved with the CPUSA even before it was officially formed. In January
of 1919, Vladimir Lenin formed contacts within a socialist party in the United States.
The Leninist-Communist elements within the United States then broke away from this particular
socialist party and formed two communist parties. Moscow, however, wanted only one party,
in order to facilitate easier command and control.
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Directives from the USSR ensured that by mid-1921, there was one unified CPUSA. From that
point forward, a direct and continuous link brought funding and instructions from the Soviet
Union to the CPUSA.

6.5.2 War Is Expensive: Paying for Independence (2016-05-25 15:05)

When the thirteen colonies fought for their independence, one of the chief obstacles they en-
countered was a lack of resources. The Continental Congress was not able to provide large
quantities of men or materiel.
To address this problem, the American military used the practices of impressment and con-
scription. While the two terms are similar, ‘impressment’ is usually used to refer to the act of
seizing property. ‘Conscription’ is refers to mandatory military service, or the ‘draft’ in modern
terminology.
These practices constituted a challenge to the identity of the new nation: their grievance
against England was partly based on the British army’s practices of conscription and impress-
ment, and one of their goals in the war was to end conscription and impressment.
Was it, then, consistent or plausible to use these tactics in the effort to abolish these tactics?
Historian John Maass writes:

Logistical and manpower problems and North Carolina’s efforts to resolve them oc-
cupied civil and military leaders, as well as ordinary citizens, throughout the Revo-
lutionary conflict. These unremitting demands led to two of the most burdensome
intrusions into the routines of Carolina inhabitants during “these troublesome times”:
impressment and conscription. Both of these expedients produced antipathy and
resistance to Patriot authorities, and undermined support for the new state in gen-
eral. Moreover, they added significantly to the debilitating disorders within the state
during most of the war years. Impressment, the act of seizing property for public
service or use, was a lawful yet deeply resented practice adopted by North Carolina
out of military necessity given the woefully inadequate logistical apparatus the state
established. Despite the legitimate basis for impressment, it was subject to con-
siderable abuse, was often overly broad in scope, and became a license to steal in
the hands of some disreputable agents. This practice, vehemently opposed by mer-
chants, planters, and poor families alike, was employed during most of the conflict,
so that it affected what must have been the majority of Carolinians, whose resul-
tant anger was directed primarily at the state. Such a widespread practice not only
caused inhabitants to resist the state’s incessant demands, but also led others to
join the enemy.

The practices generated resentment and bitterness among the populace, so much so that it
some cases it threatened to nudge individuals to change their allegiance: to cease supporting
the bid for independence and embrace instead the British colonial masters.
The Americans encountered a problem which is inherent in any society which embraces liberty
as one of its highest values: any government which is strong enough to protect liberty will also
be strong enough to damage liberty, and may indeed infringe on liberty in its effort to defend
it.
Must one sacrifice part of one’s freedom to keep that freedom? Surrender bits of freedom to
pay for the effort to defend it?
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Yet the alternative was for the colonies to continue under the harsh rule of the British imperial-
ists.
The Americans took a risk. They wagered that their government would give back the wartime
powers it used in impressment and conscription. They gambled that, if they granted power to
the government long enough to establish freedom from England, then the government would
relinquish those powers once the thirteen colonies had established their independence.
The great historical singularity is this: that America’s risk, gamble, and wager paid off. From
1775 to 1783, Americans surrendered some of their liberty in the effort to permanently increase
their liberty. It worked. In 1784, Americans had measurably more political liberty than they did
in 1774.

6.6 August

6.6.1 The Judiciary’s Task: Textual Interpretation (2016-08-10 08:15)

The history of the United States can be understood through the lens of textual interpretation.
Rights and freedom are defined and listed in documents, primarily in the Constitution.
One central assignment for a judge or a court is, then, to examine, explain, and apply the
foundational texts both of the Constitution and of various individual laws and regulations.
If a citizen’s liberties are codified in these documents, then carefully examining the words is
the activity which will protect a citizen’s freedoms and civil rights. We can see how, over the
years and centuries, these texts have protected citizens and their rights from the government.
Citizens of the United States, wishing to limit the government’s power and thereby protect
themselves, wrote the Constitution in 1787. It was ratified by the various states during the
several years following.
In 1789, the citizens further clarified their rights by proposing, and ratifying, the first ten amend-
ments to the Constitution, known collectively as the Bill of Rights.
These texts, along with numerous other statutes, are interpreted and applied in court. Four
principles have emergedwhich guide legal interpretation. Attorney General and former Senator
Scott Pruitt explains the first principle:

The law, whether statutes or the Constitution itself, must be applied according to its
text. In other words, judges should not apply the law based on what is good policy
or what they suppose Congress may have intended (but did not express) in passing
legislation.

The task of a judge is to examine words on paper. The judge is not to operate out of his own
opinion about what should happen, nor is the judge to guess about what Congress may have
thought when it wrote the words.
The rules of a board game, or of a sport, are similar: the people playing the game, or the
referees and umpires, must apply the rules as they stand and as they are written. The officials
cannot make calls according their own opinions about what should happen; nor can the officials
make calls based on guesses about what other people might believe.
Scott Pruitt continues with the second principle of interpretation:
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The words of the law should be understood as they were understood by the people
when the law was enacted.

Words and phrases can change their meaning over time. For example, the Constitution speaks
of Congress issuing a “letter of marque,” a phrase which is no longer common in our language.
The phrase refers to a document which authorizes a private citizen to stop pirates and turn
them over to the government.
Judges must become familiar with certain words and phrases which have changed their mean-
ings, or which are no longer often used. Why? Because rights, freedoms, and liberties are
contained in those words and phrases.

The meaning of laws is fixed by the meaning ascribed to their words at the time they
were enacted.

The first two principles relate to words. A notion called ‘popular sovereignty’ is contained in a
third principle of constitutional

jurisprudence: an unwavering respect for the idea of popular government. Laws,
including the Constitution, receive their legitimacy from the people.

The authors of the Constitution were familiar with the writings of John Locke and other philoso-
phers. Based on such views, they argued, in the Declaration of Independence, that “the con-
sent of the governed” lent legitimacy to a government.
The Declaration of Independence, in turn, was the philosophical foundation for the Constitution.
The Constitution formulates mechanisms whereby “the governed” – i.e., the citizens – can give
or withhold consent. Scott Pruitt writes:

Judges should respect the constitutional prerogative of the people to pass laws
through their representative legislatures, limited by the restraints imposed by the
Constitution – which was itself ratified by popular means.

The fourth and final interpretive principle for judges and courts is that the one should read
the Constitution as a document which articulates, and provides defensive mechanisms for, the
individual’s political liberties:

The rights actually guaranteed in the Constitution should be tenaciously defended,
from the right of free speech to the rights of criminal defendants.

This is especially clear in the ninth and tenth amendments. The citizens pointedly withheld
their ratification of the Constitution until those amendments were added to it.
The ninth amendment states that a citizen not only has the rights which the Constitution specif-
ically designates to citizens, but that a citizen also has other, unenumerated, rights.
The tenth amendment states that the government has only those rights or powers specifically
given to it in the Constitution, and no others. Scott Pruitt comments:
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The Constitution’s primary protection of liberty is its structure of checks and balances
between branches and its division of powers between the federal government and
the states.

One important task for a judge or for a court, then, is to determine ‘questions of law’ – to ask
about the meaning of a piece of text.
Not all of a legal process is linguistic. There are also ‘questions of fact’ – determining a physical
circumstance or event.
The United States legal system was able to develop toward an increasing amount of personal
liberty and toward a desired objective neutrality because it directed its judiciary to view their
task linguistically. The codification of legislation in text is a public process, making the law
accessible to all.
Two of the several values on which a free society bases its legal system are objectivity and
neutrality.
When the interpretation of law is seen as a linguistic task, and not a political task, the legal
process is nudged toward objectivity. When the judge and jury are asked to view themselves
as interpreters of a text, and not expressers of conviction, then the process is nudged toward
neutrality.

6.6.2 Karelian Fever: Idealistic Americans Suffer under Soviet Rule
(2016-08-30 08:26)

From the time of the Russian Revolution in 1917, and from the time of the founding of the USSR
in 1922, a small but steady stream of well-intentioned people from both Canada and the United
States migrated to Russia, hoping to establish a communist utopia.
That stream continued over the decades.
One demographic segment within this trend was a group of Finns. People had migrated from
Finland to both Canada and the U.S., settling and establishing homes and families.
After living in North America for many years, some of these immigrants, and some of their
children, formed a movement known as ‘Karelian Fever.’ They migrated back to Finland, where
they intended to build a socialist society.
Fueled by visions of economic justice, they did not understand that Soviet propaganda was
manipulating them. The communists in Russia and in Finland saw the idealistic migrants as
cheap labor.
Finland was not on good terms with the USSR. After the 1917 revolution, Finland, a former
Russian possession, declared its independence from Russia. Military conflict resulted as the
Finns asserted their autonomy.
Although Finland was opposed to the Soviet Socialists, there was a significant minority of com-
munists and socialists within Finland.
When the Finns from North America arrived in the USSR and in Finland in the 1930s, hoping to
build a socialist paradise, they did indeed work diligently. But Stalin did not believe that they
were trustworthy, having lived in North America.
Ultimately, Stalin chose to eliminate most of them, as history John Earl Haynes reports:
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The tragic end to Karelian Fever might be worth some attention. In the early 1930s,
thousands of idealistic Finnish Americans and Finnish Canadians migrated to the So-
viet republic of Karelia to help construct communism. Estimates vary from at least
4,000 to as many as 10,000 of these migrants. Most had been born in Finland, mi-
grated to North America, and then migrated back eastward to Karelia. But in their
second migration they took with them their children who had been born and raised
for some time and in the USA and Canada.

Stalin was paranoid. His secret police fabricated false allegations, arrested many of the Finns,
and executed most of them.
After the fall of the Soviet Union, archeologists discovered mass graves containing the bodies
of thousands of Finns. They had been executed by firing squad, starved to death, or died of
disease in internment camps.
Many of these victims were U.S. citizens. The USSR’s actions in this case constituted an act
of war. Questions remain about the degree to which the U.S. government was aware of the
situation and why it failed to respond in any significant way.

6.7 September

6.7.1 The Soviets Plant Moles Inside America (2016-09-14 15:33)

After the revolutions of 1917, the communists spent several years solidifying their hold on
Russia during a civil war. Once their dictatorship was firmly in place, however, they turned
their attention to other parts of the world.
As early as 1919, the Soviet Socialists used one of their ‘front’ organizations, the IWW, to
terrorize the city of Seattle in a general strike. The ordinary citizens of that city were confined
to their houses as IWWofficials enforced a curfew. Simple daily necessities like food and laundry
were sometimes unavailable.
The Industrial Workers of the World (IWW) seemed to be a labor union, but was in fact a ‘cover’
for Soviet intelligence agencies.
The USSR planted spies in many different organizations, governmental and nongovernmental,
and created other organizations of their own. As historians Stan Evans and Herbert Romerstein
write,

A main object of Moscow’s subliminal onslaught was to plant secret agents in the
United States and other Western nations, with emphasis on official agencies that
dealt with military, intelligence, or foreign policy issues. From these positions, pro-
Soviet operatives were able to engage in policy sabotage, spying, and other species
of subversion that advanced the interests of the Kremlin. As shall be seen, activity
of this type was involved in countless aspects of the Cold War story.

The international communist conspiracy was more successful than many people at the time
knew. Only later did it become clear how effectively the Soviets had infiltrated various parts
of American society.
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Men like Alger Hiss engaged in ‘policy sabotage,’ which meant that they were able to influence
policymakers. Under the sway of Hiss’s advice, and his assessments of various foreign situa-
tions, various government officials made decisions which were not in the best interests of the
United States, but which were advantageous to the Soviet Union.
Hiss even had face-to-face and one-on-one meetings with President Roosevelt in the late 1930s
and early 1940s. Under Hiss’s influence, FDR made decisions which meant that millions of
people in Poland and Czechoslovakia would be victims of murderous socialist dictatorships.
Millions of them them died.
Agents like Hiss are called ‘moles,’ meaning that they spend a long time, quietly working their
ways into important roles inside crucial institutions. Inside the United States, the Soviet espi-
onage network continued to operate from the 1950s to the 1980s.

6.7.2 Uncovering Evidence of Soviet Spies (2016-09-15 19:32)

Starting shortly after the two revolutions of 1917, and after the conclusion of a civil war several
years later, the USSR began to assemble and expand an international communist conspiracy,
the goal of which was to topple governments in noncommunist countries and establish socialist
dictatorships.
Starting as early as 1919, such efforts in the United States reached high levels in the 1930s,
and were significantly active for several decades thereafter.
The Soviet espionage network inside the United States was shockingly expansive, and aston-
ishingly effective. A single example suffices: Alger Hiss was a communist operative, and was
also a direct advisor to President Roosevelt.
Hiss influenced Roosevelt’s policy-making activities. Some of FDR’s decisions toward the end
of his presidency were not in the best interests of the United States, nor in the best interests
of its allies, but were advantageous to the USSR.
Hiss’s infiltration becomes all the more surprising when one understands that he was not acting
alone, but was part of a large network, and part of a chain of command that led ultimately to
Moscow and to Stalin.
How do we know about these Soviet agents? Much of the evidence was not available until the
collapse of the Soviet Union around 1990/1991, as historians Stan Evans and Herbert Romer-
stein write:

Among the information sources now available on such matters, those most often
cited are the Venona decrypts compiled by the U.S. Army Signal Corps in the 1940s.
Venona was the codename given to encrypted messages exchanged between the
Red intelligence bosses in Moscow and their agents in this country. The Army code-
breakers intercepted thousands of these missives and by a painstaking process were
able to decipher a substantial number. This information, reflecting the extent of the
Soviets’ activities in the United States and the identities of many of their contacts,
was shared by the Army with the FBI to counter and eventually help break various of
the pro-Red networks. These decrypts weren’t made public until 1995, half a century
after they were first recorded.

To be sure, some data was available even before the end of the Cold War. Much of that was
uncovered and publicized by Congress.
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In addition to the Venona intercepts, there were files from the KGB, from the East German Stasi,
and from the private records of former Soviet agents who defected to the western nations.

In the United States, some records from the FBI and other agencies were declassified and made
public after the end of the Cold War.

Although not all the data is now available, and some of it may be lost forever, there is no doubt
that a wide-ranging and dangerous Soviet espionage network existed inside the United States
prior to 1990.

6.7.3 Venona and Beyond (2016-09-16 18:41)

When historians explore the amazingly extensive network of spies which the Soviet Union
planted inside the United States, one of the chief sources about this espionage is the Venona
project.

The Venona files were a large set of decryptions which various U.S. intelligence agencies,
mainly inside the U.S. Army, were able to intercept and decode as Soviet agents inside the
the U.S. sent encrypted messages to their supervisors inside America and in Moscow.

Soviet intelligence operations started in the United States as early as 1919, but reached full
force in the 1930s. A network of operatives was in constant contact with the Kremlin, sending
data to Moscow, and receiving instructions about how to influence U.S. policies.

Although representing a massive amount of evidence, the Venona decrypts were far from the
only data about the international communist conspiracy and its activity in America, as histori-
ans Stan Evans and Herbert Romerstein write:

Other revelations dating from the 1990s include material from the archives of the So-
viet Union and other east bloc nations when for a brief period after the Communists
were toppled from power such records were made available to researchers. The most
recent such disclosures are the so-called Vassiliev papers, named for a former Soviet
intelligence staffer who made voluminous copies of secret records and smuggled
them out of Russia when he defected to the West. Similar revelations had been made
by previous such defectors, including Oleg Gordievsky, Stanislav Levchenko, and Vic-
tor Kravchenko, along with native American defectors such as Whittaker Chambers
and Elizabeth Bentley.

Both Whittaker Chambers and Elizabeth Bentley had worked for the Communist Party (CPUSA)
in the United States, which was not a political party at all, but rather a terrorist organization,
plotting to send secret military information to Moscow, plotting to influence American policy-
makers to act not in the best interests of U.S. citizens but rather to the advantage of the USSR,
and plotting to eventually use even ‘violent’ methods to overthrow the U.S. government.

The CPUSA had explicitly used the word ‘violent’ in its description of the revolution which it
hoped to instigate inside the United States.

After the end of the Cold War, and after the fall of the Soviet Union in 1990/1991, the various
sources of data revealed that the extent of the communist espionage network inside the United
States was far larger than anyone had previously imagined.
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6.7.4 Bunny Berigan, Jazz Pioneer (2016-09-17 19:43)

A highly skilled trumpeter and an engaging vocalist, Bunny Berigan was a successful recording
artist in the 1930s, a representative of the era’s jazz movement. He was also popular on the
concert circuit.
Having played with both Benny Goodman’s band and Tommy Dorsey’s band, Berigan moved
on to do some solo and freelance work in 1935/1946, and to become the leader of his own
band in 1937.
One of his most famous recordings was a song titled, “I Can’t Get Started,” written by Ira
Gershwin and Vernon Duke. The song was written in 1936, but received little attention until
Berigan’s recording of it became wildly popular.
Berigan’s emergence into national prominence was facilitated by his personal acquaintance
with the leading jazz artists of his era, as historian Richard Sudhalter writes:

In early 1928 Berigan landed a job at Janssen’s Hofbrau restaurant in Philadelphia,
with a band led by singer-violinist Frank Cornwell; they rehearsed in New York, afford-
ing the young brassman his first contact with a circle of musicians he’d soon come
to dominate. He met cornetist Rex Stewart, who in turn introduced him to others,
including Tommy and Jimmy Dorsey.

Jazz was already an established category of music by the time Berigan started his career, but
has often been the case in the history of jazz, experimentation and development were common,
and Berigan was no exception to this pattern. He was an innovator.
There were several trumpeters in the 1930s who displayed technical excellence. But Berigan
was a master not only of technique, but rather also of artistic impression, as Sudhalter explains:

But it’s hard to imagine any of those men, however accomplished, inspiring talk of
“something special in the magic department.” Berigan, then, can’t be understood
as simply an amalgam of skills and attributes. There is another di- mension; even
his less distinguished recorded work exudes a sense of something transcendental,
unmatched by any other trumpet soloist of the 1930s.

Sadly, Berigan died at the age of 33 in 1942. Despite his premature death, his recordings
remain popular almost a century after his performances.

6.7.5 Historians Gather Evidence about Cold War Spies (2016-09-28 18:35)

Since the fall of the Iron Curtain in 1990/1991, historians have worked to reconstruct informa-
tion about the massive intelligence network which the USSR operated inside the United States.
Although the earliest traces of that network date back as far as 1919, the large-scale espionage
efforts began in the 1930s.
Historians have gathered data from multiple sources about the Soviet spy network. The United
States Army was able, by means of its Operation Venona, to intercept and decode a number
of encrypted messages between Moscow and communist operatives in America.
Other sources of information include files from various intelligence agencies: files which were
declassified and made accessible to the public once the Cold War had ended.
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But some of the biggest sources of evidence about Soviet intelligence-gathering inside the
United States are the files and archives of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). Historians
Stan Evans and Herbert Romerstein write:

Of importance also — though an underrated resource — are the confidential archives
of the FBI, which was tracking and recording the activities of Communists and Soviet
agents in the United States before Venona came on line and before the advent of
the Cold War. In some recent studies the efforts of the FBI in this regard have been
disparaged, but, on close inspection, these negative comments aren’t backed up by
the record. In some cases of the New Deal years the Bureau may have missed clues
it should have noted, but by the early 1940s it was far ahead of other U.S. agencies
in spotting and combating the infiltration problem.

From these data, it is clear not only that the Soviet espionage network inside the United States
was massive, and that it was highly effective at sending classified secrets back to the Kremlin,
but also that it exerted a subtle but significant pressure on U.S. policymakers.
Not only did the Soviet have access to confidential information, but they also were influencing
decisions made inside the U.S. government by means of well-placed secret agents.
Some of those agents, like Alger Hiss, worked at the highest levels of government: Hiss had
face-to-face meetings with the president.
The President of the United States was taking advice from a communist spy!

6.8 October

6.8.1 Historians Sort Cold War Data (2016-10-05 14:09)

When the ColdWar ended, sometime between 1989 and 1991, historians went to work. Massive
amounts of behind-the-scenes data became available.
Scholars would now be able to learn the secrets of the massive Soviet espionage network which
had been active for decades inside the United States.
The narrative of the international communist conspiracy, and how it infiltrated various social
institutions and government agencies, would be pieced together with data from a wide variety
of sources.
Information became declassified from various Soviet intelligence agencies, like the KGB, once
the Soviet Union ceased to exist. Private collections of papers from various former Soviet
agents also became public.
Other sources included surveillance files from the FBI, and data from the U.S. Army’s Venona
project. In late 1946, officers were able to break secret Soviet codes. Venona, begun in 1943,
revealed extensive communist infiltration into various government offices.
Reviewing these various sources of Cold War data for researchers, historians Stan Evans and
Herb Romerstein write:

To all of which there should be added— though this too is much neglected— a sizable
trove of information about Red activity in the United States collected by committees
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of the Congress, based on the testimony of ex-Communist witnesses, the findings
of staff investigators, and information from intelligence agencies, security squads at
the State Department, and other official bodies. Like the endeavors of the FBI, the
work of the committees was often downgraded or ignored while the Cold War was in
progress. As may be seen today in the light of the new disclosures, the hearings and
reports of the House Committee on Un-American Activities, Senate Internal Security
Subcommittee, and other panels of the Congress were (and are) a gold mine of useful
information on Cold War issues.

Taken together, the bits of information formed a verifiable idea of the Soviet espionage net-
work inside the United States. The first Venona decrypts revealed that communist spies had
infiltrated the Manhattan Project and the facilities at Los Alamos, New Mexico.

Spies were also shown to be in several different offices within the federal government, including
the State Department and the Treasury Department.

In total, Soviet infiltration and subversion inside the United States was more extensive than
scholars had previously suspected.

6.8.2 Soviet Spy Ring Bigger Than First Suspected (2016-10-06 07:32)

The massive amount of data which historians have found concerning Cold War espionage has
led to a reappraisal of the extent to which the Soviet spy network infiltrated the United States.

Shocking cases, like the fact that Soviet operative Alger Hiss infiltrated the State Department
in the 1930s, and was advising President Roosevelt in face-to-face meetings, are merely the
tip of the iceberg.

The international communist conspiracy operated an extensive spy network inside both social
institutions and government agencies.

Millions of pages of formerly secret documents are now available to scholars. Researching the
dark underworld of Soviet espionage inside the United States, historians Stan Evans and Herb
Romerstein write:

Looking at this considerable body of data, and matching one set of materials with an-
other, we can draw certain definite conclusions about the scope of Soviet-Communist
activity in the United States and other target nations. First and foremost, it’s evident
from now-available records that Communist penetration of our government — and
our society in general — was, over a span of decades, massive. Hundreds of Soviet
agents, Communist Party members, and fellow travelers were ensconced on official
payrolls, beginning in the New Deal era then increasing rapidly during World War II,
when the Soviets were our allies against the Nazis.

Under the influence of Alger Hiss, FDR made odd policy decisions, ceding millions of square
miles - and millions of innocent lives - to Stalin’s expansionist imperialism.

Historians are now learning that, from the 1930s onward, the Soviets had an espionage network
larger and more effective than researchers had previously imagined.
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6.8.3 More Than a Difference of Opinion (2016-10-12 15:25)

Starting around the time of WW1, and lasting until the fall of the Iron Curtain in 1989/1991,
there were small but significant numbers of pro-Soviet individuals in the United States.

American society, in accord with its nature, wanted to extend tolerance to those whose political
opinions were outside the mainstream. The United States articulated, after all, freedom of
speech and freedom of the press in the Bill of Rights.

But it soon became clear that this was no mere difference of opinion. Those who sympathized
with the international communist conspiracy were not simply expressing a political point of
view: they were terrorists.

The Communist Party in the United States (CPUSA) was not interested in the political process,
nor was it engaged in attempting to persuade the voters about its ideology. Instead, it was
engaged in espionage.

As part of the Soviet spy network, the CPUSA worked both to smuggle secrets out of the U.S.
government and send them back to Moscow, and to infiltrate the ranks of advisors and ap-
pointees within the government and thereby nudge U.S. foreign policy away from the interests
of ordinary American citizens and toward the interests of the USSR.

Soviet operatives worked their way into very sensitive positions in the federal government.
Communists like Alger Hiss were advisors at the highest levels, meeting face-to-face with the
president and shaping major diplomatic decisions.

Alger Hiss was a confidant to President Roosevelt. Under Hiss’s guidance, or misguidance, FDR
allowed Stalin to ravage large parts of eastern Europe, and paved the way for Mao to bully
Chiang Kai-shek out of China.

The CPUSA was even prepared for violence, and asserted in its written materials that it sought
a “violent” revolution inside the United States.

Pro-Communists inside the United States were not merely people with alternative opinions.
They were actively engaged in supporting Stalin’s murderous drive for world domination, as
historians Stan Evans and Herbert Romerstein write:

As the record further shows, Communists and fellow travelers on official rosters in
case after case were agents of the Soviet Union, plighting their troth to Moscow
and striving to promote the cause of the dictator Stalin. This is of course contrary
to the notion that American Reds were simply idealistic do-gooders, perhaps a bit
misguided but devoted to peace and social justice, and thus shouldn’t have been
ousted from government jobs just because of their opinions. In countless instances,
we know that domestic Communists in official posts were actively working on behalf
of Russia, and thus were the minions of a hostile foreign power.

Stalin explicitly sought to overthrow the western-style democracies in Europe, South America,
and North America. His effort to bring the world under totalitarian subjugation relied on various
factors, one of which was an extensive Soviet espionage network inside the United States.
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6.9 November

6.9.1 Milkweed Saves Lives (2016-11-14 12:56)

During WW2, floatation devices were crucial to saving the lives of sailors whose ships had sunk,
and saving the lives of airmen who’d bailed out or crashed at sea.
The principle is simple. Give the sailors and airmen something that floats. But finding a sub-
stance that doesn’t become waterlogged is crucial. Many substances float for a while, but
lifejackets need to float for hours and even days.
Milkweed is a plant regarded as a nuisance by gardeners and farmers. entomologists prize it
for its ability to attract butterflies, but it true value became apparent in the early 1940s, when
demand for lifejackets rose sharply.
Historian Gerald Wykes recounts how Michigan provided large amounts of milkweed for the
nation’s warriors:

Late in World War II, the common milkweed was often the only thing that kept a
downed aviator or soaking-wet sailor from slipping beneath the waves. The plant’s
floss was used as the all-important filler for flotation devices.

Among many lives saved at sea by such flotation devices were those of President George H.W.
Bush, who survived his aircraft’s crash in an inflatable raft, and Louis “Louie” Zamperini, whose
raft drifted over 2,000 miles during 43 days after his airplane crashed.

6.9.2 Soviet Moles Influence U.S. Policy (2016-11-30 11:09)

During the 1920s and 1930s, the Soviet Union and its various intelligence agencies places
numerous “moles” into “deep cover” inside various institutions, both governmental and non-
governmental, in the United States.
These agents had various functions: some gathered intelligence by stealing classified docu-
ments; others influenced U.S. policy makers to skew diplomatic decisions to the advantage of
the USSR; and some actually prepared for an overthrow of the U.S. government.
Such spies were coordinated, in part, through the Communist Party, which was in fact not a
political party, not interested in merely advocating policies and candidates, but which was
actually a terrorist organization, explicitly advocating a “violent” revolution in North America.
As historians Stan Evans and Herbert Romerstein write,

In due course many such pro-Soviet operatives rose to fairly high positions, which
made their allegiance to Moscow even more problematic. The best known of these
apparatchiks was Alger Hiss, who became a significant figure in the U.S. State De-
partment in the war years and would play a critical role in planning for the postwar
era. And while Hiss is the most remembered of Moscow’s undercover agents, he
was merely one of many. As the records prove, there were dozens of others like him
at the State Department, White House, Treasury, Commerce, the wartime agencies,
and other official venues.

288 ©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com



6.9. NOVEMBER BlogBook

By 1943, President Roosevelt’s failing health caused him to be increasingly reliant on assistants,
instead of formulating his own policy decisions by himself.
Documents declassified after the end of the Cold War verify that Alger Hiss was a Soviet agent.
Hiss was one of FDR’s trusted advisors, having considerable influence on Roosevelt’s policies
during face-to-face meetings with the president.

6.9.3 The USSR Steers Policy (2016-11-30 13:22)

During 1920s, America’s attention was captured by the technological advancements and boom-
ing economy which raised incomes for citizens in all income brackets: blue collar workers,
farmers, and business leaders.
During the 1930s, America’s attention was captured by the misery of the Great Depression,
caused by government efforts which turned what would have been a momentary downturn
into an enduring economic catastrophe.
During both decades, few people were aware of a steady effort by the USSR to plant operatives
in various social and governmental institutions inside the United States. These “moles” worked
for various Soviet intelligence agencies, and constituted a huge, if largely undetected, threat
to millions of lives.
These spies were coordinated, in part, by the Communist Party (CPUSA), which was notmerely a
political party espousing various policies and candidates, but was rather a terrorist organization,
espousing an explicitly “violent” overthrow of the U.S. government. The CPUSA’s documents
specifically used the word ‘violent’ in its call for revolution.
These Soviet agents stole government secrets and sent them to Moscow. They also influenced
American policy decisions, as historian Stan Evans and Herbert Romerstein write:

In sum, as shown by a now substantial mass of data, a powerful and devious enemy
had by the middle 1940s succeeded in planting myriad secret agents and sympa-
thizers in offices of the U.S. government (and other posts of influence) where they
were able to serve the cause of Moscow and betray America’s national interests. The
American people were blissfully ignorant of this danger, while a sizable number of
high officials were either indifferent to the problem or in some cases complicit with
it. A more alarming scenario for the safety and security of the nation would be hard
to imagine.

One Soviet agent, Alger Hiss, had worked his way up to an influential role in the State Depart-
ment, and had regular face-to-face meetings with President Roosevelt.
FDR, whose health was failing, relied increasingly on various advisors, who essentially made
many of his policy decisions for him. Alger Hiss, a Soviet operative, was directing policy. Ameri-
can diplomacy in the mid-1940s sometimes favored the interests of the USSR over the security
of the United States.

6.9.4 A Global Network: The International Communist Conspiracy
(2016-11-30 13:43)

In the 1920s, the Soviet Union developed global ambitions. It sought to undermine and desta-
bilize governments around the globe, and hoped then to assume control of those countries.
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It endeavored to achieve these imperialistic dreams by infiltrating both governments and other
social institutions with undercover operatives. Once in place, these “moles” could both smug-
gle secrets back to Moscow, and steer policy of other countries in ways which would benefit
the USSR.
Spies from various Soviet intelligence agencies were active in England, China, Mexico, and
dozens of other nations. As historians Stan Evans and Herbert Romerstein write:

Further confirmed by the recent revelations is something known before but in fre-
quent need of stressing. Communist operatives in the United States were linked in
multiple ways not only to their Moscow bosses but to Reds in other countries, all
parts of a far-flung global apparatus. The most conspicuous of these ties were to the
Cambridge University Communist cell of England, which produced such notorious So-
viet agents as Anthony Blunt, Kim Philby, and Guy Burgess. There were, in addition,
North American members of this ring who attended Cambridge in the 1930s and then
returned to pursue official duties on this side of the ocean. Such pro-Red operatives
as Philby, Burgess, and Donald Maclean would later be dispatched to Washington by
Whitehall to liaise with U.S. officials. American and British security problems accord-
ingly crisscrossed and interacted at many places.

One example of such activity was a spy ring of Soviet agents in England and the United States
who were used to influence policy regarding China. These agents, native-born Britons and
Americans, nudged decisionmakers in Washington and London to reduce their support for Chi-
ang Kai-shek, which in turn allowed Mao to overthrow China’s government and install a com-
munist dictatorship.

6.10 December

6.10.1 Why Cold War Espionage Matters (2016-12-02 11:56)

In many histories of the Cold War, the narrative implies that, if there were communist spies in-
side the U.S. government, then their task there would have been to steal classified information
and send it to Moscow. Such histories also imply that, if these spies didn’t manage to succeed
in stealing and relaying such secrets, then no harm was done.
But recent scholarship by Stan Evans and Herbert Romerstein reveals a more complex narra-
tive.
Soviet operatives planted in both social and governmental institutions served not only to obtain
confidential information and send it back to the USSR, but they also had other functions. They
were often tasked with subtly influencing U.S. policy decisions.
This is seen, e.g., in the fact that one of President Roosevelt’s advisors was on the payroll of a
Soviet intelligence agency. Alger Hiss, who gave advice to FDR in face-to-face meetings, was
actually a Soviet agent.
Hiss nudged Roosevelt to make decisions which were not in the best interests of the United
States, but rather decisions which favored Stalin’s imperialistic expansionism. As Evans and
Romerstein write,
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Thus far our analysis and conclusions track closely with the views of others who
have examined the relevant data and written about these matters. At this point,
however, the story as we see it diverges sharply from that set forth in some other
volumes — the main difference concerning the seemingly pervasive notion in Cold
War studies that the major if not the only problem posed by Communists on official
payrolls was that of spying. In what seems to be the now standard version of the
subject, it’s assumed or said that the chief danger presented by Soviet agents in the
United States was the theft of military or diplomatic secrets. Conversely, it’s implied
though seldom explicitly stated that if such spying didn’t happen, the presence of
Communists on official payrolls was not a huge security problem.

In hindsight, the chief danger posed by Soviet intelligence operatives, and the chief damage
caused by them, was perhaps not in the stealing of secrets, but in the manipulation of U.S.
policymakers.
Tens of thousands, perhaps even hundreds of thousands, of deaths around the globe can be
traced to the fact that U.S. diplomacy was skewed to favor the international communist con-
spiracy.
The failure of the United States, the UK, and other nations to enthusiastically support Chiang Kai-
shek against Mao led to the deaths of millions of Chinese when Mao’s dictatorship mercilessly
oppressed that nation.
Unchecked communist expansionism in Korea, southeast Asia, and eastern Europe was encour-
aged by hesitant American foreign policy.
In the mid-1940s, communist infiltration into various offices of the U.S. government set the
state for decades of damage, caused by deliberately misguided foreign policies.

6.10.2 New Scholarship Reveals Cold War Damage: Soviets Harmed U.S. In-
terests (2016-12-02 13:28)

Surveying the ways in which historians discuss the Cold War, a reader will encounter a narrative
in which the primary, and perhaps only, purpose of Soviet agents in the United States was to
steal secrets and send them back to Moscow.
To be sure, that was one purpose of the espionage network which the international communist
conspiracy built inside the United States, starting as early as the 1920s, and flourishing in the
1930s.
Soviet “moles” were planted into both social and governmental institutions in the 1930s, a
presence which would cause harm for decades to come.
Although their tasks included gathering confidential information and handing it on to various
Soviet intelligence agencies, they had another role: skewing policy makers in matters of diplo-
macy. While the standard historical narrative offers the intelligence-gathering functions of
Soviet spies, their role in policy formation is neglected. Reviewing new evidence about Soviet
operative, historians Stan Evans and Herbert Romerstein reject the standard narrative:

Our view is quite otherwise, in emphasis as well as in some respects in terms of
substance. It’s evident on the record before us that pro-Soviet spying did occur in
the United States, sometimes in large doses, and was of great importance. This
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was most famously so concerning theft of our atomic secrets, but applied as well to
confidential data such as the development of radar, jet propulsion, and other military
systems. We not only acknowledge the significance of such spying, but stress it in
most definite fashion. But that stipulation is different from the notion that spying was
the only problem posed by Soviet agents. As important in some respects — and often
more so — was the question of policy influence wielded by pro-Soviet apparatchiks
on official payrolls (who were in fact dubbed “agents of influence” by their Moscow
bosses).

So it was that Alger Hiss, on the payroll of a Soviet intelligence agency, worked his way up the
ladder within the State Department, leading what seemed to be an exemplary career. Eventu-
ally, he became a trusted advisor to President Roosevelt, meeting with him face-to-face.
FDR was in poor health, and often delegated the development of policy to such advisors. Alger
Hiss shaped policies which played into the hands of Josef Stalin in eastern Europe, and into the
hands of Mao in China.
These policies, which caused the United States to offer only lukewarm opposition to the impe-
rialistic expansionism of the international communist conspiracy, were directly or indirectly re-
sponsible for the deaths of tens of thousands of people under Mao’s and Stalin’s harsh tyranny.
This should not be a surprise, if a paid Soviet agent was shaping U.S. policy!

6.10.3 Which Type of Spy? (2016-12-05 13:36)

The USSR began constructing an intelligence network inside the United States as early as the
1920s, but large-scale infiltration of both governmental and social institutions started a decade
later, in the 1930s.
As the various Soviet intelligence agencies planted their operatives in the U.S., two main func-
tions became clear. On the one hand, these spies were to steal confidential information from
the government and send in to Moscow. On the other hand, they were also influence policy
decisions being made in the agencies in which they were “moles.”
Naturally, there was a sort of synergy between these two functions, as historians Stan Evans
and Herbert Romerstein write:

Not, to be sure, that influence and espionage operations existed in separate, water-
tight compartments, nor could they in many cases have done so. The two aspects
typically went together, as Communist or pro-Soviet moles in official positions might
do one, the other, or both, as opportunity presented. The case of Alger Hiss provides
a notable instance. Much has been made of the “pumpkin papers” (copies of diplo-
matic records) that his ex-Communist accuser Chambers produced in the course of
their legal battles as proof that Hiss engaged in espionage when he was at the State
Department. Attention has been focused pro and con on what these documents
proved concerning his fealty to Moscow and (among his defenders) where else they
might have come from. Less noticed is what the documents were about — namely,
data from U.S. envoys abroad that would have disclosed to Moscow what American
and other Western policy was going to be in the global turmoil occurring in the 1930s.

Alger Hiss, then, operated not only as a spy in the sense that he was funneling classified
information into the international communist conspiracy. He was also a spy in the sense that
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he shaped policy: he was a trusted advisor to President Roosevelt in the early 1940s, and often
met face-to-face with FDR, who allowed Hiss to largely determine U.S. policy toward the USSR.

6.10.4 Desmond Doss: Medal of Honor (2016-12-21 15:47)

Movies which present historical events may be entertaining, but we must examine them care-
fully. Such films often change details in order to make a more enjoyable plot.
The film Hacksaw Ridge tells the story of PFC Desmond Doss, who was awarded the Medal of
Honor for bravery in saving the lives of American soldiers while risking his own life. While the
film does change some details of Doss’s early life and childhood, it is largely accurate in its
depiction of his military activity. As journalist Robert Cherry writes,

The film, directed by Mel Gibson, centers on the life of Desmond Doss, a Seventh Day
Adventist. His work in a Virginia defense plant exempted him from the draft during
the Second World War. His patriotism, however, compelled Doss to join the Army,
despite religious beliefs that would not allow him to carry a weapon. Doss explained,
“Can’t stay here while all others in my community go and fight for me.” When asked
by an enlistment officer why he wanted to join up, despite his unwillingness to fight,
Doss answered, “While everyone else is taking lives, I will be saving them.”

Doss enlisted in his hometown of Lynchburg, Virginia, and eventually earned the rank of Private
First Class. He was assigned to the Medical Detachment, 307th Infantry, 77th Infantry Division.
The events in which he would earn the Medal of Honor would take place between 29 April and
21 May, 1945. But before that, he faced many obstacles.

At every step, Doss faced administrative and social obstacles to becoming a combat
medic. His commanding officer told his platoon, “Private Doss does not believe in
violence, so don’t look to him to save you on the battlefield.” The hostilities he
experienced intensified when one of the enlistees led a group of men to physically
assault Doss, claiming, “I don’t think this is a case of religion, I think this is cowardice.”
Doss, however, eventually gains enough respect from his comrades that he is able
to finish his training and is sent to the battlefields of Okinawa.

The fighting on the Island of Okinawa happened near the end of the war. The Japanese were
mounting their last major defensive efforts.
Doss’s unit attacked and fought its way up what themilitary records call “a jagged escarpment.”
When they found themselves at the summit, a massive barrage of Japanese “artillery, mortar,
and machinegun fire crashed into them.”
The records go on to say that many soldiers were wounded, and those not wounded quickly
retreated. Robert Cherry details Doss’s bravery:

When his platoon is brutally counterattacked, forcing a retreat from Hacksaw Ridge,
Doss decides to stay behind to help evacuate the wounded. Over the coming days, he
single-handedly rescues 75 soldiers, including his commander. Each time he saves
a man, Doss prays, “Dear Lord, help me save one more.” For his actions, Desmond
Doss was awarded the Medal of Honor.
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The military documents note that, at one point, Doss crawled 200 yards forward from the line
under heavy fire to bring back a wounded comrade.
At another point, he crawled so far forward that the was eight yards from the enemy line; he
repeated this until he’d retrieved four wounded soldiers.
The actions of Desmond Doss attract attention, and a major Hollywood movie, seventy years
after the fact, because of his selflessness, courage, and dedication to principles. As Robert
Cherry notes, “this movie highlights the three core values that underpin the behavior of many”
ordinary Americans: “patriotism, religion, and individual perseverance.”
These are uniting values: people of all races, religions, cultures, and languages embrace prin-
ciples like these: “In the movie, we see how religious beliefs promote efforts to help others,”
writes Cherry:

The vast majority of deeply religious individuals are focused on how to conduct their
own lives in the service of family and community.

PFC Doss, as the military citation states, “unhesitatingly braved enemy shelling and small arms
fire to assist” wounded men. Desmond Doss had both principles and a selfless dedication to
fulfilling those principles.
Some people doubted Doss; some even mocked him. But he simply worked to live out his
beliefs as best he could.

The film also highlights individual perseverance: how the hero did not succumb to
defeatism when confronted by obstacles; how he relied on his own initiative rather
than becoming a victim by waiting passively for outside intervention.

There have been many brave women and men over the years who have dedicated themselves
to doing the right thing. They don’t all agree on what, exactly, the right thing is. But they
understand that it’s related to self-sacrifice, to defending innocent people from evil attacks,
and to facing opposition bravely.
The Congressional Medal of Honor (CMOH) has been awarded over the years to women and
men who distinguish themselves conspicuously by gallantry and intrepidity at the risk of their
lives above and beyond the call of duty.
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7.1 January

7.1.1 Required Military Service: Damaging Freedom in Order to Preserve It?
(2017-01-11 16:33)

A variety of words are used to name the process of requiring men to enlist in the armed forces
of a country: draft, impressment, conscription. These words may have slight differences in
meaning, which also vary over the decades and centuries, but they essentially all refer to
ignoring the will of the individual and requiring him to bear arms for the nation.
The terms ‘impressment’ and ‘conscription’ can also, at times, refer to the forced requisitioning
of material objects and supplies as well as manpower.
This practice is never popular, but nowhere meets with more resistance than in the United
States. Because the USA is explicitly founded on the notion of individual political liberty, con-
scription is especially ironic, inasmuch as it violates the individual’s freedom in the name of
protecting the individual’s freedom.
The most recent example of such impressment happened during the Vietnam War in the 1960s
and 1970s, but the practice dates back to times even before the nation’s founding. There were
examples of the ‘draft’ during colonial times in the 1600s.
Studying particular instances of the impressment of supplies in North Carolina during the Rev-
olutionary War from 1775 to 1781, historian John Maass notes that it was so unpopular that it
even fostered sentiments in support of the enemy.
In this way, the draft was truly counterproductive.
Likewise, John Maass writes, the conscription of men began to nudge some residents of the
area to support, in thoughts if not in deeds, the adversary:

For similar reasons, conscription also raised the ire of men forced to perform compul-
sory military service through the process of a draft. In all theaters of the war, Rev-
olutionary authorities relied heavily upon conscription, a practice several American
provinces used as far back as the seventeenth century. Despite historical precedents,
involuntary military service was certainly an imposition upon many male Carolinians
(and their families), and often met stiff resistance. Just as men and women directed
their ire toward governing officials and their agents over impressment, so too did the
draft cause similar disaffection and hostility among men compelled to serve in the
ranks. Opposition to conscription and impressment created significant difficulties for
Britain’s former American colonies in building allegiance to the new Revolutionary
governments, and in defending themselves from British and Tory enemies.

The practice of conscription is a perpetual thorn in the side of military leaders. Soldiers who did
not voluntarily enlist are perhaps more likely to desert or cause other disciplinary problems.
Yet, over the centuries, some form of the draft has repeatedly shown itself to be necessary.
©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com 295



BlogBook 7.1. JANUARY

In the impressment of material supplies, there is a need to watch the ethics of the conscripting
officers and men, because there is a temptation to take more than one needs. A thoughtfully-
organized impressment of supplies can minimize the damage to goodwill among the populace.
Likewise, the humane treatment of draftees can reduce personnel problems among the sol-
diers.

7.1.2 James Madison: The Virtues of Constitutionalism (2017-01-13 15:13)

After winning the election of 1808, James Madison became the fourth president of the United
States in 1809. Arguably, however, his most significant contribution to history happened
twenty years earlier.
Madison’s impact on the Constitutional Convention of 1787 in Philadelphia, and the Constitution
which it produced, is so extensive that he earned the nickname “Father of the Constitution.”
Constitutionalism is central to intuitive notions of fairness, justice, and equality. Constitution-
alism is essentially a codification of the rule of law: constitutionalism is the demand that a plan
of government be written, published, and carried out.
As historian Larry Arnn writes:

Ours, wrote Madison, is the first nation to adopt purely representative forms. This
means that all sovereignty or authority to rule is located in the governed or in the
people.

Because the Constitution is written, it is more objective. The text is fixed, and while some
questions of interpretation are possible, it does not change over time.
Because it is public, it creates a sense of access and equality. Any citizen can learn what the
system of government is and how it works. Citizens can use this knowledge to act politically
to further their own interests or values.
Non-citizens can also access the Constitution and, using their knowledge of it, decide whether
they want to attempt to become citizens. Larry Arnn continues:

But at the same time, the people do not occupy the offices of government — as they
did, for instance, in Athenian democracy. America’s pure or simple “republicanism,”
as Madison called it, makes possible the separation of powers both between the
governed and their government and also inside the parts of the government.

The vision of American Constitutionalism is a republic with freely-elected representatives. The
individuals in government represent the voters. Elected official act on behalf of the citizens.
The government should not rule the citizens: the citizens should rule the government.
The original intent of the Constitution was not to create a class of permanent career politicians.
Those elected to Congress were to meet occasionally to transact whatever business was nec-
essary, but should spend most of their time living in their communities and working at their
own trades.
As Larry Arnn notes, the Constitution can be seen as an extensive list of ways to limit the power
of government:
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The sovereign people delegate their authority to government, separately to sepa-
rate places. This separation is both horizontal, among the branches of the federal
government, and vertical, between the states and the federal government.

By dividing power among the three branches of government, and then dividing it again between
national and local governments, the Constitution seeks to preserve individual political liberty
by ensuring that there is no large mass of power in any one office.
Another way to limit the power of government is to ensure that elected officials are representa-
tives of the people, not rulers over them. Elected officials should serve occasionally, for short
terms, and only for specified purposes.

The people themselves are outside the government, and they may intervene only at
election time. Between elections, they watch, judge, and argue — in other words,
they think before they act.

James Madison was a passionate abolitionist, and by the time he died in 1836, the end of
slavery in the United States had become a historical inevitability.
Madison also understood that educated voters were good for the nation, and worked therefore
with Thomas Jefferson to found the University of Virginia.
The rotation of officials in and out of government ensures that no one individual can lodge
himself permanently in a position of power. Limiting the power of the government, in order
to protect individual political liberty, includes limiting even the power which the voters might
indirectly exert over each other.
Voters, at their own discretion, replace elected officials. Individuals in government offices
should be replaced if the voters think that by such replacement, the will of the voters can be
more accurately represented.

Over time, but only over time, they may replace the whole lot. This system limits
both their power and the power of those in government.

Madison’s cabinet changed significantly during his presidency. At that time, there were only
five cabinet offices: Secretary of State, Secretary of War, Secretary of the Navy, Secretary of
the Treasury, and Attorney General.
During Madison’s tenure in office, there was a complete turnover in cabinet office. By the end
of his presidency, none of the original five were left.

7.2 February

7.2.1 Insider Information: Soviet Access Inside the U.S. Government
(2017-02-09 12:39)

Although the Cold War is usually defined as starting in the mid-1940s, Soviet espionage ef-
forts inside the United States started decades earlier. By the 1930s, there was an established
intelligence network operating undercover in North America.
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Famous spies like Alger Hiss, Harry Dexter White, Owen Lattimore, Harry Hopkins, and Philip
Keeney funneled classified government documents to Soviet intelligence agencies. Some of
these operatives were deliberate; others were unwitting dupes, who never quite understood
what they were doing.
These “moles,” operating from their posts inside various governmental and social institutions,
were ultimately complicit for thousand and tens of thousands of deaths as the USSR unfolded
its imperialistic expansionism in eastern Europe, North Korea, and elsewhere.
Equipped with insider knowledge of the U.S. government’s policy-making apparatus, the Sovi-
ets could form their own policy in anticipation of American responses to it. As historians Stan
Evans and Herbert Romerstein write,

Guided by such inside information, the Soviets could plan their own strategies with
assurance — like a card player who could read the hand of an opponent. Knowing
what the United States or other Western nations would do with respect to Germany,
Poland, Spain, Japan, or China, the commissars could make their moves with fore-
knowledge of the responses they would get from other powers. Thus the two facets
of the Soviet project interacted — the spying handmaiden to the policy interest. And,
of course, if knowingwhat the policies of the United States and other non-Communist
nations would be was useful to the Kremlin, then being able to influence or guide
those policies in some manner would have been still more so.

Several concrete examples show this principle in action: At the Yalta Conference, Stalin knew
that Roosevelt’s foreign policy was shaped largely by Alger Hiss, who was a Soviet agent. Stalin
knew in advance Roosevelt’s concerns, and to which extent Roosevelt was willing to cede
American interests to Stalin’s pressure tactics.
Similarly, Stalin knew that his operatives had undermined from within the will of the U.S. gov-
ernment to resist Mao’s vicious attack on Chinese liberty. Stalin could support Mao and know
that the Americans would offer only slight verbal resistance and nomaterial opposition. Millions
of Chinese paid with their lives.

7.3 March

7.3.1 The Priorities of the Soviet Espionage Network in the United States
(2017-03-08 15:24)

Communist spies in North America had more than one function. They gathered intelligence,
but other tasks often had higher priority.
Beyond stealing classified documents from the government and from the military, and beyond
sending such secrets to Moscow, Soviet operatives were tasked with influencing U.S. policy.
To this end, they established themselves in both governmental and non-governmental institu-
tions.
This can be seen, e.g., in the intelligence provided by Whittaker Chambers. Chambers joined
the U.S. Communist Party (CPUSA) in the mid 1920s, from which he was recruited into Soviet
espionage agencies around 1932. By 1938, he had grown disillusioned with the international
communist conspiracy.
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He disengaged from the USSR’s intelligence agencies and began offering information to the
United States government. He was able to explain that Soviet operatives were often more
interested in shaping U.S. policy than in stealing U.S. secrets.
As historians Stan Evans and Herbert Romerstein explain, “Cold War scholars generally are
aware of the influence issue.” Yet, in the popular imagination, Soviet spies are generally con-
ceived of as “stealing secrets.”
One Soviet agent, named Alger Hiss, is perhaps best known to the public as the man who stole
classified State Department Documents and passed them on to other operatives, including
Chambers. But while Hiss’s reputation depicts him as an intelligence-gatherer, he actually did
much greater damage as a policymaker.
It is less well known that Hiss, while on the payroll of Soviet intelligence agencies, was a key
advisor to President Roosevelt in the late 1930s and early 1940s. Hiss’s influence was respon-
sible for the death of thousands as he enabled Soviet imperialistic expansionism to run amok
in eastern Europe.
There is, then, a disconnect between what professional historians know, and what general
public’s perception is. Scholars are aware

of the Cold War role played by Chambers, who knew a lot about spying and was
involved in it on a professional basis. Yet Chambers repeatedly stressed that spying
as such was not the major issue. Rather, he said, with the likes of Hiss in federal
office, policy influence was by far the leading problem.

While the Soviet effort to steal classified U.S. documents was a grave danger during the Cold
War, an equal and possibly greater threat was posed by communists inside the U.S. who nudged
policy decisions in directions which favored Stalin.

7.3.2 General John Pershing: Civil Rights Hero (2017-03-31 13:14)

General Pershing became most famous for leading the United States Army in World War One.
But many years earlier, he took courageous steps to acknowledge the contributions of African-
Americans in the nation’s military.
Having graduated from West Point in 1886, one of his earliest assignments was, according to
historian Kevin Hymel,

with both the 6th and 10th Cavalry Regiments. The 10th was one of two black cav-
alry regiments commanded by white officers. Pershing was called “Black Jack” in
reference to his service with the10th, and the nickname stuck long after he left it.

Pershing was proud of his service with the “Buffalo Soldiers,” the nickname given to the African-
American cavalrymen. In 1898, when the Spanish-American war began, Pershing insisted on
rejoining the Buffalo Soldiers as they went into action in Cuba.
In his own words, Pershing described what he saw as a wonderful unity among the soldiers:

Each officer or soldier next in rank took charge of the line or group immediately
in his front or rear and halting to fire at each good opportunity, taking reasonable
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advantage of cover, the entire command moved forward as coolly as though the
buzzing of bullets was the humming of bees. White regiments, black regiments,
regulars and Rough Riders, representing the young manhood of the North and the
South, fought shoulder to shoulder, unmindful of race or color, unmindful of whether
commanded by ex-Confederate or not, and mindful of only their common duty as
Americans.

Years later, when Pershing was commanding in Europe during WW1, his loyalty to Black sol-
diers would lead him to assignment them to meaningful combat roles. Pershing answered to
President Woodrow Wilson. Wilson had reintroduced segregation into the civilian branches of
the government.
As Commander-in-Chief, Wilson was not pleased to see African-American troops taking on sig-
nificant military tasks. In assigning Black troops to the same types of duties as any other troops,
Pershing showed that he was willing to risk Wilson’s displeasure.

7.4 April

7.4.1 World War One: The Officer Corps Develops Command and Control
(2017-04-26 13:31)

In April 1917, the United States formally declared war. The first American troops arrived in
Europe in June 1917, and their initial participation in combat at the front was in October 1917.
It was not until May 1918, however, that U.S. soldiers played a major role in World War One.
Compared to Austria, Serbia, Germany, France, and other nations, the United States had a
relatively brief experience in the war; fighting ceased on November 11, 1918.
The American officers had, however, one thing in common with their counterparts in the armies
of the other countries: nobody had even seen a war like this before, and nobody was sure how
to fight it.
Many of these officers were experienced, but their experience was irrelevant. They’d been
involved in combat in the Philippines and in Cuba as part of the Spanish-American War, and
they’d fought Pancho Villa’s Mexican revolutionaries.
The trench warfare in Europe was a different situation. As historian Timothy Nenninger writes,

In World War I, the United States Army entered combat on the Western Front with an
ill-defined idea of how to command troops on the battlefield. Although most senior
leaders in the American Expeditionary Forces (AEF) had commanded in combat in
Cuba, the Philippines, or Mexico, none had experience with large unit, high intensity
combat as conducted in France.

Several factors made the ground war in Europe different. First, the size: millions of soldiers,
millions of guns, billions of bullets.
The second factor which distinguished World War I from previous conflicts was mechanization.
Although machine guns had been used in previous fights, only during WW1 did they become
numerous and common. Tanks entered battle for the first time. Other new weapons included
airplanes and poison gas.
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Advanced and sophisticated levels of industrialization produced weapons capable of killing on
a large scale.

A third factor was that the American officers weren’t accustomed to being part of a multina-
tional coalition. Coordination with French and British officers was a new experience.

There are probably other factors which distinguish WW1 from previous conflicts. American
officers studied quickly to gain insights into this situation, as Timothy Nenninger notes:

The lack of first-hand experience was mitigated in part by service school education,
General Staff analysis and doctrine, and professional writing in service-sponsored
journals and books on military art that provided some insight into modem war. But
until the summer of 1918 all of the principal elements of the AEF’s command process
- organizational, doctrinal, technical, and personal - were untested.

Under the command of General John Pershing, the decision was made to keep the AEF together
as a unit within the larger multinational coalition. Previously, the alternative route - embedding
small groups of Americans inside French and British units, mainly as replacements to “fill the
holes” - had been considered.

This decision shaped the American experience of WW1, and in fact created a distinctly Ameri-
can experience of WW1, being different than the French or British experiences.

How and how well the process worked depended on the knowledge, skill, and prepa-
ration of commanders and staff officers, and on their interaction. Although the AEF
drew on the experience of other armies, how they applied that experience resulted
in a distinctly American process of command.

For the U.S. military, WW1 constituted a challenge to develop new forms of command and
control. American officers learned to operate in a large, mechanized, multinational context.

7.5 June

7.5.1 The Roaring Twenties: How They Emerged from the Previous Decade
(2017-06-19 14:45)

To understand the 1920s, one must first take a look at the years leading up to them. Ordinary
citizens in the years from 1913 to 1920 in the United States were burdened with high taxes
and shackled with regulations which limited their individual actions.

People in the 1920s could have a feeling of liberty because they were coming out of an era in
which civil rights and personal self-determination had been restricted. As historian R.J. Unstead
writes,

For many Americans, theirs was a society based on freedom and equality of oppor-
tunity.
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From 1913 to 1920, President Wilson had introduced segregation into various offices within
the federal government - offices which had previously been desegregated and integrated. The
1920s saw advances in civil rights for African-Americans.
Woodrow Wilson had also been enthusiastic in his support of the KKK. It is shocking to realize
that a president of the United States would openly support the Ku Klux Klan. He promoted the
film The Birth of a Nation and called the Klan a “glorious” organization.
Wilson also mocked President Theodore Roosevelt, who had invited leading Black citizens to the
White House and appointed Blacks to major federal offices. Wilson reversed the gains which
African-Americans had made prior to 1913.
In 1920, Americans elected a new president, Warren G. Harding, who took office in March 1921.
Harding undid many of Wilson’s racist actions.
President Harding died suddenly in August 1923, but his successor, President Calvin Coolidge,
continued working with Blacks on various civil rights issues.
When the KKK pressured Coolidge for support, he rejected such bullying, and openly mocked
the Klan in his campaign slogans. He further irritated the Klan by becoming the first U.S. pres-
ident to give a commencement address at a historically Black university.
Aside from racial questions, the 1920s saw other benefits for ordinary citizens. American ben-
efitted from a balanced middle course between isolationism and an overly-ambitious interna-
tionalism, as R.J. Unstead reports:

They had rejectedWoodrowWilson’s dream that they should take on world leadership
and sort out the troubles of a ruined Europe. What America wanted was a return to
“normalcy”, to the task of building a free and prosperous society. “The business of
the United States is business,” declared President Coolidge.

During the 1920s, the United States would work with Europe as a partner, not a boss. “By 1921,
Americans had turned their backs” on Wilson’s hope that America would manage Europe.
If America had attempted to organize and direct Europe, it would have received the anger
and contempt of other nations, it would have spent huge sums of money, it would have been
dragged into regional wars, and it would have had to convince both Americans and Europeans
that America had a moral right to supervise the rest of the world.
Wilson’s dreams had been too ambitious.
Coolidge, by contrast, worked with the Europeans on initiatives like the Kellogg-Briand Pact and
the Dawes Plan, both of which averted the looming possibility of war.
The Kellogg-Briand Pact created diplomatic opportunities for nations to resolve disagreements
without war, and the Dawes Plan healed economic problems which would have led to war.
1920s enjoyed not only civil rights and peace, but also prosperity.

Business boomed in the twenties. Income per head increased by a quarter; prices
came down and wages went up, so that luxuries like cars, refrigerators and radios
became necessities.

Economic innovations like purchases made on the “installment plan,” called “hire-purchase”
in England, fueled growth. The Harding and Coolidge administrations lowered taxes, reduced
the federal government’s spending, and reduced the national debt.
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Lower tax rates left workers with more money to enjoy consumer goods. Working-class families
could afford the new technologies of the era: telephones, radios, electric lights, and phono-
graphs.

The twenties were prosperous years in the United States, output increased at a
tremendous rate and wages were the highest in the world.

Blue-collar industrial workers were not poor: there was not a large income difference between
the working class and the middle class. The upper end of the working class was, in fact, part
of the middle class.
Reduced regulations created more jobs and better-paying jobs. “This was the era,” Unstead
explains,

when skyscrapers changed the skyline of American cities, when films, jazz, sensa-
tional papers and the drama of Prohibition added to the excitement of life.

Prohibition was a leftover from the ‘Progressive’ movement of earlier years. Approved in 1919
and taking effect in 1920, it was clearly a policy failure within a year or two. One political task
during the 1920s was to end Prohibition. The anti-Prohibition movement grew during the the
decade, and Prohibition ended in 1933.

7.6 August

7.6.1 The Power of Text: The Declaration of Independence (2017-08-20 07:33)

The document which created the United States as a sovereign territory with its own self-
determining government was also the document which contained within itself the seeds of
liberty for future generations. That document was the Declaration of Independence, famously
dated July 4, and it not only created a free and independent nation, but rather it also freed
slaves and gave full legal equality to women, among its other achievements.
When that document was signed in 1776, actually a few days before July 4, it made the abolition
of slavery and women’s suffrage inevitable. By 1863, slavery would be a thing of the past, and
by 1869, women would be legal and acknowledged voters.
(Many textbooks give the impression that woman began voting in 1920 in the United States.
In fact, approximately 75 % of women were voting before then.)
The debates and discussions of the 1850s show how the Declaration of Independence had
made the end of slavery a historical inevitability. Lincoln’s drive toward abolition was fueled
by the text of that document, as historian Mark Levin writes:

Many decades after America’s founding, Abraham Lincoln relied heavily on the Dec-
laration of Independence and the principles embedded in it to provide the essential
moral justifications for liberty, equality, and, of course, ending slavery - the natural
and equal rights of the individual. Lincoln revered the Declaration and repeatedly
quoted and referenced it in his speeches, debates, and writings before and after he
became president.
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Texts from the 1770s show that it was not merely an opinion or preference, among the Amer-
icans in general and among the representatives at the Continental Congress, but rather an
explicit goal that slavery be ended. Lincoln was able to apply their words to achieve that
objective.

He used it again and again as a cudgel against the proslavery forces and slavery
accommodationists. For example, on August 17, 1858, in Lewistown, Illinois, Lincoln
delivered a powerful speech during his campaign for the U.S. Senate against Stephen
A. Douglas, in which he verbally brandished the Declaration in his condemnation of
slavery.

Lincoln had dedicated himself, his political party, and his career to the abolition of slavery.
Although his speeches remain admired for their brilliance, he used the words of others - the
words of Thomas Jefferson, George Washington, Benjamin Franklin, Samuel Adams, James Otis,
Thomas Paine, Patrick Henry, etc. - to free the slaves.
The Emancipation Proclamation of 1863 is an organic outgrowth of the Declaration of Indepen-
dence. The end of slavery was contained, if latently, in the text of July 4, 1776.

7.7 November

7.7.1 When Citizens Don’t Know That They’ve Been Robbed: Income Tax
Withholding (2017-11-07 09:43)

Income taxes were first widely inflicted on American citizens after the passage of the sixteenth
amendment in 1913, but in the early 1920s, income taxes were substantially reduced, freeing
low-income and middle-income families from the burden.
The beginning of WW2 justified, perhaps, increased revenue to the federal government. In
1942, Congress decided to increase income taxes and expand them to those working-class
families.
The choice of income tax, instead of sales tax or value-added tax, was fateful. The tax was
intended to fund the war, which ended in 1945, but has continued for almost a century.
The damage caused by any tax is the impoverishment of citizens by means of government
confiscation. But income tax, as structured in the United States, inflicts still other harms both
to the individual and to the nation as a whole.
The reintroduction of income tax to the lower and middle classes was, as historian Amity Shlaes
write, confused, chaotic, and traumatizing:

The new rates were law. But Americans were ill-prepared to face a new and giant
tax bill. A Gallup poll from the period showed that only some 5 million of the 34
million people who were subject to the tax for the first time were saving to make
their payment. In those days, March 15, not April 15, was the nation’s annual tax
deadline.

To get citizens to hand their wages to the government, the withholding system was devised.
Workers would, under this system, not receive their full wages.
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Employers would pay part of the wages to the worker, and part to the government. In this way,
the citizens would not ‘feel’ the loss of their wages, because they would never have received
those dollars in the first place.
The ‘withholding’ system is a cruel deception, because it acclimates workers to lower wages.
Rather than paying taxes, the wage earners never even receive their full pay.
The government become a trap which intercepts salaries on their way from the employer to
the employee.
To be sure, the numbers remain the same whether a ‘withholding’ system is used, or whether
the workers receive their pay and then send a fraction of it to the government as a tax payment.
But while the numbers remain the same, the psychology is quite different. In political science,
perception is often more important than reality.
Over the decades, American workers have become so accustomed to confiscatory taxes that
they are not at all surprised when they are hired for at a stated wage and then receive merely
70 % or 80 % of that stated amount.
This passive tolerance of theft is damaging to many aspects of the economy, including the rela-
tionship between employers, employees, and labor unions. It is also damaging to the political
system as it fosters a submissive resignation to a greedy and thieving government.
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8.1 January

8.1.1 Thomas Paine on the Injustice of Monarchy (2018-01-03 15:57)

One major segment of Thomas Paine’s career was devoted to exposing the concept of monar-
chy as an institutionalized injustice. Paine’s earliest publications were newspaper articles start-
ing in 1774, but he attained sudden fame in 1776 with the publication of Common Sense.

He went on to publish The American Crisis, a series of articles starting 1776 and ending in 1783.
He subsequently published other books and articles.

The following passage is from a text in which he defends himself against the charge of libel - a
charge directed against him by some who supported the British monarchy.

Notice how Paine unpacks his reasons for opposing hereditary government: monarchy leads
to taxation, and taxation is oppression. Paine discovered an axiom of political economics:
taxation does not lead to oppression, it does not enable oppression: it is oppression.

Monarchy also leads to poor education, to the neglect of the elderly and disabled, to a break-
down of diplomacy, and to more frequent and more vicious wars. Monarchy is an obstacle,
Paine claims, to “peace, civilization, and commerce.” Monarchy is a “political superstition”
which degrades humanity.

Monarchy leads to all these things, and monarchy is so closely associated with taxation that
one might plausibly argue that taxation leads to all these things - indeed, that taxation is all
these things. Paine writes:

If to expose the fraud and imposition of monarchy, and every species of hereditary
government to lessen the oppression of taxes - to propose plans for the education
of helpless infancy, and the comfortable support of the aged and distressed - to
endeavor to conciliate nations to each other - to extirpate the horrid practice of war
- to promote universal peace, civilization, and commerce - and to break the chains of
political superstition, and raise degraded man to his proper rank; if these things be
libellous, let me live the life of a libeller, and let the name of libeller be engraved on
my tomb.

Paine’s attack on monarchy is so closely linked with his attack on taxation that it may well be
impossible to separate them - both conceptually and in matters of concrete historical circum-
stance. Recall that it was taxation which sparked the hostilities in North America in 1775.

His later writings grew more diffuse as he wrestled intellectually with the machinations of the
French Revolution, but evenwhen he flirted with socialist or redistributionist economic schemes,
Paine retained a healthy skepticism about taxation.

Note his use of the word ‘commerce’ in the text above: when the private sector is not fettered
by taxation, prosperity and political liberty are the natural results.
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8.2 February

8.2.1 Examining the Narrative: Women’s Suffrage (2018-02-09 15:30)

A survey of textbooks and history courses reveals the standard narrative given to students
about how women obtained the vote in the United States: After nearly 80 years of agitation,
suffragettes finally succeeded in gaining passage for the Nineteenth Amendment in 1920, and
suddenly, women across the nation could begin voting.
That’s the conventional version of the history, and it’s wrong.
The first clue that there’s something inaccurate about this story is that Jeannette Rankin, the
first woman to be elected to the United States Congress, was elected in 1916.
It would indeed be odd if women were being elected to Congress at a time when women were
not allowed to vote.
In fact, in Jeannette Rankin’s home state of Montana, women had been voting since 1914.
Women in Montana had full voting rights, in every way equal to men, more than six years prior
to the passage of the Nineteenth Amendment.
But Montana was late to the party. Women had obtained full suffrage in Wyoming in 1869, and
in Colorado in 1893. Utah and Idaho recognized full suffrage for women in 1896.
In fact, prior to the passage of the Nineteenth Amendment, approximately 85 % of the women
in the United States were enfranchised. There were only seven of the 48 states in which women
did not vote (Pennsylvania, Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina,
and Alabama).
Women were already voting from New Jersey and Delaware to Oregon and California, from Min-
nesota and North Dakota to Texas and New Mexico - long before the Nineteenth Amendment.
While responsible historians do not speculate about counterfactual situations, it is clear that in
those seven states which had not yet enfranchised women, legislative movements were under-
way to do just that. Even without the Nineteenth Amendment, the franchise would probably
have expanded to the last 15 % of women in the United States.
To say that 85 % of the women had the vote prior to the Nineteenth Amendment may even be
too low, because the seven states in which they didn’t vote had an average population lower
than the 41 states in which they did vote. It was possibly closer to 90 % than to 85 %.
In some regions, more women were voting than men! Especially during wartime, when many
men were away from home.
Women’s ability to vote, then, is not due to actions at the federal level in the early 1900s, but
is rather due to actions at the state level in the late 1800s.
The United States led the way. Other nations around the globe didn’t give women the right
to vote until much later: Women in the U.S. had been voting for 24 years before women in
New Zealand got the right to vote in 1893. Other nations - Austria, Australia, Finland, Norway,
Denmark, Germany, Poland, Netherlands, Sweden, etc. - waited until the early 1900s.
The political party which had been formed to abolish slavery in the United States, having ac-
complished that objective by 1863, made women’s suffrage its next major goal: the states
which led the way - Wyoming, Montana, Idaho, Colorado, and Utah - were largely populated by
voters of that party.
While generations of schoolchildren have memorized the year 1920, it would be more accurate
to cite 1869 as the year when women began to vote in the United States.
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8.3 March

8.3.1 North Carolina: A Microcosm of Revolutionary Military Economics
(2018-03-13 12:02)

It is probably incorrect to say that all wars are wars of attrition, but it is clear that materiel and
personnel are decisive factors in any conflict. The American Revolutionary War, from 1775 to
1781, is no exception.
The Continental Armywas continually plagued by a shortage of money, whichmeant a shortage
of men and supplies. To combat this deficiency, the Continental Congress was generally unable
to levy taxes; that power was left to each of the thirteen states individually.
The Continental Congress was able to borrow some money, but the army was still underfunded.
This led inevitably to conscription and impressment.
Conscription, later known as ‘the draft,’ is involuntary military service. Impressment is the
appropriation of supplies from the civilian population.
The exact implementation of these practices varied from time to time, and from place to place,
during the war. The earlier phases of the war saw more combat in the North; the latter years
of the war featured more combat in the South.
Historian John Maass writes:

North Carolina was not the only American province to adopt these taxing expedients.
Impressment of supplies and wartime necessities occurred on the Continental and
state levels throughout the war, beginning during the siege of Boston in 1775. Like-
wise, the use of conscription was widespread during the American Revolution from
the opening months of the conflict to the end of the war. By focusing on wartime
North Carolina, these two onerous practices and their consequences can be exam-
ined in detail.

The earliest documented impressment in North Carolina is dated to May 1776, according to
Maass, which would be a year after the war began at Lexington and Concord.
But impressment in significant quantities didn’t begin until December 1778, as more fighting
began to happen in the South.
The two main problems with impressment were that, first, it presented an almost insurmount-
able temptation to corruption, and that, second, it undermined popular opinion in support of
the war.
Leaders in the Continental Army, like General Nathanael Greene, worked diligently to reduce
corruption: to see to it that only necessary items were impressed, and that the impressed
items served the army and not the personal enrichment of the officers tasked with impressing
those items.
Greene’s efforts produced at least of modicum of acceptance among the civilian public.
Despite the difficulties of impressment and conscription, an American victory would almost cer-
tainly have been impossible without them. They represented a temporary sacrifice necessary
to permanently abolish a bitter tyranny.
©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com 309



BlogBook 8.4. APRIL

8.4 April

8.4.1 Liberty at a Painful Price: Conscription is a Form of Taxation
(2018-04-04 15:33)

Throughout the Revolutionary War (1775 to 1783), the Continental Army was chronically short
of money, men, and materiel. Both the will and the ability of the Continental Congress impose
taxes were limited.

The army was obliged to resort to impressment: the commandeering of private property. It
was a bitter irony that the revolution against the British was triggered, in part, by England’s
practice of impressment. To throw off the yoke of British tyranny, the Americans were forced
to use the very practice of the tyrants.

The Continental Army also needed to fill its ranks with conscripts. ‘Conscription’ refers to what
became known as the ‘draft’ in later American history.

Historians John Maass writes:

Although North Carolina officials resorted to impressment early in the struggle for
independence, the practice became more widespread once the British campaigned
actively in the South beginning in December 1778. Seizure of supplies by civilian
and military officials both angered and impoverished the citizenry. The practice did
nothing to engender affection for the Revolutionary cause among enraged inhabi-
tants, many of whom resisted impressment by hiding their produce, livestock, or
goods. They often complained when, as was commonly the case, they were given
depreciated currency or certificates of dubious worth for their property, which was
frequently valued below the market price. Property owners were often given no cer-
tificates or payment at all, and had to strive for years to get redress from the state.
Few things were exempt from confiscation during the war: authorities seized not
only guns, wagons, and horses, but rum, sugar, coffee, paper, canvas, and salt as
well. Moreover, many times impressment was used by men of all ranks as a cover for
plundering local inhabitants, which could hardly have endeared the North Carolina
government to its citizens.

Leaders in the Continental Army were well aware that the practice of impressment could un-
dermine the much-needed popular support for the war.

Officers like General Nathanael Greene undertook efforts to eliminate the corruption and pri-
vate profiteering which occurred among the men assigned by the army to impress property.

When private property was impressed, records were supposed to be kept, with the objective
of postwar repayment to the owners. In many cases, however, either the records weren’t kept,
or the postwar reimbursement never took place.

But the sincerity of the army’s efforts to eliminate corruption and the attachment of the popu-
lace to the cause of liberty were, if occasionally wavering, nonetheless sufficient to bring about
the final victory.
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8.5 August

8.5.1 Woodrow Wilson’s Racism: Progressive Hate Unleashed
(2018-08-06 19:12)

The presidency of WoodrowWilson dealt a severe blow to African-Americans and to the struggle
for civil rights. Wilson was an unrepentant racist.
As president of Princeton University, he worked to keep Black students out, denying them
admission. He also wrote a history textbook which defended the KKK and argued that African-
Americans should not be allowed to vote.
Leaving the university and entering the field of electoral politics, Wilson mocked President
Theodore Roosevelt, who had invited Booker T. Washington to dinner in the White House. Roo-
sevelt’s meal was the first official invitation to a Black American to dine with a president.
After the meal, Woodrow Wilson used a hateful and inappropriate epithet to describe Roo-
sevelt’s honored guest, even though Booker T. Washington was a leading Republican at the
time.
Once elected president, Wilson set to work segregating federal workers. After the Civil War, fed-
eral employees had been desegregated and integrated: African-Americans andWhites working
side-by-side as equals.
While Wilson was in the White House, a film titled The Birth of a Nationwas released. Audiences
in theaters saw, at the very beginning of the film, a quote in which Woodrow Wilson praised
the KKK. The damage done by Wilson is described by historian Dinesh D’Souza:

Wilson also helped revive the Ku Klux Klan. Oddly enough this was the result of a
single screening of a movie, David W. Griffith’s The Birth of a Nation, which portrays
the Ku Klux Klan as the savior of the South. Despite the crude technology of the time,
the film is now recognized as a cinematic masterpiece. I regard it as one of the most
powerful propaganda films ever made.

Wilson’s endorsement of the KKK, and of the movie, brought about a wave of intensified racist
violence. Wilson’s Democrat Party, and his ‘progressive’ movement, did great damage to race
relations in the United States.

8.5.2 Eisenhower Resists FDR’s Segregation: Ike Opposes ‘New Deal’
Racism (2018-08-22 08:16)

Although Franklin Roosevelt was happy to receive the votes cast for him by Black citizens, his
presidency was singularly inactive in terms of advancing civil rights. His time in office, from
March 1933 to April 1945, yielded little fruit for African-Americans.
FDR’s Department of War, and the individuals he appointed to lead it, were committed to
segregation. He relegated Black soldiers to inferior roles. FDR denied them opportunities for
advancement and for combat duty.
General Dwight David “Ike” Eisenhower thought differently.
In December 1943, Eisenhower became the Supreme Allied Commander, overseeing the Euro-
pean and African theaters of combat during World War II. In this position, he had an opportunity
to oppose FDR’s segregationist policies.
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Ike not only believed that African-American fighting men should receive the same treatment
and options as every other soldier, but he also acted on this belief, as historian David Nichols
writes:

In 1944, leaders at the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People
(NAACP) obtained a confidential directive issued by Eisenhower onMarch 1 thatmade
officers responsible for “scrupulous enforcement” of the principle, “Equal opportuni-
ties of service and of recreation are the right of every American soldier regardless of
branch, race, color, or creed.” Eisenhower particularly pushed for authority to allow
Negro soldiers, normally restricted to logical support, to volunteer for combat.

Taking these steps, Ike knew that he was contradicting FDR’s official War Department policy.
To explain his actions, Eisenhower used the phrase, “a matter of justice.” He was willing to
enter into direct policy conflict with the president, as David Nichols reports:

In December 1944, at the time of the Battle of the Bulge in Europe, Ike needed all
the troops he could get. General John C.H. Lee issued a directive, approved by Eisen-
hower, proclaiming: “The opportunity to volunteer will be extended to all soldiers
without regard to color or race but preference will normally be given to individuals
who have had some basic training in infantry.” The War Department declared the
order contrary to policy and forced Eisenhower to withdraw it, destroy the original
message, and substitute a more innocuous message.

Yet Ike persisted, and won: by January 1945, he finally overrode the War Department’s reg-
ulations, and more than 4,000 Black soldiers had volunteered for combat duty, served with
distinction, and earned recognition.
Eisenhower’s perseverance opened the door for African-Americans to advance within the
United State military.

8.5.3 Harry Hopkins: Enabling Stalin’s Terror (2018-08-28 08:24)

During the 1930s and 1940s, Harry Hopkins held posts at high levels within the United States
government, mainly as an advisor to President Franklin Roosevelt. During these years, he
pursued his own troubling agenda: to promote the power-hungry and ruthless expansion of
Stalin’s USSR.
During the last months of World War II, it had become clear that the aggression of Soviet
Socialism entailed the domination of various nations in eastern Europe. Instead of liberating
these countries from Nazi oppression, the communists merely substituted their own dictatorial
regimes for Hitler’s.
Harry Hopkins worked to shape U.S. foreign policy in such a way that it benefitted Josef Stalin.
His actions ultimately worked against the well-being of England, France, the United States, and
the nations of eastern Europe.
Historians can only guess at his motives: Why did Hopkins want to help the USSR? Why was
he willing to compromise the freedom and human rights of people in other countries? This was
known only to himself.
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The influence of Hopkins can be seen in his communication with Stalin in early 1945, around the
time of the final collapse of the Nazi government. President Roosevelt had died, and President
Truman had sent Hopkins as a special envoy to Stalin.
Stalin and Hopkins discussed various topics related to postwar Europe, as historians Stan Evans
and Herbert Romerstein write:

When Stalin in his usual aggressive manner said the British did not want a “Poland
friendly to the Soviet Union,” Hopkins responded, also as usual, that the view of the
American government was different: “that the United States would desire a Poland
friendly to the Soviet Union, and in fact desired to see friendly countries all along
the Soviet borders” (a formula that included, for example, Finland, the Baltic states,
Rumania, and China). To which Stalin replied, “if this be so we can easily come to
terms regarding Poland.” Indeed they could, as the Soviets imposed a brutal Red
regime in Poland and the United States stood back and let it happen.

Acting as an official representative of the United States, Hopkins consigned millions of people
in Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, and other countries to decades of horror. The
Soviet Socialists would institute military occupational governments which imprisoned, tortured,
beat, and murdered millions of citizens in these countries.
Communism in eastern Europe during the second half of the twentieth century was a human
rights nightmare. Although Harry Hopkins did not cause this misery by himself, he was certainly
a factor in the suffering and death.
While being partly responsible for terror imposed on eastern Europe, he was also partly respon-
sible for causing the United States to betray its friends and faithful allies. Hopkins redirected
military supplies away from England and toward the USSR. When President Roosevelt was form-
ing foreign policy, Hopkins influenced him to distance himself from Winston Churchill’s views.
Hopkins urged FDR not to resist Stalin’s aggression.
In a breath-taking act of betrayal, Hopkins shipped quantities of uranium to the Soviet Social-
ists. In addition, he had access to secret scientific and technological documents related to the
development of the atomic bomb. He sent copies of these documents to the Soviet Socialists.
Harry Hopkins contributed materially to the USSR’s ability to develop and manufacture atomic
weapons. Emboldened by the possession of these weapons, Stalin instituted the communist dic-
tatorship in North Korea, supported communist guerillas in China, and sent subversive agents
into various countries in Africa, Asia, and South America. Hopkins directly and indirectly con-
tributed to terrorism and suffering around the globe.
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9. 2019

9.1 January

9.1.1 Organized Labor’s Communist Phase: Collective Bargaining’s Infatua-
tion with Stalin (2019-01-10 12:03)

At different points in time during its history, the American labor union movement has embraced
both pro-communist and anti-communist passions. During the 1930s, the Congress of Indus-
trial Organizations (CIO) had self-proclaimed communists not only in its membership, but also
in its leadership.
In 1905, the Industrial Workers of the World (IWW) was founded as an explicitly communist
organization. At least one of its leaders, Bill Haywood, permanently relocated to the Soviet
Union, and worked for the rest of his life to promote Stalinist oppression.
In the late 1930s and early 1940s, the pro-Soviet and pro-communist factions within the labor
movement faced successive difficult situations. First, Stalin’s atrocities (e.g., the deaths of
millions of Ukrainians when Stalin discontinued their food supply) made it awkward for them
to exuberantly support Soviet Socialism. Second, Stalin’s alliance with Hitler placed them in
the position of opposing America’s support of England. Third, Hitler’s eventual betrayal of
Stalin made them appear to be enthusiastic followers of a dupe. Fourth, they anti-industrialist
postures made them seem as if they were undermining the U.S. war effort.
By late 1940 and early 1941, a large segment of America’s industrial base was manufacturing
products to fuel England’s war efforts. When the CIO struck, and the factories were idled, this
was perceived as an attack on England, especially when the strikes were not for higher wages,
but rather for procedural reasons related to competitions between unions.
Several manufacturers had been the targets of strikes: Vultee Aircraft, Ford, Allis-Chalmers,
International Harvester, and others. Because a number of these strikes were not for higher
wages, the workers weren’t benefitting, but the reduced output translated directly into deaths
on the battlefield and in the air, as historian Arthur Herman writes:

For those associated with the Communist-dominated CIO, there were also political
issues involved. The official party line was that the war raging in Europe was still
a bourgeois struggle and the working class had nothing to gain by getting involved.
The Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact hadn’t made the Soviet Union Hitler’s ally exactly, but
Stalin and his Communist followers had no desire to help Britain or its Dominion allies
win. As labor historian Max Kampelman has shown, the Communists’ goal was to halt
or at least hamper the American war effort, and strikes were one way to do it.

The strikes from the communist-oriented unions didn’t obtain bigger paychecks for the workers.
Instead, they were part of competition between different unions, and part of a larger scheme
to aid Stalin’s war effort.
By the end of World War II, changes were in the making. As the new postwar, Cold War align-
ments emerged globally, labor unions in the United States moved toward a pro-liberty, anti-
communist stance.
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A freedom-oriented, anti-Soviet mood governed most of organized labor from the late 1940s
through the end of the Cold War in 1990.
After the Cold War, the labor movement, like most things in the West, had to re-contextualize it-
self. Neither pro-Soviet nor anti-Soviet sentiments had relevance in a post-Soviet world. Since
1990, and especially in the first two decades of the twenty-first century, labor unions are seek-
ing identity. Some have drifted into a Leninist-Stalinist progressivism, endorsing socialist and
communist policies. Others have kept themselves away from the globalist power struggle en-
tirely.

9.2 March

9.2.1 The Birth of Anti-Colonialism: America Launches Anti-Imperialism
(2019-03-12 12:06)

Although the concepts of ‘anti-colonialism’ and ‘anti-imperialism’ can be traced back to the
times when Roman soldiers occupied parts of Europe and parts of the Ancient Near East, the
modern forms of anti-colonialism and anti-imperialism began around 1750 in North America.
The thirteen colonies that rebelled against British imperialism had been oppressed by a colonial
economic system which left them at a distinct disadvantage. The British military was well-
funded: much of that funding had left the Parliament in London facing massive debts.
The cruel and inhumane treatment of the colonists was designed, in part, to extract wealth
from North America to repay the British government’s debt. Parliament gave the excuse that
the funding was used to protect the colonies, and that therefore the colonies should pay the
debt.
The colonies, however, argued that they were capable of, and had largely provided, their own
defense, e.g., in the French and Indian War (1754 to 1763). The had not requested, did not
want, and did not need defense from the British military, and therefore were loath to pay for it.
The formidable British military was large, well-equipped, and skilled. Instead of defending the
colonies, it was used to oppress the colonies.
The British navy had both ‘ships of the line,’ which were large and well-armed to directly en-
counter the enemy, and frigates, which were faster, and more maneuverable. The Americans,
by contrast, only began to assemble a small navy after the Revolutionary War started in April
1775.
As one would expect in the case of oppressed colonies fighting for their liberty against imperi-
alist exploitation, the Americans were in every material way outmatched, as historian Russell
Weigley writes:

Washington’s was a generalship shaped by military poverty. When the British arrived
by sea before New York in the summer preceding the Trenton raid, General William
Howe brought against Washington’s defenders of the city 31,625 soldiers of all ranks,
24,464 of them effectives fit for duty when the fighting for the city commenced,
well equipped, and well trained and disciplined in the arts of eighteenth-century war.
Behind Howe’s soldiers stood a British fleet of ten ships of the line, twenty frigates,
hundreds of transports, and 10,000 seamen, commanded by General Howe’s very
capable brother, affording the British general the privilege of descending wherever
he chose upon the American coast.

316 ©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com



9.2. MARCH BlogBook

While materially outmatched, the Americans hadmoremotivation than the British soldiers. The
colonists were fighting for the liberty of the friends and families; the British were often merely
fighting to obtain a week’s or a month’s pay.
Although the English had had authority over the colonies since the early 1600s, it was only in
the mid-1700s that such authority was abusively enforced.
Whatever autonomy the colonies had enjoyed during the 1600s disappeared under the eco-
nomic hegemony which the English imposed during the 1700s.
The British treated the colonists ruthlessly and brutally. This was a central cause of the bid for
independence, as historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski write:

The series of events that led the British colonies from resistance to Parliamentary
sovereignty in 1765 to outright rebellion in 1775 cannot be recapitulated here. But
two points need to be made. First, the crisis represented a clash between a mature
colonial society and a mother country anxious to assert parental authority. Britain
had previously never exercised much direct control over the colonies. Prospering
under the “salutary neglect,” the colonies enjoyed de facto independence and de-
veloped a remarkable degree of self-reliance. Colonial aspirations thus collided with
England’s desire to enforce subordination and diminish colonial autonomy.

America is paradigmatic for the ideologies of anti-colonialism and anti-imperialism. The “Spirit
of ‘76” led to the independence of Cuba and the Philippines from Spain, and led to the Monroe
Doctrine’s defense of Central and South America against European colonizers.
Several elements of the American paradigm are worth noting: anti-colonialism and anti-
imperialism arose with an eye toward establishing a strong national economy and vigorous
individual political liberty. The political freedom of the individual was a treasured goal of the
American independence movement.
The French Revolution (1789 to 1799), which was partially inspired by the American Revolu-
tion and which followed it only a few years later, took the opposite approach to the American
paradigm: the French Revolution ran roughshod over the individual and sought a uniform col-
lectivism.
Individual political freedom spills over into economic freedom. British taxes and regulations
gave way to a free market. The French Revolution failed where the American Revolution suc-
ceeded because it neglected to honor the political liberty of the individual.
Colonies which look to the French Revolution as a model for independence often find them-
selves under more, not less, oppression. More than 200 years later, successful independence
movements still follow the American paradigm.

9.2.2 Imperialism is the Violation of Free Markets: Colonialism is the Dis-
ruption of Individual Political Liberty (2019-03-13 16:07)

Although colonialism and imperialism existed in the ancient world, the modern political
paradigm of imperialist colonialism was sired primarily by the British, French, Spanish, and
Portuguese.
Correspondingly, the modern paradigm of anti-colonialism and anti-imperialism arose in North
America in the mid-1700s.
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The oppression against which the Americans rebelled manifested the essential imperialist and
colonial traits of violating the free market. The colonies were abused inasmuch as they were
not allowed to participate in a free market. British regulations dictated which goods they could,
and could not, buy. The rebellion consisted in part of smuggling.

The English rules dictated, e.g., that the colonists could purchase only tea from Britain, not
from other countries, and that the colonists must sell certain goods only to England and only
at the prices dictated by the English.

This violation of free market principles constituted an abuse of human rights by the British, as
Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski write:

The Revolution began in 1765, not 1775. The events of 1765–1775 marked the first
phase in a colonial war of national liberation. Only a handful of colonists advocated
outright independence in 1765, but they vigorously championed their cause and
slowly gained adherents over the next decade. During this initial stage colonial lead-
ers organized themselves politically while subverting the established government’s
authority through terrorism and propaganda. The Stamp Act Congress, followed by
the two Continental Congresses, reflected the emergence of a national political or-
ganization.

Imperialist oppression, and colonialist oppression, operate by violating the free market.
Colonies are held in poverty, and denied fair prices for their products and raw materials, by
keeping them from offering their products in an unregulated market.

The North American colonies were regulated by the British about what they could buy, what
they could sell, to whom they could sell, and from whom they could buy.

Key actions in the early phases of the revolution were economic actions: smuggling, boycotting,
and the Boston Tea Party. Millett and Maslowski continue:

At the local level the Sons of Liberty evolved into a network of committees of corre-
spondence and of safety. These extralegal bodies coordinated the opposition against
Parliament, prevented the Revolutionary movement from degenerating into anarchy,
and intimidated individuals who supported England. Radical leaders also organized
riots against important symbols of British rule. Mob actions were not spontaneous but
instead represented purposeful violence by what were, in essence, urban volunteer
militia units. Supplementing the violence was a propaganda campaign portraying
every English action in the darkest hues.

The American Revolution featured ideological freedoms like those of press, speech, and religion.
It also featured economic freedoms, like deregulation and significant reduction in taxation.

These two sets of freedoms are so closely intertwined that they can’t be thoroughly separated.
Various individual specific liberties are organically related.

Imposed taxes are a violation of free speech. Economic regulations are a violation of the free
press.

The American Revolution demonstrated the inseparable unity of various specific rights.
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9.3 April

9.3.1 The Barbary Pirates: The U.S. Navy Matures in the Face of Terrorism
in the Mediterranean (2019-04-11 14:23)

The United States became an independent nation in 1776, and the war to defend that indepen-
dence against British attacks ended the early 1780s. A young nation, the United States had
little money and little military power. Whatever money and power it did have, it had spent
defending against the British.
Other nations could easily see the American weakness. Weakness is provocative: soon pirates
focused their attention on American seagoing vessels. These particular pirates were from a
collection of Muslim nations known as the Barbary States. The governments of those nations
didn’t do anything to stop piracy, and sometimes even encouraged it.
The pirates wanted money: the would stop an American ship, steal the cargo, and take the
sailors as captives. The pirates would sell the cargo and keep the money. They also sold the
sailors into slavery. They would also keep the American ship and use it to attack other cargo
boats.
Any sailor who resisted would be killed.
England and France had strong navies, and could defend their commercial shipping vessels
better. Occasionally, the pirates attacked English and French ships, but rarely. The Americans
were a much easier target, because the United States had a new and very small navy.
The Islamic pirates had been attacking unarmed American ships as early as 1784 or 1785, but
frequency of the attacks increased after 1793.
The word ‘corsair’ refers to pirates or their ships.
The French and British had been policing the pirates, but when those two nations got into a
war with each other, they stopped watching the pirates, who began to attack the Americans
even more frequently. As historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski write,

The Barbary States - Algiers, Morocco, Tunis, and Tripoli - traditionally engaged in
piracy, but the European powers bottled up their activities inside the Mediterranean
Sea. After 1793, with the Europeans preoccupied, corsairs from Algiers, the most
powerful of the petty North African nations, entered the Atlantic and preyed upon
American shipping.

The Islamic nations would sometimes demand tribute. The word ‘tribute’ refers to a payment
from a weaker nation to a more powerful nation. The United States gave thousands of dollars
to the Barbary States; in return, the Barbary States promised to stop attacking American ships.
But the promise was broken immediately.
This cycle of paying tribute to get promises, and then seeing the promises get broken, hap-
pened several times. Sometimes the promises made by the Barbary States were documented
in treaties which they signed, but they still broke their promises.
U.S. President Thomas Jefferson decided that it would be dangerous if other nations considered
the United States to be weak. Congress voted to start building armed ships to strengthen the
U.S. Navy. While those ships were being built, the Barbary States increased their aggressive-
ness, as historian Russell Weigley writes:
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The Barbary States of the North African coast increased their piratical attacks upon
American commerce and demands for American tribute, because the European wars
made the United States the most conspicuous neutral shipping nation.

Meanwhile, the Muslim pirates also began attacking Swedish ships. Sweden and the United
States worked together to begin to defend their merchant boats against attacks.
As the U.S. Navy increased the number of ships it had, the Barbary States began to realize that
they could not continue attacking American ships, stealing American cargo, and enslaving
American sailors. Although the conflict never turned into a full-scale war, there was fighting
between the U.S. Navy and the Islamic pirates.
The Battle of Tripoli, in 1804, became famous in a song, and was a major turning point in history.
By 1805, the Barbary States, realized that they had to stop harassing Americans. They signed
another treaty. But by 1807, they started again.
By 1815, the Barbary pirates were enslaving as many sailors as ever. The United States, this
time teaming up with the British, had by this time an even stronger navy. The Barbary States,
including Algeria, finally surrendered permanently, and after 1815 there was little piracy in the
Mediterranean.

9.3.2 Crisis Causes Creativity: Bartering, an Inventive Solution During the
Great Depression (2019-04-30 07:36)

People are often at their most creative when facing urgent problems. The Great Depression
was a nationwide financial collapse, and individuals, seeing that government programs were
incapable of offering much help, found their own solutions.
If the monetary system was failing, people reasoned, then they would find a way to complete
transactions outside of the system. The government, in the form of the federal reserve system,
lurked inside any cash transaction. But bartering would sidestep the government entirely, as
historian Amity Shlaes writes:

One late summer day in 1931 in Salt Lake City, the money ran out. Not just the
money in the banks, and not just the money in the town coffers - the money that
citizens had to spend. Locals reached into their pockets and, finding nothing, began
to trade work and objects. Barbers traded shaves and haircuts for onions and Idaho
potatoes. From there, the trading spread to other products. Life in Utah had always
been a desert when it came to water. Now it was a desert when it came to money,
as well. People in Utah knew how to survive in a desert. Maybe they could find a way
to manage in the money desert as well.

The nation’s economy, under the influence of various programs designed to improve it, would
deteriorate further, conditions in 1937 being worse than in 1931. But ordinary citizens invented
ways to avoid government influence and maintain some element of productive economic ac-
tivity.
Government efforts, however well-intentioned, generated the opposite of the desired effects:
President Roosevelt’s ‘New Deal’ made the misery of the Great Depression worse.
Bartering, and in some cases even ‘black market’ activity, provided the necessities of life -
food, clothing, housing, medical care - despite government strategies.
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9.4 June

9.4.1 Black Leaders Confront Woodrow Wilson: Challenging Progressivist
Racism (2019-06-17 14:43)

When President Woodrow Wilson revealed the deep-seated racism that motivated his policies,
civil rights leaders took action. Two leaders in particular opposed Wilson: Ida B. Wells and
Monroe Trotter.
Ida Wells started as a journalist in 1894. She wrote for a newspaper called the Daily Inter-
Ocean, a Republican newspaper in Chicago. This newspaper boldly and persistently denounced
lynching.
Because women in the United States were voting by this time, Ida Wells also organized the
Republican Women’s Club in 1894. Her efforts resulted in Lucy Flower being elected as a
trustee for the University of Illinois. This was long before the 19th amendment was passed in
1920.
Although Ida Wells enjoyed expanding rights for women and for African-Americans in the 1890s
and early 1900s, President Woodrow Wilson was determined to stop the Republican Party. In
1912, Wilson began taking away the civil rights which Blacks had enjoyed since 1863, as his-
torian Dinesh D’Souza writes:

Segregation wasn’t limited to the South. Following his election, WoodrowWilsonman-
dated segregation for all the agencies of the federal government. This had never hap-
pened before. In a sense, Wilson was burying the ghost of Lincoln, who would have
been appalled beyond measure. The black community was apoplectic. Black leaders
like Ida B. Wells and Monroe Trotter Protested Wilson’s racism, but the Democratic
president was unmoved.

African-Americans and Whites had worked side-by-side in integrated and desegregated federal
agencies since the time of Abraham Lincoln. But Woodrow Wilson, fueling his Democratic and
Progressivist movements, undermined civil rights in ways that the nation hadn’t seen in fifty
years.
Monroe Trotter, a Black civil rights leader, called Wilson’s policies “preposterous,” and con-
fronted President Wilson in November 1914 at a meeting in the White House. When Wilson
dismissed Trotter’s concerns, W.E.B. DuBois remarked that President Wilson was “insulting and
condescending.”
Wilson boldly argued for segregation, as Dinesh D’Souza reports:

Wilson indignantly told these black leaders that they had no reason to complain, be-
cause segregation was in fact beneficial to blacks. Wilson also echoed the argument
from Plessy that segregation was just, since whites were being separated from blacks
just as much as blacks were being separated from whites.

The outbreak of WW1 gave Wilson another opportunity for racist behavior. His administration
dictated that, in the U.S. Army, African-American officers were segregated from White offi-
cers. Unlike President Theodore Roosevelt before him, or President Warren Harding after him,
Woodrow Wilson stubbornly clung to racism throughout his administration.
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9.5 July

9.5.1 Populating the Great Plains and the Upper Midwest: Germans from
Germany — and Germans from Russia (2019-07-31 14:20)

Germans had arrived in North America as early as 1683. They quickly became a significant
part of the economy.
By the time the United States became an independent nation in 1776, Germans had earned
reputations as excellent farmers, craftsmen, merchants, and technical innovators.
The German-Americans earned this admiration in the original thirteen colonies, and also helped
America to defend its freedom in the war from 1775 to 1783.
As the nation expanded westward, German-Americans pioneered into the new regions, and
continued to earn respect from their fellow citizens. German-Americans were seen as hard
workers and wise managers of their assets, as Thomas Sowell writes:

German immigrants’ achievement as farmers in the United States remained out-
standing in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. In eastern Texas, German farm-
ers were by 1880 producing a larger volume of output per farm — and on smaller
farms — than other Texans.

Many of the Germans came to America, not from Germany, but from Russia. Large groups of
Germans had left Germany, seeking economic opportunities, and gone to Russia. They settled
in Russia, but found that low literacy rates and poor financial systems limited the income which
they could generate from their farms. So they moved again, this time to America.

In Nebraska, Colorado, Montana, and Wyoming, Germans who had re-immigrated
from Russia established good reputations as farmers and had excellent credit rat-
ings at banks. Germans, both from Germany and from Russia, eventually achieved
prosperity in Oklahoma, after harrowing years of pioneering in a virgin territory.

Germans in the great farming states in the middle of the country helped to create the best
aspects of the nation’s agriculture system, aspects which still benefit the United States more
than a century later.
On the East Coast, by contrast, Germans gained their reputations from business, industry, and
technological development.
Whether on the coasts or in the interior, whether in agriculture or in urban commerce, Germans
maintained a stellar reputation for diligence, cleverness, and superlative work ethic.

9.6 August

9.6.1 Founding a University: What Makes Princeton Different?
(2019-08-02 14:01)

Starting in 1636, North America was home to a growing number of colleges and universities.
For more than a century before the United States was founded, America was a flashpoint for
education.
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Harvard was founded in 1636 with the purpose of providing Puritan clergymen for the Unitarian
and Congregationalist churches. The College of William and Mary was founded in 1693 as “a
perpetual college of divinity” by royal charter, and therefore serving the Anglican Church.
St. John’s College in Annapolis began as King William’s School in 1696, and was upgraded to
a college in 1784, receiving a new name in the process. Its founders were a diverse group of
Episcopalians, Presbyterians, and Roman Catholics.
Yale was founded in 1701 to train Congregationalist ministers. The Kent County Free School,
established in 1723, was recast as Washington College in 1782 by the Episcopal priest William
Smith.
The same William Smith also founded the College of Philadelphia, better known as the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania, was suggested by Benjamin Franklin as early as 1740, but its first
classes began in 1751. (To complete his ‘hat trick,’ William Smith had also been involved in
the founding of St. John’s College in Annapolis.)
The Bethlehem Female Seminary, better known as Moravian College, began in 1742, founded
by the Moravian Church.
This impressive growth was dominated by only a few denominations — Anglican/Epsicopal,
Roman Catholic, Unitarian, Congregationalist, and Moravian. But spiritual landscape of North
America was more diverse: there were Lutherans, Quakers, Baptists, Methodists, and many
other groups. The next phase in founding American colleges and universities would embrace
that diversity.
The University of Delaware in 1743 and Princeton University in 1746 were the first two Presby-
terian institutions of higher education, as Dennis Kennedy writes:

The only clergyman who signed the Declaration of Independence was Rev. John
Witherspoon, the president of the College of New Jersey, which is today Princeton
University.

Although founded in 1746, the college did not move to the town of Princeton until 1756, and
was not renamed until 1896. The founder’s personality shaped the institution decisively.

At that time, this college was a stalwart Presbyterian institution. Witherspoon had
emigrated from Scotland. He helped to shape the political thinking of many key Amer-
icans, including James Madison, who attended Witherspoon’s college, while prepar-
ing for the ministry. Witherspoon befriended the young man and had a profound
impact on Madison’s life. Obviously Madison chose a political career, but his the-
ologian training served him well. John Eidsmoe writes: “One thing is certain: the
Christian religion, particularly Rev. Witherspoon’s Calvinism, influenced Madison’s
view of law and government.”

The diversity of spiritual traditions among the nation’s founders led to the incorporation of
multiple perspectives into the various documents (The Declaration of Independence, The Con-
stitution, and The Bill of Rights) and into the various texts (not only The Federalist Papers, but
also The Anti-Federalist Papers).
This diversity included Anglicanism in George Washington, Congregationalism in Sam Adams,
Roman Catholicism in Charles Carroll, and — as in the case of Princeton University — Wither-
spoon’s Presbyterianism.
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But Madison is not the only shaper of America whose thinking Witherspoon helped
shape. Eidsmoe also states: “John Witherspoon is best described as the man who
shaped the men who shaped America. Although he did not attend the Constitutional
Convention, his influence was multiplied many times over by those who spoke as
well as by what was said.”

It is possible that the case for Presbyterianism’s influence is here overstated. The influence
of Anglicanism, continuing into Episcopalianism, was also immense. The sheer numbers of
Lutherans and Roman Catholics among the population meant that those two denominations
were also significantly formative.

9.6.2 Unique Causes for a Unique War: America’s Revolutionary Revolution
(2019-08-29 12:47)

The decades leading up to the beginning of the Revolutionary War in 1775 included the growth
and development of both economic and political motives. Britain’s expensive imperial pro-
gram of the military defense for the colonies placed a financial burden on the North American
colonies: they were told that they must pay for a defense which they neither wanted nor re-
quested.
The British had accumulated large debts from financing the French and Indian War (1754 to
1763). After the war, the ongoing expenses of maintaining garrisons of English soldiers in North
America also mounted.
The colonists argued that they were capable of defending themselves and didn’t need armies
sent from across the Atlantic. Such armies were not only unnecessary, but often caused prob-
lems (fights, drunkenness, rowdiness, theft, vandalism, etc.) among the people whom they
were allegedly defending.
A long series of parliamentary actions, even dating back to before 1754 but increasing there-
after, amounted to repeated taxes on the colonists. The evils of taxation were amplified by the
fact that the colonists were not allowed to elect any of their own representatives to Parliament.
The residents of the thirteen colonies were supposed to be British citizens, on a legal par with
those living in England, but in reality, they were denied the right to freely elect their own
representatives.
In addition to the brutalities of taxation, the colonists were subjected to other forms of economic
terror. Regulations listed certain products which colonists could purchase only from England,
not from any other countries. Certain products from the colonies could be shipped only to
England and not to other countries.
Beyond economic concerns, the colonists desire religious freedom: the spiritual landscape
of North America included a diverse collection of Lutherans, Jews, Methodists, Presbyterians,
Roman Catholics, Quakers, Baptists, and other groups. The British government, however, ac-
knowledged Anglicanism (Episcopalianism) as the only official church.
Politically, the colonists had two goals: first, participation by freely electing representatives to
Parliament; second, freedom of speech and of the press.
The English were oblivious to the human misery which they caused. Making it even worse,
Parliament inflicted an additional form of oppression on the colonists in 1763: the Proclamation
Line. This boundary forbid the residents of the thirteen colonies from settling west of a line
drawn on the map.
324 ©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com



9.6. AUGUST BlogBook

The Americans were forbidden from pioneering into the largely unsettled and uninhabited lands
west of the existing colonial civilization, as historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski write:

The imperial program sparked colonial resistance. In the West, Americans refused to
conform to the Proclamation Line or obey the trade regulations. But on the seaboard
resistance wasmore ominous as colonists defiantly challenged Parliament’s authority
to impose taxes, especially the Stamp Act. An intercolonial Stamp Act Congress met
in New York and issued protests. People adopted nonimportation agreements, uniting
most Americans in an attempt to put economic pressure on England to repeal the
act. Most importantly, colonists responded with violence. Groups calling themselves
“Sons of Liberty” enforced the nonimportation agreements, forced stamp agents to
resign, and mobilized mobs to ransack the homes of unpopular Crown officials. The
Connecticut and New York Sons of Liberty even signed a treaty pledging aid if British
troops tried to enforce the Stamp Act. In the face of this opposition, Parliament
repealed the act but passed a Declaratory Act proclaiming Parliament’s right “to
bind” the colonies “in all cases whatsoever.”

The colonial response to Britain’s economic aggression galvanized resistance and united the
colonies. Organizations within colonies, and among colonies, created a network which would
grow stronger and eventually coordinate the revolution: an organization which would more and
more clearly the demands for relief from taxation, the demands for elected representation, the
demands for freedom of speech and of the press and of religion, and the demands for political
liberty and eventually complete political independence.
The organizations which arose in opposition to the English taxes were organizations which were
a part of creating a new identity: the identity of being, not English subjects living in America,
but rather the identity of being Americans.
Wars are nothing new in history, but America’s Revolutionary War was a new type of war. The
wars up until that point in time were driven mainly by dynastic ambition or material greed.
America’s struggle for independence was not a “top-down” war, called for and motivated by a
small leadership class, but rather was a “bottom-up” war, reflecting the political desperation
of the middle and lower classes who’d suffered horribly under British taxation.
To say that the American Revolution was caused largely by taxes seems, at first glance, to imply
that the colonists were greedy people motivated by material wealth. But the Americans had
the insight that taxes struck at much more than one’s wallet. Taxes are an assault on human
dignity. Taxation is not only a violation of property rights, but in subtle and nefarious ways, a
violation of all human and civil rights.
To fight a war, not because the royal family decreed it, but because the broad lower and middle
classes were seeking their human and civil rights — seeking liberty, freedom, and opportunity
— this was a new and different kind of war.
A new type of war called for new types of strategies.
George Washington and the Continental Army were working, not merely to capture selected
military or economic targets, but rather to expel the British military from the land, and to
liberate that land, as historian Russell Weigley writes:

The paradox of George Washington’s mode of strategy wran deeper than its most ob-
vious feature, the incongruity between a defensive strategy and the necessity to re-
move the British forces from North America in order to secure political independence.
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There existed a further incongruity between the eighteenth-century conventionality
of the ideas about warfare entertained and applied by the wealthy and conservative
Virginia gentleman turned Commander in Chief of a revolutionary army, and the in-
corrigibility revolutionary dimensions of the war in which Washington had to fight.
For in terms of the eighteenth century’s conceptions of war, the War of American
Independence was indeed revolutionary. It is a commonplace of history, but a cor-
rect one, to assert that in Europe the eighteenth century was an age of limited war.
Until the French Revolution at the end of the century, European armies of the period
carefully restrained the destructiveness of war, and they did so because European
statesmen restrained the aims of war. A variety of considerations, all involving the
statesmen’s and soldiers’ awareness of the delicacy of the social fabric of Europe
under the ancien regime, made European war in the eighteenth century habitually a
contest for limited objectives of a fortress or province or two or of favorable dynastic
alliance. The War of American Independence was revolutionary in the very scope of
the Americans’ objective: to eliminate British power completely from the vast extent
of the thirteen rebellious colonies.

Had George Washington and the American been able to fight a true war of attrition, they would
have gladly done so. But the Continental Army lacked money, supplies, and men sufficient
for that strategy. Because it was not a true war of attrition, the American Revolution inflicted
fewer casualties that it might otherwise have.
Washington’s strategy was, instead, a modified version of attrition. He worked to develop his
forces into nimble and mobile units; the British were, by comparison, clunky and slow-moving.
Washington developed strong intelligence networks, informing him of British activities.
The British forces were larger and better equipped, so Washington avoided large-scale con-
frontations in battle. He opted for surprise attacks and raids. In so doing, he left the British
continually harassed, fatigued, and nervous.
Instead of outlasting the British in a traditional version of a war of attrition, Washington ex-
hausted and unnerved the British.
By war’s end, Washington was finally able to enjoy numerical superiority when facing the British
at Yorktown in 1781, due in part to French armies who joined the Americans. But throughout
most of the war, Washington’s forces were smaller than their British opponents, and had to
rely on speed, agility, and elements of surprise.

9.7 September

9.7.1 From Isolationism to Engagement: American Enters World War II
(2019-09-20 13:31)

Looking back from the present day, it is obvious that the United States was part of World War
II. But in the late 1930s, it was not at all obvious that America would be a part of the war.
During the late 1930s and as late as 1941, there was a strong political movement to keep
the United States out of WW2. This “isolationist” movement had several causes: it was moti-
vated by the fact that entering the war would ally us with the Soviet Union, whose atrocities
and human rights violations were known; by the fact that allying with the Soviet Union would
strengthen the USSR’s goal of colonizing smaller nations and building an empire; and by the
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fact that any alliance with the USSR would be a short-lived sham, destined to evaporate once
the common enemy had been defeated.
The movement to keep American out of WW2 was called ‘anti-interventionist’ because it saw
a potential entry into the war as ‘intervening’ into matters which weren’t American, but rather
which belonged to other nations.
When the Japanese Empire attacked the U.S. Navy at Pearl Harbor, America’s perspective
changed. The war was no longer “someone else’s business,” but rather it was now “our busi-
ness,” as historian Mary Grabar writes:

Of course, there was internal opposition to the war. There was a very strong and pub-
lic anti-interventionist movement. One of the fears was that the anti-interventionists
had was about allying with the Soviet Union, whose executions and mass starvations
were already known. They were rightly concerned about the Soviets’ imperialist am-
bitions. As Melvyn Leffler noted, “Almost a third of all Americans” continued to dis-
trust our military ally the Soviet Union even at the height of the fighting against the
Nazis, and most polls showed that fewer than half of all Americans expected cooper-
ation to persist in the postwar period.” But after the attack on Pearl Harbor, many
anti-interventionists, including future President Gerald Ford and aviator Charles Lind-
bergh, gave the war effort their full support.

American entered the war, forming an uneasy and uncomfortable alliance with the Soviet So-
cialists. During the war, the American public was clear that this was, at best, a temporary
alliance of convenience, and that after the war, there would be no illusion of continued coop-
eration between the USSR and the free democratic countries of the western Allies.
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10.1 January

10.1.1 James Otis: Multidimensional Freedom (2020-01-02 15:03)

A generation of thinkers, writers, and politicians propelled the residents of North America to
rebel against the cruel tyranny which the British monarchy imposed on them. Among the
fieriest of them was James Otis.
In the early days of 1764, Otis was a loyal British subject, living in North America, and enthu-
siastic about the global growth of the British Empire. But soon his investigations and thoughts
caused him to see the evil side of thematter: the Empire was imposed its will upon the colonists
in North America, and was in fact fueled by continually imposing oppression on the colonies.
One of the most outrageous injustices imposed on the Americans was Britain’s Stamp Act, a
piece of legislation would have economically brutalized the colonies. Coordinated resistance
arose: The colonies created the Stamp Act Congress to discuss the matter on a level which
went beyond the borders of any one colony and united the concerns of the colonies; the Sons
of Liberty organized public gatherings and vocal protests.
Outside of North America, people in other parts of the world watched the developments with
interest. Not everyone sympathized with the Americans.
Those who owned and operated plantations in the West Indies, islands in the Carribean, were
concerned. They understood that freedom for American colonists would create a desire for
freedom among other oppressed people, including slaves.
While the colonists in North America were largely in favor of freedom for slaves, or at least had
no strong objections to it, the islands in the Carribean were much more economically reliant
on slavery, and found any hint of abolishing slavery to be threatening, as historian Jill Lepore
writes:

Nor were the West Indian planters wrong to worry that one kind of rebellion would
incite another. In Charleston, the Sons of Liberty marched through the streets, chant-
ing, “Liberty and No Stamps!” only to be followed by slaves crying, “Liberty! Liberty!”
And not a few Sons of Liberty made this same leap, from fighting for their own lib-
erty to fighting to end slavery. “The Colonists are by the law of nature born free, as
indeed all men are, white or black,” James Otis Jr. insisted, in a searing tract called
Rights of the British Colonists, Asserted, published in 1764, only months after he had
rejoiced about the growth of Britain’s empire.

James Otis saw that logic demanded that, if he demanded freedom for the colonists from
British repression, then he would also favor freedom for slaves. The majority of North American
colonists agreed with him.
Decades later, the invention of the cotton gin by Eli Whitney in 1793 would increase the eco-
nomic dependence of plantation owners in the southern states. Even with that increase, how-
ever, the majority of people in what was by then the United States favored the abolition of
slavery.
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Reason demanded that the concept of freedom, based on a person’s humanity, be extended
to all people. James Otis understood that natural law, based on the structure of the universe
and not on human legislation, gave every person the right to liberty. “In the 1760s, he,” as Jill
Lepore writes,

saw the logical extension of arguments about natural rights. He found it absurd to
suggest that it could be “right to enslave a man because he is black” or because
he has “short curl’d hair like wool.” Slavery, Otis insisted, “is the most shocking
violation of the law of nature,” and a source of political contamination, too. “Those
who every day barter away other men’s liberty, will soon care little for their own,” he
warned.

James Otis and his words remain as evidence for one of the strongest defenses of liberty, free-
dom, and justice in history. He was an intellectual warrior in the cause of justice, and realized
long before many of his fellow North Americans that the colonies would and should fight for
their independence, and that as a logical extension of that struggle, they would and should
also fight to end slavery.

10.2 February

10.2.1 A Conflict of Armies, a Conflict of Ideas: WorldWar II as an Ideological
Battle (2020-02-12 17:15)

World War II is an event which is unavoidable in the study of the twentieth century. As historian
Howard Zinn writes,

Never had a greater proportion of the country participated in a war: 18 million served
in the armed forces, 10 million overseas; 25 million workers gave of their pay enve-
lope regularly for war bonds.

The ideologies of WWII represented a spectrum of political doctrines. The Western Allies spoke
of freedom and liberty, of governments composed of freely-elected representatives, and of the
equal dignity and value of each and every human life. The Axis powers demonstrated through
their actions an opposing ideology, as Zinn notes:

It was a war against an enemy of unspeakable evil. Hitler’s Germany was extending
totalitarianism, racism, militarism, and overt aggressive warfare beyond what an
already cynical world had experienced.

Between the Axis and the Western Allies were the ambiguous Soviet Socialists. In the late
1930s, until June 1941, they joined forces with the Axis powers and had gleefully invaded
Poland. They pivoted instantly to the Allied side of the war after Hitler’s Nazis betrayed and
attacked them.
What was the difference between Hitler’s “National Socialism” and Stalin’s “Soviet Socialism”
— or was there a difference? The reader will recall that the word ‘Nazi’ is simply an abbreviation
for ‘National Socialism.’
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The war effort to stop the Axis powers, an effort put forth by the English, French, and American
governments, representated “something significantly different, so that their victory would be
a blow to imperialism, racism, totalitarianism, militarism, in the world,” as Zinn phrases it. It
is no mere coincidence that questions about civil rights would come to the fore in the United
States during WW2.
By means of the Women’s Army Corps (WAC), and its predecessor, the Women’s Army Auxil-
iary Corps (WAAC), women were integrated into the armed services to a degree never before
experienced. Women rose to officer rank, and were entrusted with classified secrets of military
intelligence.
Although President Franklin Roosevelt and his Secretary of War Henry Stimson insisted on a
policy of segregation among troops, Supreme Allied Commander General Dwight “Ike” Eisen-
hower decided to integrate Black and White soldiers. As historian Evan Andrews writes about
the Allied military commanders, the “situation during the Battle of the Bulge inspired them to
turn to African American G.I.s on more than one occasion.”
Black soldiers served in large numbers. Eisenhower took a risk, contradicting Roosevelt’s de-
mand for a segregated army. The Roosevelt administration also did not want Black troops in
combat; it wanted them in support roles. But Black infantrymen were eager to prove them-
selves in combat, and Eisenhower gave them that opportunity. Combat soldiers also often
received higher pay, as Evan Andrews reports:

Some 2,500 black troops participated in the engagement, with many fighting side by
side with their white counterparts. The all black 333rd and 969th Field Artillery Bat-
talions both sustained heavy casualties assisting the 101st Airborne in the defense
of Bastogne, and the 969th was later awarded a Distinguished Unit Citation — the
first ever presented to a black outfit. Elsewhere on the battlefield, troops from the
segregated 578th Field Artillery picked up rifles to support the 106th Golden Lions
Division, and an outfit called the 761st “Black Panthers” became the first black tank
unit to roll into combat under the command of General George S. Patton.

Creating a milestone event in the history of civil rights, “Generals Dwight D. Eisenhower and
John C.H. Lee called on black troops to” move to the front and take on important combat roles.
Responding to an opportunity never given to them before, “several thousand had volunteered
by the time the engagement ended.”
In general, America’s “wartime policies” were designed to “respect the rights of ordinary people
everywhere to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness,” in Zinn’s words. Did America do this
perfectly? Of course not. But America made progress, and made more progress than had ever
been made before, in matters of civil rights and racial equality. Again, it is no simple accident
that the “civil rights era” and the “civil rights movement” emerged in the 1950s, fueled by
veterans who’d returned home from the battlefields of WW2. The civil rights era began as
soon as the nation had recovered from the war, normalized, and placed itself onto a peacetime
footing.
Eisenhower’s wartime decisions to advance the cause of civil rights translated into how “post-
war America, in its policies at home and overseas,” would “exemplify the values for which the
war was supposed to have been fought.”
America had been an effective member of the Western Allies, working with England, France,
and other nations to oppose an “enemy of unspeakable evil” as Zinn calls combination of
European National Socialism and Japan’s militaristic imperialism.
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The Allies were “fighting against racist totalitarianism,” as historian Mary Grabar writes. The
fight was economic as well as military:

Fortunately, once the order was given to increase production for armaments and
other military supplies, American factories were able to get close enough to meeting
President Roosevelt’s “seemingly impossible yearly production goals” to vaunt the
Allies to victory.

In August 1941, Roosevelt and Churchill had stated the foundational principles for the Allies,
including the intent to “respect the right of all peoples to choose the form of government under
which they will live.” At the Yalta Conference in February 1945, Stalin agreed to abide by these
principles, but secretly had already planned to subject the nations of Eastern Europe to the
type of oppression which Nazis had imposed upon them. For Poland and Czechoslovakia to be
“liberated” from Nazi domination by the Soviet Socialist army meant merely to be immediately
placed under a similar domination imposed by the Soviet Union.

The high ethical standard set, and largely met, by the Western Allies was made into a practical
reality by the free enterprise system and the industrial power which it created and unleashed,
as Mary Grabar reports:

The United States has “over twelve million in uniform,” but “suffered only about
416,000 combat casualties,” which was just slightly above “3 percent of those en-
rolled in the military” and was “proportionally the fewest combat casualties of the
major powers.” American industries might have helped save American lives and win
the war.

The Western Allies fought a physical, military war. But they also fought an ideological battle
of ethics. The Western Allies did not succeed in offering a perfect example of civil rights, but
they understood civil rights to be the goal, and made significant and large amounts of progress
toward this goal. Because the civil rights era began immediately after the war, it can be seen
as an extension of the war’s ideology. During WWII and during the first postwar decade, the
progress in civil rights was greater andmore significant than any before or after. The efforts and
achievements in the field of civil rights were better than any previous or since: The Montgomery
Bus Boycott, the founding of the SCLC, The Civil Rights Act of 1957, the Supreme Court’s school
desegregation decisions, the Little Rock Nine, and lunch counter sit-ins, etc.

Eisenhower, decisive in WWII desegregation decisions, continued to promote civil rights during
the 1950s.

The postwar understanding of justice and civil rights is largely a product of WW2. The questions
about ‘justice’ and ‘civil rights’ being asked in the first quarter of the twenty-first century would
not be possible or imaginable without the foundational ideas, found in the Atlantic Charter of
1941, which constituted and composed the essence of the Western Allies.
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10.3 March

10.3.1 From Rome to Philadelphia, from Cicero to Thomas Jefferson: The
Implications of Ancient Philosophy for the Modern and Postmodern
World (2020-03-02 22:18)

The phrase “Natural Law” is not common in ordinary conversation, but it is central to under-
standing the form of government which has allowed the United States to be an example of
freedom, liberty, and civil rights. What is Natural Law? Simply this: the idea that some things
are right, and some things are wrong.
By saying that “some things are right,” Natural Law theory means to reject the idea that some
things are merely “thought to be right” or “believed to be right” or that it is “someone’s opinion
that some things are right.” When Natural Law theory says that “some things are right,” it
means that the “rightness” of those things is independent of anyone’s opinion or belief.
It is important to note that Natural Law theory is not liberal or conservative, it is not leftwing
or rightwing, and it is not Republican or Democrat. Rather, it is a way of thinking that most
people use, whether they know it or not. Most political views, opinions, or parties use some
form of Natural Law theory to promote themselves.
Natural Law theory is an effort to escape subjectivism — to escape being trapped in a cloud of
beliefs and opinions, and to enter into the realm of reality and fact.
The Roman author Cicero wrote about Natural Law theory. The Founding Fathers are the authors
of the United States Constitution; they had studiedmany books, including Cicero’s writings. But
the differences between Cicero and the Founding fathers were large: Cicero did much of his
writing around 75 B.C., the Founding fathers were writing in the 1780s. Cicero lived in Rome,
the Founding fathers lived in America. Cicero was a pagan polytheist, the Founding Fathers
were Christians.
But despite these differences, they had much in common. They sought freedom and liberty for
citizens of their nations. They saw that freedom and liberty can be protected by a government
composed of freely-elected representatives. They saw that justice is the result of exploring the
objective nature of the universe, not mere subjective opinions.
One of the connecting points between Cicero and the Founding Fathers was a legal scholar
named William Blackstone, who lived neither in America nor in Rome. Blackstone lived in Eng-
land. He transmitted the idea of Natural Law from Cicero to the Founding Fathers, as historian
Cleon Skousen writes:

Most modern Americans have never studied Natural Law. They are therefore mysti-
fied by the constant reference to Natural Law by the Founding Fathers. Blackstone
confirmed the wisdom of the Founding Fathers by stating that it is the only reliable
basis for a stable society and a system of justice. Then what is Natural Law? A good
place to seek out the answer is in the writings of one of the American Founders’
favorite authors, Marcus Tullius Cicero.

The phrase “Founding Fathers” can be used to refer to the authors of the United States Con-
stitution, but it can also be used to refer to the authors of the Declaration of Independence, or
it can be used more generally to refer to the people who worked, in one way or another, to
create freedom and independence for the United States.
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In any case, they, like most modern and postmodern thinkers, used some form of Natural Law
theory, as scholar Cleon Skausen writes:

It was Cicero who cut sharply through the political astigmatism and philosophical
errors of both Plato and Aristotle to discover the touchstone for good laws, sound
government, and the long-range formula for happy human relations. In the Founders’
roster of great political thinkers, Cicero was high on the list.

The flexibility of Natural Law theory is also its strength: in a policy debate, it is common for both
sides to use some Natural Law argumentation. It is so pervasive that speakers and authors are
often unaware that they are using Natural Law theory.

Writers who argue against Natural Law theory often, unknowingly, use Natural Law reasoning
in their effort to abolish Natural Law.

To understand the Declaration of Independence, the U.S. Constitution, and the Bill of Rights,
the reader must be aware of Natural Law theory. This is true also of the other documents which
have ensured human rights and justice throughout the world: from Thomas Paine’s Common
Sense to John Locke’s Treatises on Government; from Edmund Burke’s writings to the thoughts
which guided James Otis and Sam Adams.

10.4 April

10.4.1 Kennan’s Prescient Awareness of the Soviet Threat: Should America
Ally Itself with the USSR? (2020-04-03 05:40)

Between 1931 and 1963, George F. Kennan worked for the U.S. State Department. During
those years, and afterward, he gathered information, analyzed it, and explained it, both to the
U.S. federal government, as well as to the public at large. He served under an impressive and
diverse array of presidents — Hoover, Roosevelt, Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson.

In 1941, Kennan was in Berlin, observing the operations of the Nazi government, which had
taken over Germany eight years earlier. France and England were already at war with the Nazi
government. Russia, i.e. the USSR, had recently switched sides, from being a friend of the
Nazis to an enemy of the Nazis.

America was already supporting Britain in its war effort to liberate Germany from the Nazis. It
was becoming increasingly clear that the United States would probably soon become directly
involved in the war.

When Russia changed its allegiance, and started fighting against both the Germans and the
Nazis, the English government under the leadership of Winston Churchill issued statements
warmly welcoming the Soviet Socialists to the anti-Nazi cause. It is probable that many English
political leaders had private misgivings about an alliance with the Soviets.

The question facing the United States was this: in American efforts to stop the Nazis, should
the U.S. embrace the Soviet Socialists as allies? Like many officials in the upper levels of
government, George Kennan was aware of the mass murders which the Soviets had carried
out in Ukraine and other places. Kennan wrote to Washington from Berlin:
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I feel strongly that we should do nothing at home to make it appear that we are
following the course Churchill seems to have entered upon in extending moral sup-
port to the Russian cause in the present Russian-German conflict. It seems to me
that to welcome Russia as an associate in the defense of democracy would invite
misunderstanding of our own position and would lend to the German war effort a
gratuitous and sorely needed aura of morality. In following such course I do not see
how we could help but identify ourselves with the Russian destruction of the Baltic
States, with the attack against Finnish independence, with the partitioning of Poland
and Romania, with the crushing of religion throughout Eastern Europe, and with the
domestic policy of a regime which is widely feared and detested throughout this part
of the world and the methods of which are far from democratic. It is, I believe, no
exaggeration to say that in every border country concerned, from Scandinavia —
including Norway and Sweden — to the Black Sea, Russia is generally more feared
than Germany.

Kennan’s report reveals that, even after fighting had begun on the Eastern Front, the nations
of central and eastern Europe were more worried about the Soviets than about the Nazis.
Such worries turned out to be correct. Although the war in that part of the world killed many
thousands of people between 1939 and 1945, the postwar Soviet occupation of that same part
of the world killed millions more. The postwar peace under Soviet Socialist domination turned
out to be deadlier than the war itself.

10.4.2 The Politics of Reconstruction (Part 01) (2020-04-12 14:45)

Historians use the word ‘Reconstruction’ to refer to the years immediately after the U.S. Civil
War.
The war ended when General Grant and General Lee signed the terms of surrender at Appo-
mattox Courthouse on April 9, 1865. Some historians argue that the ‘Reconstruction’ began
somewhat earlier, in those regions of the Democrat territory that had already been taken over
or occupied by the Republicans.
The Reconstruction is generally thought to have ended around 1877, but again, that date is
subject to some interpretation.
The Reconstruction marks a transition: the conflict about slavery was fought with military
weapons during the war; after the war, the conflict continued, but not as a military conflict.
Before, during, and after the war, the Democratic Party supported slavery.
The Republican Party was created for the purpose of ending slavery. The Democrats felt angry
and humiliated that the Republican Party had succeeded in its goal. The Republican president,
Abraham Lincoln, had freed the slaves by signing his Emancipation Proclamation, and the Re-
publicans had supported the Union Army to ensure that the slaves were freed.
There were people who voted for the Democratic Party both in the northern states and in the
southern states. In the North, the Democrats were in the minority; in the South, they were in
the majority. During the Civil War, the Democrats in the northern states were in communication
with the Democrats in the southern states. Their continuous goal was to maintain slavery. After
the war, their goal was to restore and renew slavery.
Likewise, the Republican voters in the North were the majority, but in the South they were a
minority. Because the Republicans had dedicated themselves to ending slavery, the Republican
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voters in the South — although they were in the minority — carried out sabotage operations to
undermine the Democratic Party’s war effort.
After the war, the Republicans worked to solidify the end of slavery, by passing the 13th, 14th,
and 15th amendments. These amendments to the Constitution guaranteed civil rights for
African-Americans. The Democratic Party opposed these amendments furiously.
Historian Dinesh D’Souza explains that, given the nature of political events before, during,
and after the Civil War, it is clear that events “blame the conflict mostly on” the Democratic
Party, and further blame the Democratic Party “again for the postbellum resistance to” the
efforts of Reconstruction. Looking at the leadership of the Confederate States of America, “the
Democratic Party affiliation of the Confederates” is clear.
The President of the Confederate States of America, Jefferson Davis, was a member of the
Democratic Party, as was his vice-president, Alexander Stephens. But support for slavery was
not limited to the Democratic Party in the southern states.
In the northern states, the words and actions of elected officials, party officials, and ordinary
voters show “the role of the Northern Democrats in upholding slavery before and during the
Civil War, and then reestablishing a form of neo-slavery in the South after the war.” Not only
was the Democratic Party composed of “apologists for slavery,” but Democrats established the
system of sharecropping as way to push African-Americans back down into an inferior status.
“The Civil War arose” because of a conflict between two political parties. The basis of the war
was “a bitter struggle between a Republican Party that sought to block the spread of slavery
and a Democratic Party North and South that sought to continue it.” It was “the role of the
Northern Democrats, even during the war, to undermine the Union war effort, to force a peace
treaty with the South and to give slavery a permanent place in America’s future.”
The Democratic Party, before, during, and after the Civil War, was united in its desire to preserve
and promote slavery. In the first few years of postwar peace,

the Northern Democrats attempted to block the Thirteenth, Fourteenth and Fifteenth
Amendments and worked closely with the Southern Democrats to defeat Reconstruc-
tion, which was a Republican project to create multicultural democracy in America.
Instead the Democrats deplyed a new weapon, racial terrorism, to disperse white Re-
publicans, subjugate blacks, and reestablish their political hegemony in the South.

After the Civil War, leaders in the Democratic Party asked the rhetorical question, “What did we
go to war for, but to protect our property?” The famous Democrats who’d argued heatedly for
slavery before and during war continued to be the leaders of their political party after the war.
Alexander Stephens, one of the first to use this rhetorical question, was the Vice President of
the Confederate States of America during the war, and cheerfully nominated by the Democratic
Party to run for the U.S. Senate and the U.S. House of Representatives.
Jefferson Davis, the President of the Confederacy, influenced policy inside the Democratic Party
during the postwar years, giving speeches and writing books.
Although the Republican Party had the majority of voters in the northern states, there were
still a significant number of Democrats in the North, and they continued to agitate for slavery
during and after the war. Before the war began, President Lincoln, as a leader in the Republican
Party, wrote to a leader in the Democrat party:

You think slavery is right and ought to be extended; while we think it is wrong and
ought to be restricted. That I suppose is the rub. It certainly is the only substantial
difference between us.
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It is no surprise that the Democrats in the South supported slavery. It is shocking to learn that
the Democrats in the North supported slavery, and did so long after the Civil War ended. The
Republican Party had been created for the purpose of ending slavery, and the Democrats were
angry that the Republicans had succeeded. Regarding the words quoted above from Lincoln’s
letter, Dinesh D’Souza writes:

Lincoln was not actually distinguishing the positions of the North versus the South.
The North certainly did not unanimously share the view that slavery was wrong. Only
Republicans in the North held that position. Democrats in the North — Stephen Dou-
glas notably among them — emphatically rejected that view. Northern Democrats
led by Douglas contested the 1860 election against Lincoln on the basis of that dis-
agreement.

The Reconstruction Era was a struggle between the Democrats and the Republicans. The Re-
construction Era was simply a continuation of the war, which had been a conflict between the
two parties.

10.4.3 The Politics of Reconstruction (Part 02) (2020-04-14 10:52)

The U.S. Civil War (1861 to 1865) grew out of political disputes between the Democrats and the
Republicans in the 1850s. When the war ended, those disputes continued. In the years after
the Civil War, from 1865 to 1877, Democrats and Republicans continued to argue. Historians
call these postwar years the ‘Reconstruction’ era.
In all three eras — before the war, during the war, and after the war — the conflict was about
slavery. The Democrats defended the institution of slavery, and wished to support andmaintain
it. The Republicans had created their political party with the goal of ending slavery. The two
parties were absolutely opposed to each other.
“The slavery debate was not a North-South debate but rather a partisan debate,” writes histo-
rian Dinesh D’Souza. A leader in the Republican Party, Abraham Lincoln, wrote the following
to a leader in the Democratic Party:

You think slavery is right and ought to be extended; while we think it is wrong and
ought to be restricted. That I suppose is the rub. It certainly is the only substantial
difference between us.

Commenting on this letter, written by Lincoln, historian Dinesh D’Souza notes that:

In 1860, at the time Lincoln wrote this letter, no Republican owned a slave. I don’t
mean merely that no Republican leader owned a slave. No Republican in the country
owned a slave. All the slaves in the United States at the time — all four million of
them — were owned by Democrats.

It is clear that this opposition between the parties during the prewar years is the same con-
flict that continued between them in the postwar years. During the ‘Reconstruction’ era, the
Republicans overcame the Democratic Party to ratify three amendments to the Constitution.
The three Reconstruction amendments formed the basis for civil rights, not only for African-
Americans, but eventually for all citizens. These amendments grew organically out of the
Declaration of Independence, out of the U.S. Constitution, and out of the Bill of Rights.
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The magnificient scope of Republican Reconstruction can be seen in three landmark
constitutional amendments: the Thirteenth Amendment abolishing slavery; the Four-
teenth Amendment extending equal rights under the law to all citizens; and the
Fifteenth Amendment granting blacks the right to vote. These amendments went
beyond unbinding the slave and making him a freeman; they also made him a U.S.
citizen with the right to cast his ballot and to the full and equal protection of the laws.

Yet the Democrats stubbornly opposed these amendments. The Reconstruction era is the
time when the Republicans worked to solidify the civil rights of African-Americans, while the
Democrats were simply angry that their slaves had been taken away.
The anger and resentment which lingered in the Democrats would last for many years. The
bitter feud between the two parties did not go away quickly, and did not go away even after
the painful and bloody Civil War.
Before, during, and after the war, the hostile relationship between the two parts was largely
the same, and based on the same disagreement about the same issue.

10.4.4 The Politics of Reconstruction (Part 03) (2020-04-15 09:09)

When the U.S. Civil War ended in 1865, the victorious Republican Party saw a chance to solidify
its gains. The Republicans had created their political party with the goal of ending slavery.
Now that the war was over and slavery was ended, the Republicans wanted to make sure that
slavery was permanently gone and would never come back. They also wanted to make sure
that the newly-freed African-Americans would have the full rights of citizenship.
Meanwhile, the defeated Democrats were angry. They had defended slavery, and sought main-
tain and support slavery. But now their former slaves were free citizens and able to vote.
Even though the Democratic Party had lost the war, it hoped to find ways to prevent African-
Americans from having civil rights.
This conflict between the Democrats and the Republicans in the postwar years was actually
the same conflict they had in the prewar years. This postwar era is called the ‘Reconstruction’
era.
In the prewar years, the conflict took the form of the Republican Party, its goal of abolishing
slavery, and its candidate, Abraham Lincoln, as historian Dinesh D’Souza writes:

In the years leading up to the war, in multiple addresses and in the Lincoln-Douglas
debates, Lincoln himself stressed themain issue that separated the two parties. “The
difference between the Republican and the Democratic parties,” Lincoln said in a
September 11, 1858, speech at Edwardsville, Illinois, “is that the former consider
slavery a moral, social and political wrong, while the latter do not consider it either
a moral, social or political wrong.”

The Democrats defended slavery so strongly that they were willing to start a four-year-long
war about the issue, causing more than 500,000 deaths.
During the war, in the election of 1864, the Democrats nominated George McClellan, a pro-
slavery candidate, to be president. McClellan lost, and Abraham Lincoln won reelection.
After the war’s end, the Democratic Party had a strong affection for the “plantation” lifestyle,
a lifestyle which ended when Lincoln freed the slaves in 1863. The Democrats wanted their
slaves back, as Dinesh D’Souza reports:
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Even in the aftermath of the Civil War, so strong was their attachment to the plan-
tation that an overwhelming majority of Northern Democrats refused to vote to per-
manently end slavery. Again, we are speaking of Northern Democrats; Southern
Democrats who may have been expected to vote against the amendment were not
permitted to vote at all. And when the Thirteenth Amendment went to the states for
ratification, only Republican states carried by Lincoln voted for it; Democratic states
that went for McClellan all voted no.

The Republican Party promoted three constitutional amendments: the Thirteenth Amendment,
which protected and made permanent Lincoln’s decree that slavery be permanently abolished;
the Fourteenth Amendment, which declared that former slaves would have full citizenship and
enjoy equal protection under the law; and the Fifteenth Amendment, which specified that all
citizens, including former slaves, had right to vote, regardless of race.
These three “Republican Amendments” revealed the core beliefs of the Republican Party. The
Democratic Party opposed all three.
Even after the end of the Civil War, the Democrats hoped somehow to recreate a slave-like
condition for African-Americans. Their main way of doing this was the ‘sharecropping’ system,
which exploited certain legal agreements to keep former slaves, and other Blacks, in poverty.
Sharecropping was one way the Democratic Party fought against the “Republican Amend-
ments” during the ‘Reconstruction’ era. Opposing the thirteenth, fourteenth, and fifteenth
amendments was another way. After 1877, the end of the Reconstruction era, Democratic leg-
islatures began to write “Jim Crow Laws,” another attempt to reverse the Republican Party’s
achievements.

10.4.5 Electrifying America: Power Revolutionizes Daily Life
(2020-04-21 12:28)

During a few decades in the late 1800s and early 1900s, most homes in the United States were
connected to electrical power. This development changed ordinary life in many ways.
The simplest, but perhaps most significant, change was light. Before electrical lighting, people
had candles and oil lamps, but they were not very effective. The amount of light they gave off
was not sufficient for many tasks, and there was even less outdoor lighting.
Before electrical lighting was common, most people simply went to bed when it got dark. If
they had oil lamps, they might stay up for an hour and do some reading or sewing, but the
lamps were smelly and dangerous, and the oil cost money.
With the advent of electrical lighting, people could stay up long after the sunset, and there was
enough light for all kinds of activities.
Of course, lighting was only one of the many changes which electrification brought to daily life.
Dozens of electrical appliances for households quickly became common, once most homes had
electricity. But how did this electrification occur? A report from Mercury Radio Arts explains
that it all began when

In 1881, a young English clerk named Samuel Insull sailed from England to America
and took a low-paying job as a private secretary for a determined inventor named
Thomas Edison. Insull worked hard, coming in before his boss in the morning and
staying until long after Edison, who wasn’t exactly lazy himself, had gone home at
night.
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Edison was one of the greatest and most prolific inventors in history. Samuel Insull had a job
which would give him a better technical education than most universities. Insull realized that
not only could he get paid for working with Edison, but more importantly, he could learn while
working with Edison.

Over time, Insull’s hard work and loyalty did not go unnoticed. He was promoted
several times, eventually winding up in charge of Edison’s business affairs.

Having a responsible management position in Edison’s company placed Insull in the center of
technological development. The products which came from Edison’s workshops changed the
world, and Insull got to see from the inside what a world-changing business looked like.

After twelve years absorbing as much knowledge as he could, Insull finally left to
pursue his own American dream. He moved to Chicago, took out a personal loan for
$250,000, and built the largest power plant in the world.

Samuel Insull took a huge risk. He had knowledge and experience, but he didn’t have much
money. He had to borrow the money to start a business.
If the business succeeded, he’d earn enough money to repay the loan. If the business failed,
he’d have to repay the loan anyway. He’d have to pay the $250,000 back to the bank, and in
the 1890s, that was a lot of money.

At the time, electricity was like private jets are today - grossly expensive and avail-
able only to those who don’t spend much time worrying about their bank account.
But Insull had a dream that electricity could be produced on a much larger scale and
used by the masses. By developing revolutionary ideas, like variable pricing and in-
expensive home wiring, he turned electricity from a luxury into a virtual commodity.

Samuel Insull found a way to lower the price of electricity. In one single year, the average
family found that their electricity bill was more than 30 % lower.
Electricity became affordable and became part of everyday life.

Before long, Insull’s new company was servicing over ten million customers in 32
states and had a market value of over $3 billion (somewhere around $66 billion in
today’s dollars, which is about the size of Amazon.com and Kraft Foods, combined).
Insull also benefited personally. At one point, his net worth was estimated to be $100
million. Timemagazine even celebrated his success by putting him on their cover in
1929. He was a true American success story - a foreigner with virtually nothing to
his name who had made it big through hard work and innovation.

Samuel Insull was a symbol for successful immigration. He came to the United States with no
money, but he came with the desire to work hard and learn.
Such examples of successful immigration gave rise to the phrase “land of opportunity” when
people spoke of immigration into America. Naturally, not all immigrants became as wealthy as
Samuel Insull. But they found that they experienced a better standard of living after coming
to the United States. They found that they had chances and opportunities.
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Entrepreneurs like Insull not only were able to work themselves out of poverty, but they created
opportunities for others. They created well-paying jobs in their factories and offices. They
created investment opportunities for families.
But, as the Mercury Radio Arts report continues, “then the world changed.”

As the Roaring Twenties morphed into the Great Depression, Insull’s business strug-
gled. The debt and equity he’d financed his company’s growth with had become
virtually worthless, leaving over a million middle-class Americans who’d invested in
his stock in financial straits. The public outrage was palpable.

What could have been a short-term economic downturn in 1929 became a long-term economic
crisis. Samuel Insull lost his wealth, as did millions of his customers and his investors. Losing
the wealth was a minor problem. The major problem was that people blamed Insull for the
crisis.
It is easy, in hindsight, to understand that there was no way that Insull could have created
these problems, and there is no way that he would have wanted to destroy his own wealth.
But sometimes, during disasters, people’s desire to find someone to blame - people’s desire to
punish a scapegoat - is strong enough to make them act irrationally.

In the matter of a few short years Insull had gone from hero to villain; from the poster
boy for everything great about American capitalism to the poster boy for everything
wrong with it.

There are a number of lessons to be learned from the Great Depression, and how people joined
forces against Insull to blame him and eventually to attack him in court. Economists have
developed various competing theories to explain the Great Depression, but none of themwould
hold Samuel Insull as responsible for the collapse of his own company.
Eventually, the courts failed to validate people’s irrational rage, and declared Insull innocent:

The government, seizing on the public’s fury over their lost wealth, charged him with
fraud, and though he was acquitted at trial, it didn’t matter - the damage was done.
Insull was the most hated man in America.

It is a basic fact about economies that they have occasional downturns - this is sometimes
called the “business cycle.” There will be years when wages and profits increase, and there
will be years when they decrease. It is not pleasant to live through these cycles, but if people
wait patiently, the economy works its way back toward positive growth.
Such short term downward trends can become long term - the business cycle can get stuck - if
the government takes action. Although such government intervention is usually well-intended,
it nonetheless stymies the economy’s organic tendencies to return itself to levels which are
closer to equilibrium.
The Great Depression of the 1930s was not the fault of Samuel Insull. It was caused by govern-
ment intervention into the ordinary buying and selling which shape the economy. But Insull
was the scapegoat, the target of people’s unjust rage.

All he’d done to deserve it was to build a remarkable company that, like so many
others, suffered during the Depression.
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Although declared innocent in a court of law, Insull’s reputation and career were permanently
damaged. Eventually, he left the United States.
As an immigrant, Samuel Insull arrived in America with no money. He’d worked hard and
studied, he took risks and looked for opportunities. He’d gained a lot of wealth, and in the
process, he’d created income for millions of other people, lifting them from the lower classes
to the middle class. He’d benefitted from the chances which are made available in a free
economy.
But when the government took the economy’s freedom away, by regulating and taxing, the
income went away, too. Even though the government thought it was doing something to help
people, it was actually harming them.
Although Samuel Insull was the most dramatic victim of the government’s terrible mistake, he
wasn’t the only victim. Millions of Americans would suffer through the Great Depression. Their
suffering could have been avoided if the government had simply done nothing.
Insull became a symbol, both for amazing possibilities offered by America’s free economy, and
for the misery and anger caused by governmental regulation.

In 1938, Samuel Insull, who’d fled America for France (oh the irony), died of a heart
attack in a Paris subway station. He had eight cents in his pocket. It was a sad and
lonely ending for a man who exemplified the American dream by bringing affordable
electricity to millions.

He’d done nothing wrong and nothing illegal. He’d been praised by millions of people around
the nation, people who’d benefitted materially from his work. When people suddenly felt sharp
economic pain, they lashed out blindly, needing someone to blame and to punish. Samuel Insull
was an innocent man who was also a convenient target.
Forced to defend himself at trial, he said:

I find myself somewhat in this sort of situation. What I did, when I did it, was honest;
now, through changed conditions, what I didmay ormay not be called honest. Politics
demand, therefore, that I be brought to trial; but what is really being brought to trial
is the system I represented.

The sad fact is that innocent men are sometimes made into scapegoats simply because people
are angry and don’t know who to blame.

10.4.6 The Politics of Reconstruction (Part 04) (2020-04-22 05:26)

In American History, most of the 1800s can be divided into three time spans: the prewar years,
the Civil War, and the postwar years. But while these are three separate segments of time, they
are shaped by one single conflict: a conflict between the Democratic Party and the Republican
Party.
The Democrats, from the founding of their party by Andrew Jackson in 1828, were committed
to defending, supporting, and maintaining slavery.
The Republican Party, and its first major candidate, Abraham Lincoln, were unswervingly fo-
cused on the goal of ending slavery.
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The political debates and negotiations of the prewar years, the half-million lives lost during the
Civil War, and the brutality directed toward African-Americans in the postwar years are simply
three phases of the same partisan conflict, as historian Dinesh D’Souza writes:

The Civil War was a deliberate attempt by the Democratic Party, both in the North
and the South, to kill America by carving her into two. Had secession worked, Lincoln
would have been viewed as a failed president. The North and the South would have
come to terms over the bifurcation long before 1865. Slavery would have continued,
and on a firmer foundation than before. White supremacy would have continued to
be its bedrock, and would have reigned unchallenged throughout the United States.
Lincoln’s dark warning about all of America becoming a plantation might have proven
prophetic in his own lifetime.

The Democrat strategy, then, was that the Democrats in the South would secede from the
Union, and the Democrats in the North would try to use their political influence to persuade
the North to get the South back by promising the South that it could keep slavery. In the
process, the North would be obliged to accept slavery as well.

The goal of the Democrats was, then, that the entire country, not only the South, would become
slaveholding territory.

The Republicans, however, would not go along with the Democratic Party’s plans. The
Democrats wanted slavery so badly that they were willing to start and endure a war in which
more than 500,000 men died.

The war ended when the South faced its inevitable undersupply of men and materiel. But while
the Democrats had been militarily defeated, they had not given up their dreams of slavery. The
postwar years would be known as the ‘Reconstruction’ era, and the Democrats would use a
mixture of political maneuvering and domestic terror strategies to maintain slavery, or at least
a slavelike status.

Although the Republicans had achieved their goal of ending slavery, it was clear that they had
to defend and solidify that accomplishment to make sure that the Democrats did not succeed
in bringing slavery back, and it was clear that the Republicans would push for full citizenship
and full civil rights for the newly-freed ex-slaves.

The Republicans in Congress worked to guarantee civil rights for African-Americans, as Dinesh
D’Souza writes:

The Republicans in Congress who drove Reconstruction realized that, perhaps for
the first time in history, there was an elected government that supported not merely
empancipation from slavery but also full equality of rights and full enfranchisement
for blacks. Admittedly this majority would not have existed had Southern Democrats
also been represented. By their own choice, however, they had resigned their posi-
tions in Congress and thus forfeited their right to have their votes counted.

During the Reconstruction era, not only did the Republicans succeed in ensuring that African-
Americans could freely exercise their right to vote, but they even succeeded in getting Black
candidates elected to the House of Representatives and to the U.S. Senate. This was the
apogee of civil rights.
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10.5 May

10.5.1 Misery Leads to Innovation: Imagining Alternative Economic Sys-
tems During the Great Depression (2020-05-27 06:42)

When the Great Depression started in late 1929 and early 1930, it soon became clear that
long-established patterns would not suffice to sustain the people through what was to become
more than a decade of suboptimal economic performance. Individuals and groups began to
experiment with alternative forms of business transactions.

For example, historian Amity Shlaes reports that in 1931, for a sustained period of time, the
residents of Salt Lake City abandoned cash transactions. Money had become not only scarce
but unreliable, because its purchasing power was not predictable. So the people of the city
turned to bartering system.

Other Americans looked to subsistence farming. The nation living through the Great Depression
was only a generation or two removed from a lifestyle earlier in the nation’s history, whenmany
families provided for nearly all their own wants and needs. Many people experiencing the Great
Depression had heard stories of self-sufficient living from their parents and grandparents. Some
were old enough to have experienced it themselves.

As it became clear that the government’s attempts at help would reach only a few individu-
als adequately, thoughts of subsistence farming turned into action, and handfuls of people in
various parts of the country radically changed their lifestyle, as Amity Shlaes writes:

The improvisation was not confined to Utah. Communities across the country were
beginning to find new ways to get through the trouble. Out in California, city people
were beginning to think about moving to abandoned farms, taking up plows, and
trying to make a life independent of money. Back east, Ralph Borsodi, an author
and social thinker, was readying a book titled Flight from the City, about his own
family effort to live on the land an hour and three quarters outside New York. Borsodi
concluded that self-sufficiency of the family was the new ideal, that with his poultry
yard of fat roasting capons, his self-built swimming pool, and his apiary, he had found
the solution to downturns like that of 1921 or 1929. The family ought to be the next
factory.

For the majority of the nation’s people, subsistence farming was neither desirable or possible.
But the movement manifested both people’s creativity and their desperation.

Other experiments included turning to the black market to defy various regulations. If the
government was unable to help most people, why would those people want to obey the rules
imposed on them, especially when those rules were imposed with the promise ending their
misery? The regulations, in fact, often increased the suffering.

It’s worth remembering that the Great Depression was a worldwide phenomenon. Not only
the United States, but nations around the globe were profoundly impacted. As people realized
that governments were inadequate to face the situation, they turned to their own creativity,
inventiveness, and ingenuity.
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10.6 June

10.6.1 Coolidge vs. the Klan: How an American President Opposed the KKK
(2020-06-01 16:23)

During the U.S. presidential election of 1924, the Ku Klux Klan was one of several issues to
gain public attention. The Klan had significant influence in the southern states, and even had
a presence in some states north of the Mason-Dixon line.

The Klan dreamed of obtaining the endorsement of a presidential candidate. It was clear that
Calvin Coolidge, the incumbent, would never do this. Coolidge had become president in 1923,
when his predecessor Warren Harding died. Coolidge had been vice president, and so immedi-
ately became president.

Both Coolidge and Harding had been steadily anti-Klan.

The KKK, having no hope of receiving support from the Republicans, turned to the “the Demo-
cratic convention of 1924, wheremany delegates were fervently pro-Klan,” as historian Charles
Johnson writes.

The Democratic Party was split, half wanting to embrace the Klan, and half wanting not to
publicly endorse the Klan. The debate went on for days; neither side could get a solid majority
to overcome the other.

The eventual Democratic nominee was John Davis, who finally denounced the Klan, but because
the Democratic Party failed to denounce the Klan, many voters “bolted from the Democratic
nominee,” in the words of Charles Johnson.

John Davis denounced the Klan, but because the Democratic party didn’t, it was clear that it
was a personal statement by Davis, and not the party’s view. The 1924 Democratic platform
committee had discussed some statement about the KKK, but in the end, the platform said
nothing about the Klan, about race, or about lynching.

Coolidge and Harding, by contrast, had both endorsed anti-lynching laws to protect Black lives.

In themidst of the Klan’s efforts tomake trouble, Coolidge calmly snubbed the KKK by becoming
the first U.S. President to deliver a commencement address at a historically Black college. In
June 1924, Coolidge spoke in Washington, D.C., at the campus of Howard University. The Klan
was enraged, and Coolidge was quietly pleased that he’d managed to do something to promote
both the civil rights and the economic opportunities of African-Americans.

As Klan leaders became nearly apoplectic at Coolidge’s support of the Black community, the
Coolidge campaignmocked the KKK by choosing a campaign slogan: “Keep Cool with Coolidge.”
Comedians quickly changed it to “Keep Kool with Koolidge.”

In any case, African-Americans voted in large numbers for Coolidge in 1924. They weren’t the
only ones voting for Coolidge. Citizens who’d formerly voted for the Democratic Party were
dismayed when the Democrats failed to take a clear stance against the KKK, and so many of
them also voted for Coolidge.

In the end, Calvin Coolidge won the election by an unprecedented landslide. He was enor-
mously popular during the 1920s.
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10.6.2 Howard University: How President Coolidge Empowered Historically
Black Colleges and Universities (2020-06-02 07:58)

The presidency of Calvin Coolidge marked a high point for civil rights. Coolidge took several
significant actions designed to help African-Americans move from the lower classes into the
middle class. Several of those actions centered around higher education.
In 1924, Coolidge became the first U.S. president to give a commencement address at a Black
college — an HBCU (Historically Black College or University).
His decision to speak at Howard University was not random. It was paired with two other as-
pects of his administration. First, his speech was linked to his successful efforts to increase
the number of African-American students who would study medicine. The Coolidge administra-
tion effected an increase in the number of Black physicians in the United States: this meant
an increase in the number of Blacks who moved from the lower class to the middle class by
studying for a white-collar, college-educated profession, as historian Kurt Schmoke writes:

The 30th president, Republican Calvin Coolidge, was a major supporter of Howard
University and an overlooked figure in advancing the cause of racial equality in the
United States. In one of his earliest acts as president, Coolidge proposed and per-
suaded Congress to pass an appropriation bill that reinforced the unique relationship
between Howard and the federal government.

Secondly, Coolidge’s landmark speech at Howard’s graduation ceremonies was linked to his
1924 election campaign. While Coolidge took a clear stand in rejecting the KKK and promoting
anti-lynching laws, his opponent, the Democratic Party’s nominee for the presidential contest,
was left to defend his party’s platform, which equivocated on racial questions, and failed to
clearly reject the Klan.
Coolidge’s presence on Howard University’s campus, located in Washington, D.C., also sym-
bolized a continuity between Coolidge and his predecessor, President Warren Harding. Like
Coolidge, Harding had also been a civil rights advocate and a champion of anti-lynching laws,
as a report from the Coolidge Foundation notes:

President Calvin Coolidge is known for many things, including his championing of lim-
ited government, his deft handling of the 1919 Boston Police Strike, and his respon-
sible stewardship of the federal budget. But how often do we recall his pioneering
gestures to improve race relations in the fraught decade of the 1920s?

The 1920s were fertile years for civil rights in the United States. Preceded by the racist and
segregationist Wilson administration (1913 to 1920), and followed by FDR’s neglect of African-
American concerns (1933 to 1945), the years of Warren Harding and Calvin Coolidge were years
in which Blacks gained both political liberty and a concrete move into the middle class.

10.6.3 Education as a Gateway into the Middle Class: President Coolidge
Opens the Door for African-Americans (2020-06-03 08:38)

The civil rights movement has long understood the importance of education. Indeed, although
the era from the early 1950s to the late 1960s is often called the ‘civil rights era,’ Blacks knew
that education was a major opportunity decades earlier.
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President Calvin Coolidge saw a link between the ascent into the middle class and contributions
to society: as African-Americans rose into white-collar college-educated professions, they also
played more important roles in the country.
Encouraging Black students to become physicians would benefit not only the African-American
community, but the entire nation. So Coolidge worked to inspire Black students to go tomedical
school, as historian Kurt Schmoke writes:

In his First Annual Address to Congress in 1923 he wrote: “About half a million dollars
is recommended for medical courses at Howard University to help contribute to the
education of 500 colored doctors needed each year.” This appropriation was to grow
over the years, leading to the production of healthcare and other professionals who
would stimulate the growth of an African-American middle class and develop leaders
in all walks of life, nationally and internationally.

Coolidge also understood that professional advancement is closely associated with political
liberty. When Charles Gardner, otherwise unknown to history, wrote to Coolidge to protest
the fact that the Republican Party was nominating Black candidates for Congress, Coolidge
defended the party’s promotion of African-American engagement in the political process, as a
publication from the Coolidge Foundation makes clear:

Not only that, but Coolidge spoke out in defense of the political enfranchisement of
blacks. In 1924 Army Sergeant Charles Gardner wrote to Coolidge in protest when
Republicans nominated a black dentist as their candidate in New York’s 21st Con-
gressional District, based in Harlem. Coolidge’s response encapsulated his disdain
for racism: “the suggestion of denying any measure of their full political rights to
such a great group of our population as the colored people is one which, however it
might be received in some other quarters, could not possibly be permitted by one
who feels a responsibility for living up to the traditions and maintaining the principles
of the Republican Party.”

In September 1923, Coolidge hosted leaders of the Negro National Educational Congress at
the White House. Calvin Coolidge’s civil rights strategy emphasized the connection between
advancement into the educated professions and participation in the electoral process.

10.6.4 President Coolidge Speaks at Howard University: A Civil Rights Mile-
stone (2020-06-04 13:40)

From the beginning of his presidency, Calvin Coolidge made civil rights one of his administra-
tion’s top priorities, as is seen not only in his words, but also in his actions. Shortly after taking
office in 1923, Coolidge appealed to Congress and obtained significant funding for the medical
school at Howard University.
The next year, 1924, Coolidge made history by giving the commencement address there.
Howard University is what is now called a ‘HBCU’ — a historically Black college or university.
Coolidge was the first U.S. president to ever speak at the graduation ceremonies of a HBCU.
Coolidge’s speech at Howard was a major advance for civil rights, as historian Kurt Schmoke
writes:
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Coolidge gave the commencement address at Howard and signaled a significant
change in progressive race relations. In reading his words it must be recalled that
he spoke at a time when separate but equal was the law of the land, when lynchings
trumped due process in criminal cases involving black men, and when the most re-
cent Democratic president, Woodrow Wilson, had praised a film which glorified the
Ku Klux Klan.

Words alone, however, were not enough for Calvin Coolidge. Concrete actions were needed to
promote opportunities for African-Americans. His objective was to move millions of Blacks from
the lower classes to the middle classes, as a report from the Coolidge Foundation explains:

President Coolidge called for funds to be appropriated to establish a medical school
at Howard University in his first State of the Union message to Congress in December
1923. “About half a million dollars is recommended for medical courses at Howard
University to help contribute to the education of 500 colored doctors needed each
year,” the President said. By this act, Coolidge hoped to improve the state of medical
care for the black population. He also sought to grow the blackmiddle class by adding
more black professionals to society.

1924 was an election year, and Coolidge’s appearance at Howard University sent a signal:
Coolidge was firmly opposed to the KKK. He and his predecessor, President Warren Harding,
had also promoted anti-lynching laws in Congress.
But Coolidge’s opponent in the election, the Democratic Party, had failed to make a clear anti-
Klan statement in the platform adopted at their convention. The platform failed to make any
statements about race or civil rights, and failed to endorse anti-lynching laws.
The Democratic Party was divided. Many anti-Klan Democrats didn’t vote for their party’s
nominee in the general election in November 1924. The Democrat nominee, John Davis, did
make an anti-Klain statement, but the party failed to back him up.
Entry into themiddle class was important for African-Americans in the 1920s. During Coolidge’s
presidency, the number of Blacks in federal employment reached a high of 51,882 in 1928, up
from 22,540 in 1910. This represented measurable progress as African-Amercans left the lower
classes and moved upward.
Coolidge sent a continuous series of signals, by words and by actions, of his dedication to civil
rights.

10.7 July

10.7.1 The Enlightenment’s Revolution: America’s Reasonable Rebellion in
1776 (2020-07-01 15:35)

Historians have long asserted that the cultural and philosophical trends lumped together under
the label “The Enlightenment” were decisive in shaping the American Revolution. The inde-
pendence movement in North America in the 1770s could not have happened a few centuries
earlier.
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To be sure, there have been rebellions throughout history. But, e.g., the German Peasants’ War
of 1524 and 1525 had no ideological system, no analysis of history, and no rational or empirical
program to justify or explain itself, and had little idea what it would do if it succeeded.
By contrast, the American Revolution analyzed both the past and the present, evaluating and
comparing both. The independence movement based its actions on an examination of human
nature and a systematic worldview, as historian Jill Lapore writes:

“I offer nothing more than simple facts, plain arguments, and common sense,”
Thomas Paine, the spitfire son of an English grocer, wrote in Common Sense, in 1776.
Kings have no right to reign, Paine argued, because, if we could trace hereditary
monarchy back to its beginnings — “would we take off the dark covering of antiquity,
and trace them to their first rise” — we’d find “the first of them nothing better than
the principal ruffian of some restless gang.” James Madison explained Americans’
historical skepticism, this deep empiricism, this way: “Is it not the glory of the peo-
ple of America, that, whilst they have paid a decent regard to the opinions of former
times and other nations, they have not suffered a blind veneration for antiquity, for
custom, or for names, to overrule the suggestions of their own good sense, the knowl-
edge of their own situation, and the lessons of their own experience?” Evidence, for
Madison, was everything.

Obviously influenced by John Locke’s political writings, the founders of the United States were
also influenced by Locke’s philosophical writings, and by the not-so-obvious link between
Locke’s politics and his epistemology.
The independence movement studied the past, not in order to slavishly imitate it, but rather
to take only the best from it. Indeed, the American Revolution contains within itself the con-
sciousness of major points in world history: working backward from the English Bill of Rights
of 1689, to the Magna Carta 1215, to Roman law, to Greek political thought, to the historical
events recorded in both the New and Old Testaments.
Rather than viewing history as simply precedent to be copied, the American Revolution saw
history as a data set, a collection of evidence, and the task was to formulate conclusions based
on the raw material of history.

“A new era for politics is struck, Paine wrote, his pen aflame, and “a new method
of thinking hath arisen.” Declaring independence was itself an argument about the
relationship between the present and the past, an argument that required evidence
of a very particular kind: historical evidence. That’s why most of the Declaration of
Independence is a list of historical claims. “To prove this,” Jefferson wrote, “let fact
be submitted to a candid world.”

Writers have been using ‘The American Experiment’ as a phrase to capture the distinct nature
of the country’s origins. This phrase has been used at least since an 1860 article in the New
York Daily Tribune and perhaps since even earlier dates.
In any case, this phrase articulates the rational approach found in the writings of the inde-
pendence movement. This was no rebellion of blind anger. It was a deliberate response, not
only to the immediate aggression of Britain toward America, but also to the development of
civilization over millennia, and the rational analysis of that development.
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Facts, knowledge, experience, proof. These words come from the law. Around the
seventeenth century, they moved into what was then called “natural history”: as-
tronomy, physics, chemistry, geology. By the eighteenth century they were applied
to history and to politics, too. These truths: this was language of reason, of enlight-
enment, of inquiry, and of history. In 1787, then, when Alexander Hamilton asked
“whether societies of men are really capable or not of establishing good government
from reflection and choice, or whether they are forever destined to depend for their
political constitutions on accident and force,” that was the kind of question a scientist
asks before beginning an experiment. Time alone would tell.

Unlike the Constitution of the United Kingdom, which is a haphazard accretion of precedents
accumulated over centuries, ad hoc inventions dealing with specific situations rather than gen-
eral principles, the Constitution of the United States is an expression of an axiomatic body
of thought, stated in general principles so as to apply to various unforeseen situations and
developments.
The intellectual foundation of the American Revolution is found in Thomas Paine’s Common
Sense and The Crisis, in the speeches and writings of James Otis, Samuel Adams, and Patrick
Henry. It is found in the works of John Locke, and in both the Federalist Papers and the Anti-
Federalist Papers.
There was no philosophical or ideological program behind the Constitution of the United King-
dom. To be sure, the American Revolution respected and even copied certain aspects of that
British Constitution. But instead of allowing a series of situational precedents to slowly ac-
cumulate into a structure of governance, the independence movement chose to begin with
foundational principles which can be stated in ways which free them from a specific context
and thereby capture a general truth in paradigmatic form which can then be applied to new
situations as they arise. This was the rationalist bent in the creation of the United States.

10.8 September

10.8.1 The Quest for Freedom and Equality: Liberalism vs. Classical Liber-
alism (2020-09-08 14:26)

Three distinctive features of the United States are the establishment of freedom and equality
as goals, the steady effort applied in the service of these goals, and the measurable forward
movement toward these goals. This is a consistent American trend over several centuries.
In political vocabulary, this can be expressed in a variety of ways. It is worth noting that the
word ‘liberalism’ has several different meanings. A particular type of liberalism called ‘classical
liberalism’ was and is found as a foundation for the peculiarly American values of freedom,
equality, and individualism.
Classical liberalism is found in the thoughts and writings of authors like John Locke, Thomas
Paine, Samuel Adams, Patrick Henry, and James Otis, along with many others who influenced
the American Revolution in the 1700s. Classical liberalism places emphasis on the freedom
of the individual: personal political liberty. Classical liberalism wants to protect the individual
from government control, taxation, and regulation.
By contrast, the word ‘liberalism’ was used in a different way in the late twentieth and early
twenty-first centuries. The liberalism of the late 1900s and early 2000s desired to regulate per-
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sonal behavior, public speech, and economic transactions. This type of liberalism also sought
higher taxes.
So the ‘classical liberalism’ of the 1700s and early 1800s is different from the liberalism of
later eras. It was classical liberalism that began and completed the fight against slavery, as
historian Jonathon Bean writes:

In the era of antislavery, classical liberal voices for racial freedom drew upon the
Constitution, Christianity, and belief in the right to self-ownership.

The antislaverymovement drew from a diverse set of philosophical underpinnings: the classical
liberal framework of the U.S. Constitution, the values of freedom and equality as articulated
by Christianity, and the somewhat abstract concept of self-ownership. The ideological and
intellectual matrix of the abolitionist movement was robust.
These ideas were intertwined with each other in the Declaration of Independence. Thomas
Jefferson’s original draft argued that “these truths” were “sacred and undeniable,” while the
final draft called them “self-evident.” Jefferson’s draft stated that all people are created “equal
and independent,” while the final draft said simply that they were “equal.” These differences
may be subtle, but the fact that the changes were made between the first draft and the final
draft show how logically, carefully, and philosophically the members of the Second Continental
Congress were thinking and writing.

The Declaration of Independence was also a touchstone of abolitionism quoted and
discussed by James Forten, David Walker, Lysander Spooner, Frederick Douglass, and
nearly every other antislavery writer in the tumultuous period leading up to the Civil
War.

African-American leaders like James Forten, David Walker, and Frederick Douglass used the
Declaration of Independence to express and support their views, because it combined various
versions of Natural Law thought. The tradition of Natural Law asserts that there is a foundation
in the structure of the universe which determines what justice is, i.e., that justice is not the
arbitrary opinion of some person or group of people, but rather that justice stands objectively
and enduringly above, beyond, and outside of mere personal opinion.
Natural Law theory has a diverse range of supporters: some argue that Natural Law is the
result of reason, that people who think logically and precisely will come to a clear conclusion
about what justice is; others argue that Natural Law is divine, and has been established and
articulated by God; a third group argues that Natural Law is known intuitively and instinctively
by people.
The Declaration of Independence brought these three different groups together, allowing them
to cooperate in the American Revolution, and in opposing slavery.
Natural Law theory is a foundation for the antislavery movement, because it was necessary to
show that slaver is unjust and immoral. It is not enough to say merely that slavery is unjust in
the opinion of some people; it must be demonstrated that slavery is unjust in an objective and
absolute sense, as Jonathan Bean explains:

Strong, often violent, opposition to antislavery activists led them to develop a co-
herent tradition that dominated the civil rights movement well into the twentieth
century and still persists today.
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As Jefferson phrased it in his first draft, people are created equal, and “from that equal creation
they derive rights inherent and inalienable.” The final draft says that “they are endowed by
their Creator with certain unalienable Rights.” Again, the difference is slight, but the mindful-
ness devoted to the wording is detailed.
While Jefferson spoke of “the preservation of life, and liberty, and the pursuit of happiness,”
the final draft shortened this summary to “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.”
Early African-American leaders were keenly aware of the irony of the fact that several of the
men who laid the groundwork for the antislavery movement were themselves slave owners.
These early black leaders embraced these documents, but certainly did not approve of every
detail of the men’s lives.

Although the author of the Declaration, Thomas Jefferson, was a slaveholder, that
fact did not undermine the meaning and power of the natural rights theory set forth
in that famous document, which mentions God four times as the source of those
“unalienable Rights.”

The power of the words — and more importantly, the power of the ideas — put forth by the
classical liberals of the 1700s was strong enough that it would not be nullified by failings and
weaknesses of the authors who expressed them.
It was the power of classical liberalism thought that exposed the falsehoods presented by the
pro-slavery political leaders. By means of careful analysis, the classical liberals understood
that there was a dichotomy between authentic Christianity and fake Christianity. Slaveholders
sought to justify their actions by appealing to a counterfeit version of Christianity which they
manufactured to justify their crimes.
Classical liberals understood that true Christianity supported Natural Law theory and was there-
fore opposed to slavery. One of the greatest and earliest religious conflicts in American history
is the struggle between real Christianity and fake Christianity, as Jonathan Bean reports:

Throughout this period, classical liberal Christians found themselves fighting proslav-
ery interpretations of Christianity advanced by southerners.

So it was that the abolitionist movement represented a harmonization of diverse views.
Whether people held that Natural Law was known by logical reasoning, by spiritual faith, or
by intuition and instinct, they could all agree on Natural Law theory and its opposition to slav-
ery. So it was that both men and women, both white Americans and black Americans, agreed
from early 1700s onward that American Revolution and its drive for independence was identical
to the demand that slavery be ended.
This diverse set of thinkers, agreed on this unifying thought, together rallied around the words
of the Declaration of Independence:

In response, classical liberals invoked the concept that “all men are … endowed by
their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, [and] that among these are Life, Liberty
and the pursuit of Happiness.”

It was ‘classical liberalism,’ not later forms of liberalism, which both launched the American
Revolution and launched the abolitionist movement. The drive for American independence
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and the drive to end slavery were both fueled by Natural Law. The quest toward individual
political liberty, toward personal freedom, and toward respect for the individual person arose
from a concept of equality; the notion of equality arose from the idea of human nature in which
all people equally share, and which demands both independence for America and freedom for
slaves.

10.8.2 Arriving in America: English Civilization Shapes the New World
(2020-09-09 13:50)

While Spanish and Portuguese explorers organized most of Central and South America, it was
the British, along with French and Dutch, who began the settlement of North America. Later, it
would be the Germans who built most of the agricultural and industrial base, but initially, the
British shaped the area.
The first groups of settlers from Britain— i.e., from England, Ireland, Scotland, andWales— jour-
neyed for a variety of reasons. Some went to America for financial opportunities: money could
bemade by selling animal fur, or by growing tobacco. Others arrived seeking religious freedom:
in North America, they could organize their worship and live their faith as they pleased. A third
reason for the relocation was political liberty: the thirteen British colonies had an atmosphere
which tolerated diverse opinions and public debate. Finally, some came with ambitions of be-
coming political leaders: in the New World, ordinary people could be elected to town councils
or colonial legislatures, something rarely possible in Britain.
Society in North America, specifically in the regions that would become the United States, was
built by ideas and cultures from many nations: Germany, France, Holland, etc. But the early
years, and some of the most formative influences, came from the English, as historians Allan
Millett and Peter Maslowski writes:

Crossing the Atlantic during the seventeenth century was a perilous voyage, entail-
ing weeks or months of cramped quarters, inadequate food, and unsanitary condi-
tions. Yet in the late 1500s Englishmen had begun to hazard the venture, and in
1607 they planted their first permanent settlement on the North American continent
at Jamestown. By the early 1730s, thirteen separate colonies hugged the seaboard.
Although great diversity prevailed among the colonies, most colonists shared a com-
mon English heritage and clung to it tenaciously. Their religious attitudes, economic
views, political thoughts, and military ideals and institutions were all grounded in
English history. In no aspect of colonial life was this heritage more important than in
regard to military matters. The colonists’ most revered military institution (the mili-
tia) and their most cherished military tradition (fear of a standing army) both came
from England.

The difference between the ‘militia’ and the ‘standing army’ shaped American history for sev-
eral centuries. The ‘militia’ is a group formed of ordinary people — farmers, lawyers, teachers,
doctors, etc. — who had some basic military training and could be called upon when needed.
The men in the militia weren’t full-time soldiers, and spent their weekdays at their normal jobs.
Only in cases of emergency were they called upon to meet and go into action.
By contrast, the ‘standing army’ is a group of full-time professional soldiers, who usually wear
uniforms, don’t have other employment or jobs, and live in some type of army housing.
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The settlers from England brought with them a distrust of ‘standing armies’ and a preference for
‘militia’ units. They passed this disposition on to the other settlers in North America. The British
suspicion of standing armies arose from the fact that, when a full-sized trained and equipped
army is not usefully occupied, government leaders can use it to harass ordinary people.
The appropriate use of an army is for it to fight with other armies from other countries. But
the English government had used the army to intimate civilians into paying excessive taxes,
silencing their political opinions, and preventing diverse forms of religious worship. In summary,
the army was a ‘muscle’ or ‘enforcer’ for the whims of the King or the Parliament. Instead of
protecting the British people, the army was being used to intimidate the British people. So the
attitude developed among the British: they didn’t really like the army, and prefered to have a
militia.
The events that created this attitude in England were followed by events in America that rein-
forced the attitude. British soldiers in North America were supposed to be there to protect the
colonists who’d settled there; but the colonists were capable of defending themselves, as they
did on several occasions, and didn’t need the British army. But the British government placed
extra taxes on the settlers to pay for the army to be there. So the settlers were forced to pay
for an army they didn’t need.
It got worse. The British soldiers were used, in America as in England, to harass the local
population.
These circumstances merely reinforced the anti-army attitude which the settlers brought with
them from England.
So, the settlers turned to the idea of the ‘militia’ — which turned out to be less costly, to be
a more effective way of defending themselves, and to be less of a danger to the rights and
freedoms of the settlers.
The American militia grew to be not only a powerful fighting force, but also a part of the Amer-
ican culture and American mentality. At that time, as at the present time, a large percentage
of Americans had a rifle or other firearm at home anyway. Men and women were familiar with
rifles, knew how to use them, and used them on a regular basis to provide food for their fam-
ilies. American villages had a communal spirit: neighbors helped each other with barnraising
and harvesting, with quilting and tanning, with butchering and fence building. So it was an
obvious step that they should help each other in the defense of their villages, joining together
to form a local militia.
The militia was a local institution, not commanded by officials in a far-away government center.
The militia was self-organized, self-funded, and self-directed.
In this way, we can see one source in the American preference for local government over na-
tional government, for self-government over imposed power, and for private citizen initiatives
instead of enforced tax-funded projects.

10.9 November

10.9.1 A System Designed to Undermine Slavery: The Electoral College
(2020-11-03 13:52)

When the United States began, there was a flurry of events within a few years: In 1775, the
American Revolution began when the war broke out at Lexington and Concord; in 1776, the
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country was created by the Declaration of Independence; in 1777, a provisional government
was designed under The Articles of Confederation, and those articles went into effect in 1781;
the war ended in 1781; the treaty officially ending the war was signed in 1783; finally, the
Constitution was written in 1787, and by 1790, all thirteen original states had ratified it.
It was during these years that the “thirteen colonies” became the “thirteen states.”
The writing of the U.S. constitution was a group effort. Approximately 55 delegates from the
thirteen colonies gathered in Philadelphia from May to September in 1787. A broad spectrum
of different political philosophies was represented in the intense exchanges of views. They
debated and discussed the various details of a national government: one of the most complex
political projects ever undertaken.
One of the many topics considered was the process by which the new country would choose
its presidents.
The simple and obvious choice of direct popular election was quickly rejected and had few
supporters. Such a system would mean that the votes of individuals who lived in smaller
states would have little or no impact on selecting presidents. A candidate would need to win
only a few of the larger states — far less than half of the states — in order to win the election.
If not a direct election, then how? One proposal was to let either the House of Representatives,
or the Senate, or both elect the president. Another proposal was to let the thirteen state
legislatures choose the president, as historian Sean Wilentz writes:

How, then, would the president be elected, if not directly by the people at large?
Some delegates had proposed that Congress have the privilege, a serious proposal
that died out of concern the executive branch would be too subservient to the legisla-
tive. Other delegates floated making the state governors the electors. Still others
favored the state legislatures.

The method finally chosen, and the method which has been in effect for over 230 years, is the
famous Electoral College.
Why was this process chosen? What were its real or perceived benefits?
One advantage of the Electoral College is that the formula bridged the gap between the large
states and the small states, as Wilentz reports:

Instead of election by direct popular vote, each state would name electors (chosen
however each state legislature approved), who would actually do the electing. The
number of each state’s electoral votes would be the same as its combined represen-
tation in the House and the Senate.
By including the number of senators, two from each state, the formula leaned to mak-
ing the apportionment fairer to the smaller states. Including the number of House
members leaned in favor of the larger states.

Although the Electoral College was a step toward justice, ensuring that all thirteen states would
have a meaningful role in selecting the president, not everyone was happy with the idea. Slave
owners opposed the Electoral College.

In the initial vote over having electors select the president, the only states voting
“nay” were North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia — the three most ardently
proslavery states in the convention.
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Why did the pro-slavery states oppose the Electoral College? At first, some people thought
that the Electoral College would actually promote slavery, because the slave-owning states
had more representatives in Congress. But upon closer examination, it was clear that the
Electoral College would ultimately undermine slavery.
Sean Wilentz continues:

When it first took shape at the convention, the Electoral College would not have
significantly helped the slaveowning states. Under the initial apportionment of the
House approved by the framers, the slaveholding states would have held 39 out
of 92 electoral votes, or about 42 percent. Based on the 1790 census, about 41
percent of the nation’s total white population lived in those same states, a minuscule
difference. Moreover, the convention did not arrive at the formula of combining each
state’s House and Senate numbers until very late in its proceedings, and there is no
evidence to suggest that slavery had anything to do with it.

Here’s where it gets complicated: some media reports alleged “that the slaveholding states”
had “extra electoral votes” and “unfairly handed Thomas Jefferson the presidency in 1800-
01.” But such reports “ignore anti-Jefferson manipulation of the electoral vote in heavily pro-
Jefferson Pennsylvania that offset the Southerners’ electoral advantage. Take away that ma-
nipulation, and Jefferson would have won with or without the extra Southern votes.”
Whether or not the machinations of the election of 1800 are understood in their intricate detail,
it became clear that the Electoral College favored the abolitionist cause. The fears of the
slaveholders were realized: the Electoral College supported justice and supported the end of
slavery.
The Electoral College helped anti-slavery President John Quincy Adams obtain the presidency.
For this reason, pro-slavery President Andrew Jackson bitterly fought against the Electoral Col-
lege.

The early president most helped by the Constitution’s rejection of direct popular elec-
tion was John Quincy Adams, later an antislavery hero, who won the White House in
1824-25 despite losing both the popular and electoral votes to Andrew Jackson. (The
House decided that election.) As president, the slaveholder Jackson became one of
American history’s most prominent critics of the Electoral College, which he blasted
for disallowing the people “to express their own will.” The Electoral College system
made no difference in deciding the presidency during the 36 years before the Civil
War.

While the Electoral College was an obstacle to the rabidly pro-slavery Andrew Jackson, the
Electoral College proved a congenial route for Abraham Lincoln and Barack Obama.

10.9.2 Preserving Black Freedom in the Postwar South: The Struggle for
Liberty Continues after 1865 (2020-11-06 15:38)

When the United States Civil War ended in early 1865, the questions could be asked: What
was accomplished? What remained to be accomplished? The Republicans had achieved two
goals: First, they had ended slavery and freed the enslaved African-Americans. Second, they
had preserved the Union.
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A third goal had not been addressed during the war. It would be addressed in the postwar
years, during an era called the ‘Reconstruction.’
The Confederacy had failed to preserve its “peculiar institution,” as it called slavery. It had also
failed to destroy the Union, as historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski write:

Although war involves killing, killing is not the object of war. Men fight for vital rea-
sons, as defined by their country’s political leadership. The North fought for the
preservation of the Union and the destruction of slavery, while the South fought for
independence and the preservation of its “peculiar institution.” In saving the Union
and freeing the slaves, Lincoln believed the North would be achieving goals of cosmic
significance, transcending national boundaries into the infinite future. Like many of
America’s leaders, he thought the United States had a special destiny to safeguard
and foster its democratic institutions as an example for the world. The North, he said
in December 1862, “shall nobly save, or meanly lose, the last best, hope of earth.”
And in the Gettysburg Address he urged his fellow citizens to take increased resolve
from the northern soldiers who had given “the last full measure of devotion” on the
battlefield. Let us ensure “that these dead shall not have died in vain — that this
nation, under God, shall have a new birth of freedom — and that government of the
people, by the people, for the people, shall not perish from the earth.”

The Civil War permanently changed the way Americans thought and spoke about the nation.
Until 1861, the United States was viewed as a collection of sovereign and largely independent
governments that cooperated on a few common tasks.
After the Civil War, the United States was understood as a single entity, and the individual
states as having limited autonomy within the federal system.

Those northerners who fell at Gettysburg and elsewhere did not die in vain, since the
North achieved its dual war aims. The conflict delivered a deathblow to the doctrine
of secession and considerably weakened (though it did not destroy) the idea of states’
rights. Within the American federal system, the balance of power shifted from the
states to the national government. People no longer said “the United States are”
but instead “the United States is.” In the process of saving the Union, the North
also destroyed slavery. Advancing Union armies and the Emancipation Proclamation
undermined the institution, and the Thirteenth Amendment killed it.

The Thirteenth Amendment ensured that the gains made during the war — i.e., the end of slav-
ery — would be permanent and irreversable. It finalized the achievement of the Republicans:
the abolitionist movement had won.

Southerners had seemingly died in vain, since the Confederacy achieved neither of
its war aims. And yet merely saying that the Union lived and slavery died left several
crucial questions unanswered. What was the status of the defeated states? How
and when were they to return to “their proper practical relation with the Union”?
Who would control the restored states, former secessionists or southern Unionists,
perhaps in league with the freedmen? And what was the status of the former slaves?

The Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments would do much to answer those questions. While
the Civil War, Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation, and the Thirteenth Amendment had deci-
sively ended slavery, the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments would go further: The goal
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was now full legal citizenship, not only for the former slaves, but also for the millions of free
African-Americans who had never been slaves.
Legal equality was a radical change, as radical as ending slavery. Gaining this legal status for
African-Americans could only be achieved by the presence of large numbers of Republicans in
the South after the war’s end, during the time called the “Reconstruction” Era.
When the war ended in 1865, many of the Confederate states attempted to return to their
prewar systems. The local political leaders were almost exclusively members of the Democratic
Party, and they moved swiftly to enact many “Black Codes” – laws designed to prevent former
slaves from enjoying their civil rights.
Even though the Republicans had won the war, they realized that there was a danger of losing
the gains they had made. They had fought so hard to end slavery, but now the political leaders
in the Confederate states were trying to take away the liberties which had been won for the
former slaves.
The Republicans took several steps to protect the civil rights of the African-Americans. They
adopted the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments, they created the Freedmen’s Bureau, and
they wrote the Civil Rights Act of 1866.
Life in the postwar South was an up-and-down experience for the newly freed African-
Americans. The immediate postwar year of 1865 and 1866 were grim, as the Democratic
Party reasserted itself. The next decade was better, as the Republicans worked to guarantee
civil rights during the Reconstruction Era.
When Reconstruction came to an end around 1877, many of the Republican leaders were forced
out of the South, and the ex-slaves again experienced an erosion of their liberties, as Allan
Millett and Peter Maslowski explain:

As solutions to these perplexing problems emerged during Reconstruction, southern-
ers salvaged much that looked like victory from their apparent defeat. Former se-
cessionists regained effective control over the former Confederate States and main-
tained unquestioned white supremacy. Furthermore, southerners soon took as much
pride in the legend of the Lost Cause as northerners did in the fact of Appomattox.
Ironically, even perversely, by 1877 both North and South could proclaim success.
How and why the North lost so many of the fruits of victory is a complex story in
which the Army played a central role.

Although the war had ended with surrender of the Confederate military forces at Appomattox,
the North found it necessary to keep a substantial military presence in the South, because
groups of former Confederate soldiers terrorized the freed Blacks using guerilla-style tactics.
The Republicans in Congress authorized the Army to keep troops in the South as one of several
measures necessary to protect the lives, properties, and freedoms of the former slaves.

10.9.3 The Growth of the West: Its Relationship with the Industrial North-
east (2020-11-18 15:45)

After the U.S. Civil War ended in 1865, and after Reconstruction ended in 1877, the nation, with
the glaring exception of the South, found itself in a time of growth, of economic expansion,
and of opportunity. In the Northeast, this took the form of industrial development and the
development of retailing and wholesaling businesses.
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In the West, this took the form of land.
People who wanted to work their way up from the lower classes to the middle classes found
opportunities in ranching and farming. Farming meant growing crops like corn, wheat, and
beans, and having farm animals that lived on relatively small fields. These animals were fed
with some of the corn that the farmers grew.
Ranching, on the other hand, meant not growing any crops, and having animals roam over
huge amounts of land, grazing on the grass and other plants which grew there.
The difference between ranching and farming would lead to social tensions. The livestock
belonging to the ranchers would sometimes trample across farm fields, causing great damage
to the crops.
Farmers and cowboys often clashed. The word ‘cowboy’ had originally a negative connotation.
The cowboys were supposed to guide the cattle from place to place, and the farmers held the
cowboys responsible for damage done to farm crops. The image of the ‘cowboy’ at that time
was one of an irresponsible troublemaker.
A big change came with the invention of barbed wire. Fences built around farm fields kept the
plants safe, and kept the animals where they were supposed to be. Barbed wire brought peace
to the conflict between ranchers and farmers.
The Northeast was being transformed by modernization, urbanization, and industrialization.
Those ideas seem to be the very opposite of the popular image of the West, as historian Wilfred
McClay writes:

But what of the great American West, that other mythic land of dreams? Had it been
affected by these forces? With its great open spaces, its magnificent mountains and
craggy canyons, its mighty rivers and verdant timberlands, surely it was majestically
unconquerable, still resolutely the land of individualism and personal freedom so
central to the American identity and way of life?

Yet the barbed wire which brought progress to the West was a product of the Northeastern
industrial establishment, as were many of the tools and firearms needed to build and feed the
West’s growing population.
The West consumed a large share of the Northeast’s industrial output, providing customers for
manufactured goods. The West also provided the raw materials for the Northeast’s factories.
But aside from this economic relationship, maybe the West could maintain its unique character.
The West was and is associated, in the popular imagination, with fierce independence. Maybe
the West could retain its peculiar sense of liberty?

Maybe, but maybe not. The flow of migrants into the region after the Civil War was
just as relentless as it was elsewhere, and the growing importance of the mining
and cattle industries combined with the reach of the railroads was bringing the West
into the more general range of the nation’s consolidating forces. The heyday of the
romantic cowboy, riding the open range and steering cattle drives of three thousand
head or more northward to cow towns like Sedalia and Abilene, looms large in our
imaginations. But it was actually quite brief, only a couple of decades between the
end of the Civil War and the late 1880s, as farmers and ranchers began butting up
against one another and settled property lines became a necessity. Ironically, the
heavy involvement of the federal government in the western states, and federal
ownership of roughly half the land of the West, would soon make the West the region
least free of federal influence.
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More enduring was the impact of mining. The California Gold Rush brought adventurers and
speculators to the West in the late 1840s, but more serious mining trends began: in 1858, gold
was discovered near Pikes Peak in Colorado.
In 1859, silver was discovered near Virginia City, Nevada. This discovery was called ‘The Com-
stock Lode,’ although Henry Comstock had sold the land before the silver was discovered.
In the 1870s, silver was discovered at Leadville, Colorado, and gold was discovered in the Black
Hills of South Dakota. In the same decade, copper was discovered in Montana.
Miners had already come to Arizona in the 1860s and 1870s to work in the copper mines there,
but in 1877, silver was discovered near Tombstone Arizona.
Each of these mining discoveries brought a sudden increase in population. Tiny towns suddenly
had hundreds or thousands of new residents. Towns appeared and grew quickly where there
had been no towns before. These fast-growing places were called ‘boomtowns.’
Although economically vibrant, boomtowns had problems of their own. The vast majority of
their population was made up of men between the ages of 17 and 40. There were few women,
and even fewer children and old people.
When a town lacks a balanced population, social problems arise. When there are few women,
children, and old people, there is more crime. The boomtowns in the mining areas of the West
were often dangerous places to be.
As themining industry developed, however, the boomtownsmatured into healthy communities,
with families balancing the population. With a full range of ages — from small children to the
elderly — and with an even distribution of men and women in the population, the boomtowns
became prosperous cities with less crime.

10.9.4 The Industrial Growth of the Late 19th Century: Caring for Society’s
Vulnerable Members (2020-11-22 15:57)

Between the end of the Civil War in 1865 and the end of the 19th century in 1900, a dramatic
expansion in the U.S. economy provided for four massive benefits: an increase in well-paying
industrial jobs; a decrease in the price of consumer goods; more charitable contributions to
help the poor; and philanthropy to grow educational and social institutions.
The word ‘philanthropy’ refers to voluntary donations.
The industrial growth involved industries like steel, railroads, coal, petroleum, and the new
communication technology: the telephone. These businesses were created and led, in typical
American fashion, by immigrants. Two examples stand out: Andrew Carnegie and Alexander
Graham Bell. They came to the United States in poverty, having left their homes for opportu-
nities.
As these companies grew, thousands of jobs were created, giving new chances both to the
urban poor and the rural poor. Many workers were able to move up from poverty.
At the same time, new manufacturing technologies reduced the prices on many ordinary prod-
ucts, allowing families to experience a higher standard of living, being able to afford better and
more goods.
Industrialists like Andrew Carnegie earned millions of dollars, but refused to live an extravagant
lifestyle of wealth. Instead, he donated millions of dollars to schools, museums, hospitals,
universities, and libraries. He wrote:
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This, then, is held to be the duty of the man of wealth: First, to set an example
of modest, unostentatious living, shunning display; to provide moderately for the
legitimate wants of those dependent upon him; and after doing so to consider all
surplus revenues which come to him simply as trust funds, which he is strictly bound
as a matter of duty to administer in the manner which, in his judgment, is best
calculated to produce the most beneficial results for the community – the man of
wealth thus becoming the mere trustee and agent for his poorer brethren, bringing
to their service his superior wisdom, experience and ability to administer.

Carnegie understood an important economic principle. Voluntary donations by individuals are
the most effective way to address poverty. Government programs, which were almost nonex-
istent during the late 1800s anyway, are inefficient and unproductive.
So it was, then, that charitable efforts to help the poor grew during this era, fueled in part
by spiritual motives. Three major social institutions were religious organizations which were
effective in addressing poverty: The International Red Cross was founded in 1863 and the
American Red Cross in 1881; the British YMCA in 1844 and the American YMCA in 1851; and
the British Salvation Army in 1865 and the American Salvation Army in 1880. All of these
organizations proclaimed that they operated on the Christian principle of offering help to all
people, regardless of race or religion.
Industrial growth made society more humane and more able to offer help to those in need.
What kind of economic expansion made such charity possible? Historian Wilfred McClay ex-
plains:

Hundreds of thousands of patents were granted during this dynamic economic period
of American history. There were too many important advances in technology in this
era to be able to enumerate them all here, but a few deserve mention. An advance
that occupies a category by itself involved themanufacture of steel, which is iron with
1–2 percent carbon added, a material that combines the hardness of cast iron with
the toughness of wrought iron. Steel is superior to iron for most purposes, particularly
railroad tracks, girders for tall buildings and bridges, and machine tools, but was too
expensive to manufacture until the 1855 invention in Great Britain of the Bessemer
process, which revolutionized steel production. The numbers tell the story; from
77,000 tons of steel produced in 1870, the number had made an astronomical leap
to 11.4 million tons in 1900. By then, Pittsburgh had become the iron and steel
capital of the United States, mostly due to the abundant coal deposits in the western
Pennsylvania area. Its most prominent entrepreneurial figure was Andrew Carnegie,
a poor Scottish immigrant who rose from working as a bobbin boy in a textile mill to
becoming the titan of the steel industry.

Science and technology led the way for this economic expansion. The development of new
manufacturing techniques did more than increase the amount of iron and steel produced. In-
dustrial development funded schools for children who otherwise would have no education. It
funded hospitals for those who otherwise would receive substandard care.

10.9.5 Andrew Carnegie Develops Effective Ways to Reduce Poverty
(2020-11-23 12:37)

The life story of Andrew Carnegie is not only amazing, but also reveals economic principles
which society can use to help those who are at the bottom of the economic system. Andrew
©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com 361



BlogBook 10.9. NOVEMBER

Carnegie had two disadvantages: he was an immigrant, and he had no money.
In 1848, he came to the United States with his family. His first job was working, at age 12, in
a textile factory. He worked 12 hours a day, 6 days a week. He earned barely enough money
to stay alive.
Yet he didn’t give up. He was determined to work as hard as he could, and he was determined
to understand the economic system. He not only worked in various factories, but he thought
about how they were organized, and about who paid for the factory to be built, and who paid
for the raw materials that came to the factory. He learned how products were distributed and
sold.
Andrew Carnegie worked his way up in business, and eventually could save enough money to
buy part of a business. Later, he owned his own business. By the time he died in 1919, he was
one of the wealthiest people in America.
Through his own experience, Andrew Carnegie learned that it was possible for an immigrant to
rise from the lower class to the middle class, and eventually to the upper class. He received
no special help, had no privilege, and his family was unable to help him. Yet he succeeded.
Later in life, he wanted to help others who were poor, or were immigrants. He began massive
charitable efforts. He donated money to build hospitals, schools, universities, libraries, and
museums. Poor children received better healthcare and better educations, and had a chance
to work their way up from poverty.
Driven by moral and spiritual convictions, he believed that people with wealth had a responsi-
bility to use that money to improve society for all people. Andrew Carnegie wrote:

Thus is the problem of the rich and poor to be solved. The laws of accumulation
will be left free; the laws of distribution free. Individualism will continue, but the
millionaire will be but a trustee for the poor; entrusted for a season with a part of the
increased wealth of the community, but administering it for the community.

He believed that the hundreds of millions of dollars he had earned were not his to keep. Andrew
Carnegie understood that this money was only his temporarily, and that he was obliged to help
others with it.

The bestminds will thus have reached a stage in the development of the race in which
it is clearly seen that there is no mode of disposing of surplus wealth creditable to
thoughtful and earnest men into whose hands it flows save by using it year by year
for the general good. This day already dawns.

The word ‘philanthropy’ refers, in the words of a common dictionary, to “the desire to promote
the welfare of others, expressed especially by the generous donation of money to good causes.”
Andrew Carnegie helped people by giving away hundreds of millions of dollars.
That’s right: not millions of dollars, not tens of millions of dollars, but hundreds of millions of
dollars. Hospitals, schools, universities, museums, and libraries in dozens of towns and cities
exist still today because of Carnegie’s generosity more than a hundred years ago.
But he helped in other ways, too. His business activities were related primarily to steel. Steel
was and is used to make everything from railroads to cars, from washing machines to airplanes.
Carnegie’s steel business provided thousands of well-paying jobs for working-class people. His
steel company was a path out of poverty for many families.
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The steel he produced also lowered the costs of consumer goods. Over the decades between
1870 and 1900, the price of many ordinary products sank. At the same time, wages were rising.
Lower-class and middle-class families experienced an improvement in their standards of living.
To be sure, Carnegie didn’t do all this by himself. Other leaders were developing other indus-
tries during these same years. Notably, John Rockefeller developed the Standard Oil Company,
which provided similar economic opportunities for workers. Many of these other business lead-
ers, who created prosperity for families across America, were immigrants like Carnegie. Alexan-
der Graham Bell, for example, who created the telephone industry, was also an immigrant who
arrived in the United States with no money.
From Carnegie’s example, it is clear that America offers opportunities to poor immigrants. It is
also clear that successful business leaders can help lower-class families rise up from poverty.

10.10 December

10.10.1 Urbanization in America Between 1865 and 1900: Changing Tech-
nology, Changing Lifestyles (2020-12-07 13:09)

The United States became an independent and sovereign country in 1776, less than 4 % of
the nation’s population lived in cities. By the year 2020, more than 80 % of the people lived in
urban areas. This change affected society, culture, and technology.
When the nation began, the vast majority of citizens lived on farms. They could largely deter-
mine their own schedules. They decided when to chop wood, take care of the animals, tend
the crops in the fields, and do housework. Farming families didn’t often look at their clocks.
Whenmost people began living in cities, their schedule was determined by the starting times of
the schools they attended, the streetcars and trolleys they rode, the opening and closing hours
of stores and shops, and the working hours set by their employers. Clocks became important.
After the Civil War ended in 1865, the urbanization trend accelerated. While cities had grown
slightly until that year, they expanded dramatically afterward.
This sudden growth was due in part to technology.
Farmhouses were rarely more than two stories tall. Early cities often featured five-storied build-
ings, and the invention of the elevator suddenly allowed for ten- and twenty-storied buildings.
Large-scale industrial factories became common in cities after 1865. This created a need for
workers. Thousands of people moved to cities and got jobs in factories.
The need for workers created opportunities for individuals and families to improve their lives. A
steady wage from a factory job, combined with lower prices for ordinary products, lured people
from the poor parts of the country. Prices were lower because industrialization allowed for the
mass production of basic goods, as historian Wilfred McClay writes:

In 1790, 3.3 percent of the population lived in cities, defined as a population of eight
thousand or more. By 1890, that number was 33 percent. The nation grew, but cities
grew faster; the nation’s population increased by 12 times between 1800 and 1890,
but the population of cities increased by 87 times. By 1890, there were not merely six
cities but 448 cities with greater than eight thousand in population. And there were
six metropolises by 1900 with populations totaling more than a half million. Much of
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this growth took place in the postwar years; Chicago tripled its population between
1880 and 1900, while New York grew from two million to three and a half million in
the same years.

People moved to the cities not only from other parts of the United States, but also from other
countries around the world. A new wave of immigrants came to America. Until the Civil War,
most immigrants came from northern and western Europe. They were called the “Old Immi-
gration.”
After the Civil War, people from southern and eastern Europe began coming to America. They
were called the “New Immigration.”
There were also immigrants from Japan and China.
Many immigrants faced difficulties when they first arrived. Some could not speak English.
Others had no money at all. Sometimes, their new neighbors — people who’d already lived in
the United States for a while — were not happy to see them make a new home here.
But in the long run, the advantages outweighed the disadvantages, as Wilfred McClay explains:

Why did they come? Some came for the same reasons that immigrants had always
come to America: to escape the poverty, famine, and religious or political persecu-
tion of their native lands. But many more were pulled to America by its promise
than were pushed to it by the conditions in their homelands. Those who had seen
relatives become successful in America were inclined to follow in their wake, and
in time whole extended families were affected. Real wages were relatively higher
in the United States than in Europe, and burgeoning American industries, ever in
need of fresh sources of unskilled labor, were only too happy to appeal to members
of economically struggling groups in European countries with the promise of steady
employment and an ability to rise in the world. Such companies sought out immi-
grants in their native lands and actively recruited them to come to America and work
in the steel mills and on the railroads. Many did just that.

“In the experiences of these people,” McClay says, industrialization, urbanization, and immigra-
tion converged. To tell the story about why and how large cities grew in America, one must also
tell the story about technological developments, and about immigrants from other nations.
New technology like the electric lights, telephones, and recorded music were a part of these
large, new, and growing cities, as were the people who found opportunities for a better life by
moving into those cities.
By the year 1900, a new way of life — an urban life in which people rode powered streetcars,
spoke on telephones, listened to recorded music, had electric lights after dark — a life which
was scheduled and organized by the operating hours of schools, stores, shops, factories, cable
cars, and trams — was offering serious competition to the agricultural way of life. Life on
a family farm, which had once been the only option for the majority of Americans, was now
merely one option — and a shrinking one at that.

10.10.2 The Spanish-American War Begins (2020-12-10 12:27)

By the late 1890s, the Spanish Empire included Cuba, the Philippine Islands, Guam, and Puerto
Rico, along with various other territories around the world. The people in Cuba wanted to be
independent; they did not wish to remain a colony of Spain.
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In the United States, people read about Cuba’s struggle for freedom. Americans had sympa-
thy for Cuba, because the United States had been England’s colony and had to fight for its
independence, just as Cuba was Spain’s colony and was now fighting for its independence.
Although America had sympathy for Cuba, it did not immediately help Cuba with military aid
in its struggle. Two events would change the minds of Americans: First, newspaper reports
revealed that Spain had begun rounding up Cubans, placing them into concentration camps,
and committing inhumane atrocities. Second, an American battleship parked in a Cuban harbor
met a tragic end.
In January 1898, the naval ship USS Maine was sent to Cuba by President William McKinley. The
ship was there to protect U.S. citizens who were in Cuba, and also to take some or all of those
citizens back to the United States, so that they could be safely away from the fighting in Cuba.
The United States was still not part of the fighting. The ship was in Havana Harbor simply to
protect and transport U.S. citizens. That changed suddenly, as historians Allan Millett and Peter
Maslowski write:

On the night of February 15, 1898, a Marine bugler played “Taps” aboard USS Maine,
anchored in Havana’s harbor since late January. Captain Charles D. Sigsbee, the
ship’s commander, finished writing a letter as the notes drifted off into the evening
stillness. Just as he reached for an envelope, “a bursting, rending, and crashing roar
of immense volume” rocked the ship, which trembled, listed to port, and settled into
the mud. Out of 354 officers and men on board, 266 died in the explosion. What
caused the disaster? No one knew for sure, but one thing was certain: The incident
made war between the United States and Spain more likely.

More than 100 years later, the exact cause of the explosion remains uncertain. Did Spain
attack the ship, fearing that the U.S. would use it to support the Cuba rebels? Did the Cubans
themselves do it, hoping that the U.S. would assume it was done by Spain? Or was it simply
an accident, a mechanical failure in the ship which allowed the coal and gunpowder in the ship
to catch fire?
The ship’s destruction caused increasing tensions between Spain and the United States. In April
1898, the U.S. Congress confirmed a decision that the U.S. would not attempt to annex Cuba.
(To “annex” means to take possession of land: Congress was saying that America wanted Cuba
to be free and independent, and not controlled by the U.S.) At the same time, Congress also
said that Spain must stop its military aggression toward Cuba. This was an application of the
Monroe Doctrine.
In that same month, as a response, Spain declared war on the United States. The Spanish-
American War had begun.
The war was brief. It ended in August 1898.
At war’s end, Cuba became a free and independent nation, and would enjoy that freedom for
the next sixty years, until it was taken over by the international communist conspiracy.
Spain also surrendered three other territories to the U.S.: Guam, the Philippines, and Puerto
Rico.
The United States developed a plan to make the Philippines into its own independent country,
so that it would not be a part of the United States.
In the United States at the time, there was a strong anti-imperialist political movement, which
argued that America should help small nations become independent, and that America should
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not try to annex these small nations. So, when America had a chance to take over Cuba and
the Philippines, it didn’t. Instead, it helped those nations become their own countries.
Guam and Puerto Rico, on the other hand, remained part of the United States.
The Spanish-American War was brief: it lasted less than four months. But it changed the world,
and today places like Guam, Cuba, The Philippines, and Puerto Rico are still shaped by this war.
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11.1.1 Redesigning the Military: America at the Turn of the Century
(2021-01-14 13:23)

In the late 1800s, the United States had to choose how much money to spend on its navy, and
how much on its army. Did the nation need a large army, or a large navy, or both?
Encouraged by the Monroe Doctrine, America had taken on the role, repeatedly, of defending
smaller nations in South America and in Central America from the imperialism of powerful Asian
and European nations. Likewise, America defended some islands in the Pacific.
It seemed, therefore, that a large navy was the most useful form of military power. So American
political leaders focused on paying for large and powerful fleets of battleships to be built. The
following paragraph from a history books talks about this time around the turn of the century:

With uncharacteristic restraint, Theodore Roosevelt assessed American military pol-
icy at the dawn of a new century: “I believe we intend to build up a good navy, but
whether we build up even a respectable little army or not I do not know; and if we
fail to do so, it may well be that a few years hence ... we shall have to learn a bitter
lesson....” Even though he had more insight into world politics than most of his coun-
trymen, Roosevelt could not have predicted in 1900 that in less than two decades
the United States would be embroiled in a world war or even that the nation would
enter that war with standing forces beyond the imagination of policymakers in the
nineteenth century.

As military technology modernized, the navy went from wooden ships to steel ships, from
medium-sized ships to huge battleships, and from sailing ships to ships with powerful engines.
The increased sophistication required “standing” military forces.
A “standing” navy or a “standing” army means having a large number of trained soldiers and
sailors, and equipment for them, even during years of peace when there is no warfare. The op-
posite of a “standing” military is to have very few soldiers and sailors, and very little equipment,
and then to try to get all of that together quickly when a war begins.
Because of the increasing complexity of military systems, it was not possible to quickly assem-
ble an army and a navy on short notice. The nation needed to keep soldiers, sailors, and their
equipment ready at all times.
The vast distances across the Atlantic and Pacific oceans kept America safe from attacks on
the east coast and the west coast. Good relationships with Canada and Mexico kept America
safe from the north and the south. Although there had been tensions and brief skirmishes
with Mexico, there had been no threat of real war with Mexico for nearly a century. The United
States felt that it did not need a large army to defend itself. It would rely on a navy for defense.
Officers in the army and navy gained knowledge about their equipment, and about tactical
ways to use that equipment. This required the political leaders to trust the military more,
©2021 am-hist-01.blogspot.com 367



BlogBook 11.1. JANUARY

because the politicians could not be expected to understand the technical details about the
equipment and its use.
The political leader kept control over when and where the military would be used: this is called
“civilian control” because a political leader is not allowed to be a member of the military, and
the military leaders are not allowed to be elected to government offices. Military leaders were
and are not engaged in the political process, and remain neutral in elections and in debates
between political parties. Both Democrats and Republicans can trust the military, because it
is neutral. Here’s another paragraph from a history book:

However inadequate those forces were, they represented a fundamental change in
American policy. The shift in policy produced an essential dependence upon a stand-
ing battlefleet to protect the United States from foreign invasion and reduced depen-
dence upon coastal defense artillery and fortifications, backed by military forces. It
also increased dependence upon the Navy and the regular Army for military tasks
beyond the continental United States. At the same time, the political elite gained
increased confidence in the skill and political neutrality of the Army and Navy officer
corps and became more willing to institutionalize military advice and accept military
professionalism as compatible with civilian control. Both groups shared an interest
in the reform of the militia as the nation’s reserve force for land operations and the
creation of federal reserve forces for both naval and military mobilization in case of
a major war. They also urged the accelerated application of new technology to mili-
tary operations, especially improved ordnance, the internal combustion engine, the
airplane, and electronic communications.

From the early history of the United States, going back to the 1770s, reserve forces called “mili-
tias” had been maintained by local governments: by cities, counties, and states. As a result
of the higher levels of technology, there was a trend toward having the national government
supervise and organize reserve forces. This allowed the reserves to be trained and equipped
in the same way across the entire nation, so that when needed, soldiers from Massachusetts
could work efficiently with soldiers from Wisconsin, and soldiers from Connecticut could work
efficiently with soldiers from Minnesota, for example.
As civilian political leaders trustedmilitary officers, and worked with them, both groups saw that
planning and developing for new technology would be an important feature of themilitary in the
future. Horses would be replaced by trucks and tanks. Hand-carried notes would be replaced by
telephones, telegraphs, and radio. Airplanes would play an important role in modern warfare.
The United States had nomajor wars between the end of the Civil War in 1865 and the beginning
of World War One in 1914. The Spanish-American war had been a small operation. Even though
there were no big wars during this era, the American military was redesigned into a more
modern organization, both in terms of technology, and in terms of its management, planning,
and administration.

11.1.2 Not Fast Enough: North American Colonies Want Quicker Action To-
ward Abolition (2021-01-25 17:33)

By the mid 1600’s, the thirteen British colonies in North America had developed their own
identity. From 1607, when Jamestown was founded as an English outpost, and saw itself as
nothing more, to the 1650s, when Roger Williams was the leader of the abolitionist colony of
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Rhode Island, the “colonists” became “Americans.” While they saw themselves as part of the
British Empire — indeed, the appeals made to London in the early 1770s were appeals made
on the basis of British citizenship — they began also to see themselves as Americans.
From the earliest moments of this identity and its formation, Africans and African-Americans
were part of it. Not only were people of African descent, but also, and especially, free Africans
were integral to the new concept of “American.”
By 1641, at the latest, free Africans were understood as having a status which was different
and separate from enslaved people. The contrast of “free” Africans to enslaved Africans con-
tained within itself the seeds of a powerful anti-slavery movement which would emerge within
a decade, as historian Paul Heinegg documents:

When they arrived in Virginia, Africans joined a society that was divided between
master and white servant, a society with such contempt for white servants that mas-
ters were not punished for beating them to death. They joined the same households
with white servants — working, eating, sleeping, getting drunk, and running away
together. Some of these first African slaves became free. John Geaween (Gowen),
“a negro servant,” was free by 1641. Francis Payne of Northampton County paid
for his freedom about 1650 by purchasing three white servants for his master’s use.
Emanuell Cambow (Cumbo), “Negro,” was granted fifty acres in James City County in
1667. John Harris, “negro,” was free by 1668 when he purchased fifty acres in York
County.

The fact that “free” Africans — and even at this early stage, it is reasonable to speak of them
as African-Americans — were able to marry, own land, be named as owners of property in legal
documents, and even interact in the larger, English-dominated society, fanned the flames of
the abolitionist movement.
The abolitionists pointed to the fact that the free Blacks were acknowledged as having the full
legal status of persons. Enslaved Blacks, the abolitionists reasoned, were therefore logically
also fully persons in an legal or moral sense, and slavery therefore a violation of their status
as persons.
As free Africans grew in number, and further established themselves in society, their very
existence was fuel to the anti-slavery movement. Paul Heinegg reports:

A number of men and women of African descent living on the Eastern Shore gained
their freedom in the seventeenth century. There were at least thirty-three African
Americans in Northampton County in the 1670s who were free, later became free,
or had free children. They represented one-third of the taxable African Americans
in the county. By the mid-seventeenth century, some free African Americans were
beginning to be assimilated into colonial Virginia society. Many were the result of
mixed-race marriages. Francis Payne was married to a white woman named Amy
by September 1656 when he gave her a mare by deed of jointure. Elizabeth Key,
a “Mulatto” woman whose father had been free, successfully sued for her freedom
in Northumberland County in 1656 and married her white attorney, William Green-
sted. Francis Skiper was married to Ann, a African American woman, before February
1667/8 when they sold land in Norfolk County. Peter Beckett, a “Negro” slave taxable
from 1671 to 1677 in Northampton County, married Sarah Dawson, a white servant.
Hester Tate, an English woman servant inWestmoreland County, had several children
by her husband James Tate, “a Negro slave to Mr. Patrick Spence,” before 1690.
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Among the thirteen colonies, there were regional variations. While Virginia, generally reckoned
to be a “southern” colony, was home to free Blacks by, at the latest, 1641, the northern colonies
tended to be more energetic in their abolitionist tendencies than some of the southern colonies,
as Paul Heinegg notes:

The history of free African Americans families in colonial New York and New Jersey is
quite different from Virginia and North Carolina. Most were descended from slaves
freed by the Dutch West India Company between 1644 and 1664 or by individual
owners.

The abolitionist movement was not patient. It quickly took action. While seeing themselves as
British subjects, the colonists perceived British headway toward ending slavery as too slow. In
a truly revolutionary step, Roger Williams, a pastor and theologian, led the Rhode Island colony
to abolish slavery, as John Barry explains:

Rhode Island demonstrated that the seeds Williams had planted had taken deep root,
and that the plantation believed in freedom as a principle. It outlawed slavery — an
extraordinary action, likely the first in the world, and a reflection of the beliefs of both
Williams and Gorton. On May 23, 1652, the Rhode Island General Assembly passed
the following law.

Roger Williams was involved in a variety of spiritual groups: the Anglican Church, the Puritan
Separatists known as Pilgrims, and the Baptists. While he was connected to each of these
groups, he was not clearly a member of any of them. Rather, he sought to pursue the clearest
form of the Christian faith that he could find.
It was his goal of genuine Christianity that caused Roger Williams to steadfastly oppose slavery.
Under his influence, the colony of Rhode Island adopted the following law:

Whereas, there is a common course practiced amongst English men to buy “negers,”
to that end they may have them for service or slaves forever; for the preventing of
such practices among us, let it be ordered, that no black mankind or white be forced
to covenant bond or otherwise to serve any man or his assignes longer than ten
years, or until they come to be twenty four years of age if they be taken in under
fourteen, from the time of their coming within the liberties of this Colony; and at the
end or term of ten years to set them free, as the manner is with the English servants.
And that man that will not let them go free or shall sell him away elsewhere to that
end that they may be enslaved to others for a longer time, he or they shall forfeit to
the Colony forty pounds.

As historian John Barry notes, “the law was never repealed.” More than two hundred years
before the U.S. Civil War, before Abraham Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation, and before
the Thirteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, free Blacks had established themselves as
part of North American society, and their presence had energized the abolitionist movement
to the point that it outpaced British steps toward ending slavery.
It is a deep historical irony that the North American colonies, and later the United States, had
at first moved faster than England toward abolishing slavery. It is ironic because England later
achieved this goal ahead of America: England and the British Empire ended slavery decades
before the United States did.
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In 1815, the Vienna Congress ended slavery in much of territories controlled by Britain and by
various European nations. While slavery was not an institution in Britain, and not an institution
in Europe, it existed in other parts of the world where Britain and Europe had influence.
So it was that between 1815 and the final actions taken Prime Minister WilliamWilburforce, slav-
ery was ended in those parts of the world controlled by European or British interests. Wilbur-
force had led a series of Parliamentary actions against slavery from 1807 to 1834.
Slavery in the United States did not end until the Emanicpation Proclamation of 1863 and the
war’s end in 1865.
The end of slavery in the United States motivated other nations to end slavery: Brazil ended
slavery in 1888, Cuba in 1886, Madegascar in 1896, Egypt in 1904, China in 1909, Thailand in
1905, Morocco in 1925, and Yemen in 1962.

11.1.3 Woodrow Wilson: Progressivism Fuels Racism and Racism Fuels Pro-
gressivism (2021-01-28 14:20)

One man has served as a symbol for two things: Woodrow Wilson is a symbol for the Progres-
sivist movement, and he is a symbol for egregious racism. Harvard Professor Gautam Mukunda
writes that Wilson’s “extreme racism” led him to “views and actions” that were and are “ab-
horrent.”
When President Theodore Roosevelt invited Booker T. Washington to dine at the White House
— the dinner took place in October 1901 — Woodrow Wilson was furious, and reacted by using
hateful and inappropriate racial epithets. Wilson’s vulgar language was unacceptable by the
social standards of his era, as Gautam Mukunda explains:

He discouraged Black students from attending Princeton and segregated the (previ-
ously integrated) federal workforce.

Wilson’s racism was perhaps the most obvious feature of his leadership of the Progressive
movement, but it was not the only one. Other features of his career and his policies including
violating the free speech rights of millions of Americans: During WW1, anyone who opposed
Wilson’s actions could be arrested for merely expressing an opinion.

In fact, however, Wilson’s record as President was disastrous, and his failures were
the foreseeable products of his own shortcomings, not difficult circumstances or bad
luck.

Wilson’s attitudes and actions were an extension of Progressivism and of the Democratic Party.
Wilson was supported and elected by a movement and by a party that gave in to its deepest
desires.
As a candidate, Wilson was an impressive speaker and writer, giving the impression that he was
wise and intelligent, and that he would make thoughtful decisions. The record of his choices,
however, proved problematic.

But his flaws stretch beyond bigotry. Understanding how someone like him could
become President illuminates a common but all too often devastating mistake made
in leader selection — picking someone based on their perceived talent instead of
their real record. This creates the potential for a high impact, but often disastrous,
leader.
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Wilson was shockingly unprepared. He had never been employed in any kind of business. He
had no military experience. His one attempt at real, for-profit activity, had been to try to start
a law firm. It went bankrupt in less than a year.

Wilson was the least experienced person ever elected President. When he received
the nomination his only political experience was 18months as Governor of New Jersey.
He was a darling of Progressives because of his attempted reforms at Princeton. He
passed significant reforms as Governor, but so alienated the legislature’s Democrats
— his own party — that they worked to elect Republicans in the 1911 legislative
election just to harm Wilson.

His racism and his disregard for individual political liberty made Woodrow Wilson a rockstar
among the Progressives and in the Democratic Party. A small handful of Democrats under-
stood Wilson’s lack of leadership skills, but the majority of people in his party were unaware of
Wilson’s poor management habits.

Wilson’s rhetorical skills and popularity with Progressives nonetheless made him a
candidate for the Democratic nomination. Although he was not expected by anyone
— including himself — to win, after 45 ballots a series of backroom maneuvers threw
him the nomination.

“The bigotry that stained his presidency” was only one of Wilson’s flaws. “Wilson’s Presidency
was tumultuous” and included

raids by his Attorney General, A. Mitchell Palmer, which interned thousands of people
without trials. The most important events, however, were unquestionably America’s
entry into the First World War and Wilson’s role in the peace negotiations afterwards.
His failed attempt to secure Senate ratification of the Treaty of Versailles and Ameri-
can entry into the League of Nations crippled the League and the post-war settlement,
setting the stage for the Second World War.

Woodrow Wilson was not only a bitter racist; he not only disregarded individual political liberty;
he also was temperamental and highly defensive about any form of criticism or dissent regard-
ing his own views or actions. Not only did he reject criticism from the Republican Party, but
he reacted in extreme ways to even the slightest questioning from within his own Democratic
Party or from within his own Progressivist movement. His ego was large and fragile; he was a
“prima donna.”

11.2 February

11.2.1 Quickly Modernized: The U.S. Army During WW1 (2021-02-16 15:13)

The U.S. Congress, persuaded by President Woodrow Wilson, declared war in April 1917. The
first small groups of American soldiers arrived in Europe in June of that year. By October,
enough U.S. soldiers were in France to have a significant impact on the fighting.
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Most of the American Expeditionary Force (AEF) was employed in France alongside British and
French units. They faced the Germans on the Western Front. The actions of the AEF decisively
tipped the balance of the war, ensuring a quick end to the fighting and a defeat for the Germans.
The AEF was composed mainly of units from the U.S. Army, but also included U.S. Marine Corps
units, as well as a few units from the U.S. Navy. General John Pershing was in command of the
entire AEF, as historians Allan Millett and Peter Maslowski write:

Measured by their own national experience, Pershing and his staff viewed the AEF’s
accomplishments with awe and pride. When the war ended, 1.3 million Americans
had served at the front in twenty-nine combat divisions. These troops had provided
the margin in numbers that allowed the Allies to grind the German army into surren-
der.

American involvement in WW1 coincided with a global pandemic. The number of soldiers who
died from the virus was greater than the number who died in combat.
The bulk of the U.S. force arrived at the beginning of 1918. The entire war, from June 1914 to
November 1918, lasted approximately 52 months. The AEF was greatly involved for approxi-
mately 11 months, or about 21 % of the war.

In 200 days of combat, the Americans had lost 53,402 men killed in action or died
of wounds. Over 200,000 more were wounded in action. Disease deaths, largely
associated with the flu epidemic of 1918, claimed the lives of another 57,000 soldiers
at home and abroad.

The United States Civil War had ended in 1865. For over fifty years, there had not been a major
war. While WW1 involved the use of far more ammunition than the Civil War, but far fewer
combat deaths.
Of the various engagements which the AEF experienced, the most significant was the Meuse-
Argonne Offensive. Almost all of the AEF fighting happened in France.

As amateur Civil War historians, some of Pershing’s officers could not help drawing
comparisons with their Army’s heroic past. In area and type of terrain, the Meuse-
Argonne operation resembled the Battle of the Wilderness in 1864. There the simi-
larities ended, as the AEF’s struggle made the Wilderness pale by comparison. The
Wilderness lasted four days, the Meuse-Argonne forty-seven. The Union Army fought
with 100,000 men, the AEF with 1.2 million. In the course of the campaign Pershing’s
artillerymen fired a tonnage of munitions that exceeded the totals fired by the entire
Union Army during the course of the Civil War. gm About half the total AEF casualties
occurred in the Meuse-Argonne.

Because the total number of casualties sustained by the U.S. Army was small fraction of the
deaths sustained by British, German, French, and Russian armies, and because the AEF had
been engaged in combat for only a fifth of the total duration of the war, the major European
nations regarded the U.S. as a minor player in the war, and therefore thought that the U.S.
should have only a minor role in the writing of the peace treaties that would determine the
postwar world.
The Treaty of Versailles is the most famous peace agreement, and did much to shape interna-
tional relations going forward from 1919. But there were several other treaties which answered
some of the questions which Versailles left open.
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As Woodrow Wilson learned at Versailles, however, the Allies did not view the Amer-
ican achievements and sacrifices with similar reverence. In a four-and-a-half-year
war that claimed the lives of 8 million soldiers, the United States fought late and at
relatively small cost.

The United States had spent billions of dollars on WW1, and was left with a massive debt at the
end of the war. Not only was the U.S. effort underappreciated by the European powers, but it
was also not well understood by the American public at home.

Few Americans had any military experience, and none had experienced a war as massive and
as technologically advanced as WW1. The public was informed mainly, almost exclusively,
by newspaper accounts of the fighting in France, and could not conceptualize the difficulties
entailed in this type of war, as Allen Millett and Peter Maslowski write:

Despite its profligate mobilization, the United States bore only one-fifth of the Allies’
war costs. Quickly forgetting their relief at the arrival of the AEF’s big divisions in
1918, Allied generals minimized the American contribution to the final victory. The
Germans convinced themselves after the war that they had been defeated by the
war-weary revolutionaries at home and the British at the front. As the AEF’s gener-
als expected, few of their countrymen appreciated the scope and complexity of the
American war effort.

Historians in later years were able to appreciate the crucial role which the U.S. played in the
war.

If the AEF had a pivotal role in the war, the war also had a major role in the history of the U.S.
Army. In a short period of time, the army was modernized. Prior to WW1, technologies like
airplanes, machine guns, tanks, poison gas, etc., were marginally present, if at all, in the U.S.
military.

Yet for all the AEF’s problems, its role in the Allied victory was crucial, and the Amer-
icans who fought in France, professionals and citizen-soldiers alike, knew they had
participated in a critical turning point in their nation’s military history. They had gone
to Europe, and they had fought a mass, industrialized war with allies against a mod-
ern national army noted for its expertise. “Over there,” they had seen the face of
future war.

A song titled “Over There” was popular during the war, referring to the scene of the action in
France. The physical distance — thousands of miles — between the homes of Americans and
the battlefields of WW1 was matched by the developmental distance traversed by the army:
from a nineteenth-century military centered around the horse to a twentieth-century military
centered around mechanized warfare.

American soldiers returned homewith both physical and psychological scars. Some additionally
suffered lifelong neurological damage from poison gas attacks. The ordinary soldier may not
have understood the historical development in which he’d participated, but he understood the
trauma and horror of having witnessed the violent loss of life on a massive scale.
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11.3 March

11.3.1 Why the Allies Fought: The Deeper Meanings of the WW2 Conflict
(2021-03-19 13:12)

The Second World War was a global conflict between two groups of nations, but it was also a
conflict between two economic systems, and two political ideologies.

On one side, there was the oppression and subjugation of nations: In Japan, the imperialist,
nationalist, and militarist leaders, headed by Tojo, controlled the nation, to the detriment of
ordinary Japanese people. In Italy, Mussolini’s fascists imposed conformity on the Italian people.
In Russia, Stalin’s Soviet Socialism extracted compliance from citizens by terrorizing them.
Hitler’s National Socialism enslaved the entire German nation and forced it to obey decrees
from the government and from the party.

The people of Japan, Italy, Russia, and Germany were tyrannized by, in the words of Howard
Zinn, “imperialism, racism, totalitarianism,” and “militarism.” The ideologies inflicted “un-
speakable evil” on their own people, and then proceeded to make other nations the victims of
their aggression.

England and France, joined later by the United States, were “fighting against racist totalitari-
anism,” as historian Mary Grabar explains. In the United States, African-Americans read and
heard about Japan’s vicious racial hatred toward the Koreans and the Chinese. Black people
in America absorbed this information with mixed emotions: they knew only too well the pain
of such oppression, and felt a kinship with the Chinese and Koreans; many African-Americans
were eager to join the U.S. military and liberate the victims of racism.

But Black people in the United States also knew that their own journey to legal equality was
not yet over. Although slavery had been gone for seventy-eight years, measuring the span
from the Empancipation Proclamation to Pearl Harbor, the final fulfillment of civil rights for
African-Americans had not arrived by 1941.

Black Americans had made gains in those seventy-eight years, and they wanted to help op-
pressed people in other nations acquire those same gains; but Black Americans also wanted to
continue their advancement to complete the last few steps toward full legal equality. The ser-
vice of African-Americans in the U.S. military would yield a double benefit: not only would Black
soldiers help to liberate the victims of National Socialism, but they would advance toward a
better status by means of their military service. It was in the U.S. Army that African-Americans
would attain more civil rights.

Not simply capitalism, but rather specifically free-market capitalism defeated the forces of Na-
tional Socialism, Soviet Socialism, and Fascism. The free enterprise system was more flexible,
more efficient, and more productive than the economic systems of Axis powers. So it was
that Allies, which by war’s end included more than a dozen other countries, had economic
advantages which were as important as the military ones.

Both politically and economically, the Allies came out of a long-standing cultural tradition which
embraced equality and liberty. Writing about the U.S. war effort, Howard Zinn notes that “it was
a war waged by a government whose chief beneficiary” was the ordinary citizen. By contrast,
in Japan and Soviet Russia, “a wealthy elite” benefited from, and controlled, the government.

Japan’s war effort was “fought to benefit plutocrats,” as Mary Grabar notes. The aim of colo-
nized eastern Asia was built around the desire for raw materials: oil, iron, steel, coal, etc.
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Because the U.S. economy was structured around opportunity, motivated workers were able
to outperform and outproduce other nations. Once the debate between the isolationists and
interventionists had been resolved, entrepreneurship, creativity, and inventiveness flourished
in the American business world.

Once the order was given to increase production for armaments and other military
supplies, American factories were able to get close enough to meeting President
Roosevelt’s “seemingly impossible yearly production goals” to vaunt the Allies to
victory, according to Victor Davis Hanson. The United States had “over twelve million
in uniform,” but “suffered only about 416,000 combat casualties,” which was just
slightly above “3 percent of those enrolled in the military” and was “proportionally
the fewest combat casualties of the major powers.” American industries might have
helped save American lives and win the war.

Japan’s attack on the U.S. Navy at Pearl Harbor in December 1941 was a clarifying moment.
The isolationists and interventionists united, and, as Howard Zinn writes, “almost all Americans
were now in agreement — capitalists, Communists, Democrats, Republicans, poor, rich, and
middle class — that this was indeed a people’s war.”
Because the Allies had not only superior military, technological, and economic resources, but
rather also a cultural foundation of equality and liberty — admittedly not always perfectly
fulfilled — the war’s end meant not only the defeat of the opposing countries, but rather also
“a blow to imperialism, racism, totalitarianism, militarism, in the world.”
Black people in the United States saw that the war effort, the effort to stop the aggression of
National Socialism and Fascism, would not only contribute to the liberation of oppressed peo-
ples in other countries, but it would also be instrumental in obtaining civil rights. As historian
Mary Grabar writes, “African Americans were fighting for the right to fight.”

Years before the United States entered the war, black leaders were supporting bills
by Congressman Hamilton Fish to expand the opportunities for African Americans in
the military beyond the support services to which they were relegated. The exploits
of black soldiers in the Civil War, the Indian Wars, the Mexican-American War, and
in the Philippines were the subjects of lectures by black leaders that boosted the
pride and morale of African Americans and also provided arguments for equal rights.
In World War II, Africans Americans would once again exhibit their fighting ability,
beginning with Dorie Miller on the shipWest Virginia in Pearl Harbor rushing to wield
an anti-aircraft gun (in spite of having been denied combat training), to the Tuskegee
Airmen and the 761st Tank Battalion, the original “Black Panthers.” During 183 days
of combat in the last two years of the war, the 761st “captured or liberated more
than 30 major towns and four airfields,” “pierced the Siegfried line into Germany
and fought in the Battle of the Bulge,” and liberated “at least one concentration
camp, the Gunskirchen camp in Austria.”

The 761st Tank Battalion received the Distinguished Unit Citation.
Hope for advancement were rewarded when General Eisenhower, defying the segregationist
edicts of FDR and of FDR’s Secretary of War, Henry Stimson. During the Battle of the Bulge in
late 1944 and early 1945, Eisenhower needed maximum flexibility as he deployed and rede-
ployed various units within the U.S. Army.
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Roosevelt’s and Stimson’s segregation rules hampered Eisenhower’s ability to use his troops
effectively. Violating the rules, Eisenhower assigned troops to various parts of the battle, re-
gardless of their race. It was a major achievement in civil rights, as Black soldiers were able
to fill new roles in the army, obtaining higher ranks and higher pay, and proving their skill and
courage in combat.
After the war, African Americans voted enthusiastically for Eisenhower when he ran in the
presidential elections of 1952 and 1956. Eisenhower, in turn, invited Martin Luther King to the
White House.
Eisenhower worked with MLK and with Vice President Nixon to lobby Congress for the 1957 Civil
Rights Act. They were successful, and together, the three of them also lobbied for the 1960
Civil Rights Act.
In WW2, the United States not only defeated the racism of Japan and of the Nazis, but they
also advanced the cause of civil rights for African Americans.
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