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PREFACE

National security 1s a vital concern
increasingly shared by young people and
adults alike. In a world of opposing values
and interests, armed nations continue to
scek control over their own affairs and to
influence others. And as the human race

has developed the capacity for self-
annihilation through weapons of mass
destruction, so o have average citizens

begun to think seriously about the threat
of nuclear war and a wide array of accom-
panying issues.

In the American system of govern-
nent, it is imperative that citizens under-
stand and participate constructively in the
debates about public issues, and especially
those that so vitally affect the entire
human race. Yet it has been these very
issues that many have felt least able to
influence, since they thought that only
"experts" could understand the complexities
of security policy.

To prepare for citizen participation,
individuals must develop the knowledge and
the skills necessary to be responsible
citizens. Since the turn of the century
citizen education has been the main pur-
pose of the social studies curriculum.
There can be no more vital public policy
issue in that curriculum than the question
of our survival and well-being in the nu-
clear age. Consenuently social studies edu-
cators recognize their special obligation
for preparing students for meaningful
participation in today’s world.

The National Security in the Nuclear
Age (NSNA) Project has been designed to
provide for the systematic inclusion of the
subject of national security into American
high schools. The first steps undertaken to
meet this goal were the development of
instructional materials for the social stud-
ies curriculum and the training of educa-
tors in both the content and pedagogy of
national security studies as it relates to
the curriculum,

From its inception in 1983 NSNA has
closely collaborated with those responsible
for implementing new ideas in the class-

room. Secondary school teachers and
curriculum specialists, including social
studies consultants of state education

agencies, have been continuously involved
in the planning and development of NSNA
activities. In June 1983, representatives
from 43 state education agencies met with
the NSNA leadership to assess the state

of education about national security and
to give advice about school needs. This
group of statewide leaders and other

social studies educators have continued to
provide valuable input into how univer-
sity-generated knowledge in both national
security studies and educational change
strategies can best be applied in assisting
schools to do a better job of teaching
sccial studies.

Major activities of NSNA have
carried out with the support of the
Foundation (International Affairs Pro-
gram) which funded the meetings with
education leaders and the development of
the six print products found ir this
series. Additional support has been re-
ceived from the W. Alton Jones Founda-
tion to build upon the initial efforts of
NSNA, specifically w0 create a plan for a
national center that will allow The Ohio
State University’s Mershon Center, the
home of NSNA, to provide a comprehen-
sive and continuing program of support
activities for educators across the nation.

Two types of instructional materials
have been developed by the NSNA Pro-
ject. One of them, Essentials of National
Security: A _Conceptual _Guidebook for
Teachers, has been written by national
security specialists and ic dJesigned prin-
cipally as a teacher rescurce. It provides
a conceptual outline of he field of se-
curity studies, in short, a road map for
the educator who wants to learn about
the field but who brings no special ex-
pertise. The second type of product is a
series of five books, of which this book
is one, each comprising approximately 30
lessons, designed to be infused into stan-
dard high school social studies courses

been
Ford
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{American history, American government,
world history, worid geography and
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the section, "Introduction For Teachers”
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University
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riculum Development for the series John
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helped steer the development process to a
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The goal of all associated with the
NSNA Project has been to help teachers
advance young people’s knowledge and
intellectual skills in preparation for res-
ponsible citizenship. We offer this volume
as one contribution to achieving that
goal.

James E. Harf
William H. Kincade
Richard C. Reray
B. Thomas Trout
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:NTRODUCTION FOR TEACHERS

by Richard C. Remy

This is a book for high school teachers of American history. Teachers of civics or
government will also find this book useful. The book contains 30 lessons for teachers to
use with their students. Each lesson contains material relating to American history and
national security such as a case-study, or a set of data, or excerpts from a primary
source that can be recdily duplicated for student use. Each lessun also contains sugges-
tions for the teacher on how to use the material. Permission is granted t» teachers to

make copies of these lessons for use with their students.

Purpose of the Lessons

The purpose of this bosk is to belp
teachers strengthen education about na-
tional security , concepts and issues in their
Amcrican history course. The lessons pre-
sented here do not duplicate textbook
content. Nor are they presented as a com-
prehensive survey of the field of national
security. Rather, they are designed to
introduce national security ideas and con-
cepts into the classroom by:

o filling gaps in textbook coverage,

e enriching current textbook treatment
of topics relevant to national security,

e enlivening the curriculum with ideas
and infurmation that will help make
American history more interesting and
understandable to students.

The most basic concern of government
is to provide security and safety for
people and their property--security and
protection against foreign powers which
might invade a country or threaten its
vital interests in other ways, and security
against internal subversion. One former
United States Secretary of Defense defines
national security as "The ability to pie-
serve the nation’s physica! integrity and
territory; to maintain its ecenomic rela-
tions with the rest of the world on rea-
sonable terms; to protect its nature, In-
stitutions, and governance from disruption
from outside and to control its borders.”

In today’s world of nuclear weapons,
spy satellites, international terrorists and
huge armies, the task of providing for
national security and the common defense

is critically important. In a democracy
such as ours it requires citizens to have
an understanding of the problems of
national security and an ability t acquire
information, form judgments and make
thoughtful decisions about national secur-
ity policies and issues.

Awareness of the societal need for
citizen competence with regard to
national security issues has been incr.as-
ing. For many years national security had
been considered the narrow preserve of
specialists and policymakers. Knowledge
and background in the subject were con-
sidered too technical even for the most
attentive citizens. let alone high
school students.

This situation has changed. There has
been growing recognition among
specialists and policymakers that as a
democracy the United States cannot
successfully plan for its =ecurity in to-
day’s world without broad citizen support
and responsible participation in policy
processes by an informed public. This
recognition has been paralleled by an
increasing awareness among social studies
educatlors that fuliillment of their obliga-
tion for citizenship education in our
global age requires attention to nationa!l
security topics. The lessons in this book
are designed to help teachers meet this
responsibility.

How to Use the Lessons

This book contains 30 "Lessore.” Each
lesson is a complete instructional activity
designed to introduce particular content

average
aversge
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and/or skills. The lessons are not mtended
to constitute a coherent, separate course
or unit of study. Rather, they are intended
as a large pool of teaching resources
which can be used variously by different
teac' ers o infuse national security topics
into their on-going curriculum. Many
teachers will selent only a few lessons to
supplement given parts of their course.
Others may use & large number of lessons.

Different, choices about how to use the
lessons are possibie because each lesson is
designed to be used singly, without refe-
rence to any other lesson in this volume.
Nearly every lesson can be completed in
one to three class meetings. A very few
lessons might take a little longer to
complete.

Fit With Curriculum

The lessons are designed to help
teachers deal more effectively with topics
relevant to national security that are
rooted in American history. They do not
call upon you, the teacher, to depart sig-
nificantly from you. course objectives and
content. Rather, lessons are organized and
presented to help you link them to the
content of commonly used textbooks.

The lessons are grouped in 6 "Sec-
tions" corresponding to majcr divisions of

subject-matter in the American History
Course. Section I contains four lessons
relevant to the creation of the Constitu-

tion. Section IT has five lessons on topics
associated with the expansion of the na-

tion prior to the Civil War. Section Il
contains three lessons on the Civil War.
Section IV presents six lessons dealing

with the emergence of America as a world
power. Section V includes five lessons
related to World War I and World War 1L
Section VI contains seven lessons relevant
to events since the end of World War IL

Each section contains an “Overvicw for
Teachers”, a brief essay on the national

security dimensions of the historical period
covered by the section.

Format of the Lessons

Each lesson begins with a "Lesson
Plaa and Notes for Teachers." This
material includes a description of the rnain
points or themes of the lesson, the

instructional objectives, and suggested
procedures for teaching the lesson. In
addition, there are suggestions about

connections of each lesson to the content
of textbooks in American history. These
suggestions can provide guidance about
how each lesson can be used to supple-
ment the content of standard textbooks.

The teacher material is followed by
one or more Handouts for students that
can be readily duplicated for student use.
It is expected that teachers will duplicate
and distribute copies of the student
materials to each student. The student
rnaterials always contain exercises and
application activities. Applicatica exer-
cises require students to use .nformation

and ideas presented in the Handout in

order to indicate achievement of lesson
objectives.

A particular lesson may have some
exercises that are quite challenging and

ccmplex. Some teachers may wish to have
all of their students complete all the ap-
plication exercises at the end of a lesson.
However, other teachers may not want o
spend that much time on a given lesson;
so they will use the application activities
selectively. Another alternative is to
assign easier or simpler exercises to the
entire class and to assign r.ore challeng-
ing or complex activities only to more
capable students. Thus, the more
challenging activities would serve to
enrich and extend the learning
experiences of the advanced students,

Steps in Teaching

Little time is needed to prepare to
use a lesson. To teach a lesson, follow
these steps.

e Read the Handouts for students and

the Lesson Plan and Notes for
Teachers.
e Make and distribute copies of th-

student materials.

e Follow the teaching suggestions for
opening, developing, and concluding
the lesson.

The lesson plans are presented as
suggestions, not as prescriptions. The
materials are organized so that you can
easily modify or adapt the lessons and
lesson plans to make them more useful in

13




a particular situation. Furthermore, you
may want to alter lesson plans sc that
they conform to instructional procedures
or strategies with which you are more
comfortable or are able to use more
effectively with your students.

Main Features of the Lessons

The lessons in this book were
developed to meet a set of criteria about
instructional design. These criteria descsibe
the distinctive features of the lessons and
our approach to developing them. The
statements below summarize these criteria.

1. Each lesson deals with content that
complements and fits with secondary
school courses in American history. The
use of these lessons can be justified in
terms of standard curriculum goals and
objecctives because the lessons connect
directly to major topics in the secondary
social studies curriculum.

2. Fach lesson complements but does
not duplicate textbook treatments of
American history. The lessons have been
designed to extend and enrich the subiect
matter found in widely used textbooks
through in-depth study, the use of primary
sources, and other strategies.

3. The content of each lesson is
accurate. National security scholars have
reviewed each lesson for content validity.
Every effort has been made to present
factually accurate informati.a on national
security concepts and relevant historical
events.

4. Each lesson presents national se-
curity in a balanced way that does not
advocate a particular point of wiew. The
lessons apply concepts and ideas from the
academic field of national security studies
to the purposes of citizenship education.
They do not try to advance explicitly or
implicitly one point of view regarding
national security topics as superior to all
others. Rather, they seek to advance stu-
dents’ knowledge of the national security
dimension of American history as well as
their intellectual skii's in preparation for
responsible citizenship.

5. Each lesson should enhance student
understanding of some aspect of national
security. National security i8 a fundamental
concern of any nation. The lessons have
been designed to introduce to the
curriclum national security topics such as

international conflict and cooperat.on,
arms ccmpetition and control, military
strategy, policy-making for national de-
fense, the relations of the military to
society, citizen’s responsibilities to their
nation, and the like.

6. Each lesson includes a clear
statement of purposes and well-organized
content related directly to those pur-
poses. Effective instructional materials
help teachers and learners know what
they are expected to do by clearly stating
the purposes or objectives of teaching
and learning. Furthe:, such materials
structure content logically in terms of
the objectives to be achieved.

7. Each lesson encourages active
learning by requiring the students to
apply knowledge gained to the completion
of various cognitive tasks. Active learning
is the meanii.gful use of knowledge. It
involves organization and interpretation
of information, the construction of valid
generalizations, and appraisal of ideas. To
demonstrate achievement, students must
be able to apply or use facts, ideas, or
skills as .ndicated by lesson objectives.
Fach lesson contains some type of
application exercise, whizch is connected
to the purpose(s) of the lesson.

8. Each lesson presenis content and
learning activities in ways readily useable
by high school students. Social studies
teachers and curriculum supervisors have
reviewed the lessons for instructional
validity; how well the lessons actually
work in the classroom. Every effort has
been made to prepare lessons that are
practical and useable in typical high
school classroom situations.

Other Books in the NSNA Series

This book of lessons is one of five in
a series prepared by the Mershon
Center’s National Security in the Nuclear
Age Project (NSNA). Each of the other
four books contains lessons designed to
supplement a specific social studies
course. The other books of lessons are:

¢ American Government and National
Security

e Economics and National Security

e World History and National Security

e World Geography and National
Security




Many of the lessons in each of these

books would be relevant to courses in
American history. In addition, the project
has prepared a sixth book, Essentials of

ationg rity; C ] idebook

for _Teachers. This book consists of ten
chapters written expressly for teachers by
leading national security scholars. Each
chapter presents basic concepts of this
academic field related to a particular topic
such as arms control. Taken together, the
ten chapters provide teachers with a con-
ceptual map of national security subjects
and a guide to additional sources of infor-
mation.

A Brief List of Recommended
Books for Teachers

Allison, Graham T., Carnesale, Albert, and

Nye, Joseph S., Jr., eds. Hawks, Doves,

and Owls; An Agenda for Avoiding
Nuclear War. New York: W.W. Norton,
1986. This edited volume addresses
important questions, including how
nuclear war might occur, what the
dangers are, and how they can be
reduced.

Berkowitz, Bruce D. American Security;
Dilemmas for a Modern Democray. New
Haven, Connecticut: Yale University
Press, 1986. Berkowitz discusses the

significant limits placed on democratic
societies in achieving national securi-
ty, including a number of important
issues including NATO, the realities of
U.S. politics, and intelligence errors.

Blacker, Coit D. and Dufey, Gloria, eds.
International Arms Confrol; Issues and
Agreements, 2nd ed. Stanford, Califor-

nia: Stanford University Press, 1984.
This is a description and an insightful
history of erms ~ontrol. Especially
helpful is it5 eviensive appendix that
includes the actual texts of many
agreements,

Chaliand, Gerard, and Rageau, Jean-

Pierre. r ic Atlas: mparati

Geopolitics _of the World’s Powers, 2nd
ed. New Vork: Harper & Kow, 1983.
This striking multicolored atlas begins
with a quote from Napoleon, "The
policy of a state lies in its

geography." That sentiment sums up

Chaliand and Rageau’s volume. The
main portion is dedicated to geo-
graphical factors relating to the
“Security Perception of the U.S,,

USSR, and Regional and Middle Pow-
ers.” Also included are sections on
historical context of the contem-
porary world, eccrnomic data, and the
military balance. An excellent
resource for both classroom and
teachers preparation.

Gaddis, John L. Strategies of Contain-
ment: A Critical raisal of r
American National _Security Policy.

New York: Oxford University Press,
1982. This thorough history of U.S.-
Soviet relations traces the issue of
containment through the postwar era.
It is a well documented and some-
times technical history that is read-
able and interesting.

Harf, James E., Kincade, William H., and

Trout, B. Thomas, eds. Essentials of
National rity; A Conc ] i

for Teachers. Columbus, Ohio:
Mershon Center, forthcoming. This is
part of the National Security in the

Nuclear Age Oeries. Written speci-
fically for high school teachers by
national security specialists, its elev-

en chapters form a balai.ced perspec-
tive on the basic topics of national
security . These include the premises
of naional security, conflict in the
modern era, confict management,
strategy, arms control, policy-making,
economics, the military and society
and morality and national security.

Jordan, Amos A., and Taylor, William J.,
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Jr. American National Security: Policy
and_Process, Revised ed. Johns Hop-
kins University Press, 1984. One of
the most comprehensive yet readable
volumes on the entire U.S. national
security policy making process. The
first section deals with the evolution
of U.S. security policy. There are
also chapters on various acters in the
policy making precess--Congress, the
Executive, the military, issues, and
regions.




Kruzel, Joseph, ed. American Defense
Annual: 1986-1987. Lexington,
Massachusetts: Lexington Books, 1986.
This annual publication summarizes the
present state of national security
studies. It includes chapters on the
defense budget, arms control, U.S.
defense strategy and other timely
topics. Many of the issues are
presented with more than one compet-
ing viewpoint.

Mande!lbaum, Michael. Th ]
tion: The United States and Nuclear

Weapons, 1946-1976. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1979.

Mandelbaum writes about the history
of nuclear weapons and the political
issues relating to them with specific
reference to U.S. policy. This is an
excellent and reasonably brief over-
view that is useful for the advanced
as well as the general reader.

Manazlbaum, Michael. Th lear lu-
tion: International Politics Before and
After Hiroshima. Cambridge: Cainbridge
University Press, 1981. Mandelbaum
concisely overviews how nuclear wea-
pons have reshaped the foreign policy
of nations by comparing the nuclear
age with other periods of history since
the fifth century B.C. An excellent
resource for comparing such issues as
the British-German rivalry before
World War I and modern tarriff con-
troversies with U.S.-Soviet relations.

Millett, Allan R., and Maslowski, Peter.
For m ] litary
History of the Upited States of
America. New York: The Free Press,
1984. A thorough treatment of the
military aspects of U.S. history with a
focus on the formulation of military
policy and its impact on both domestic
and international developments.

Russe.t, Bruce. T Prisoner f
Ingsecurity: Nuclear MNeterrence, the
Arms Race. and Arms Control. San
Francisco: W. H. Freeman and Com-
pany, 1983. A clear and concise over-
view of basic issues relating to nuc-
lear weapons and strategy. Russett

does a commendable job of demystify-
ing these issues by clarifying the
most relevant issues, the political,
while also providing the essential
techinica! information in an under-
standable manner.

Sivard, Ruth Leger. World Military and

Social Expenditures. Washington, D.C.:
World Priorities, annual. This yearly
compilation of charts, graphics and
statistics presents in an arresting
manner a wide variety of national
security issues. Each year the focus
is slightly different. For example the
1985 edition contains graphics on
wars and war related deaths in the
twentieth century, a map locating
nuclear weapons and nuclear power
plants in the world, and military con-
trol and repression in the third
world.

Snow, Donald M. Naticnal Security;

Enduring Problem f U Def

Policy. New York: St. Martin’s Press,
1987. Snow’s first four chapters are
particularly helpful. There he discus-
ses national security as a concept
and the U.S. historical experience.
Each chapter concludes with an ex-
tensive listing of additional resources.

Trout, B. Thomas, and darf, James E.,

eds. ional ri Atfairs; Th
retical P i n mporar

Issues. New Brunswick, New Jeisey:
Transaction Books, 1982. A reader
with chapters by national security
specialists touching on the esseuntial
issues of national security with an
emphasis on teaching. The introduc-
tion is entitled "Teaching National
Security” and each of the chapters
has been written with the teacher in
mind. Topics include U.S. and Soviet
strategic thought, the militarv budget
process, arms trade, NATO, and
others.

United States Arms Control and Disarma-

ment Agency. World Militery Expendi-
tures and Armg Transfers.
Washington, D.C.: ACDA. Annual. Not

only does this reference work include
extensive data on arm transfers but




each year’s issue summarizes a variety Indiana University Press, 1977. A
of topics relating to military expendi- survey of U.S. military strategy and
tures. There are also included several policy from 1775 to 1973. This is a
charts and graphs. readable history, not just of U.S.
wars but of all the aspects of nation-
Weigley, Russell. The American Way of al security related to the mihltary
War: A History of United States Mili- and to policy-making in general.
tary Strategy and Policy. Bloomington:
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SECTION I
THE AMERICAN NATION IS ESTABLISHED

List of Lessons

This chapter has four lessons, which
emphasize national security concerns of
Americans during the Founding Period of
the nation from the 1780’s to 1801. The
lessons are:

1. The Constitution and National
Security

2. National Security With Liberty in The
Federalist Papers, Numbers 4, 23, and
41

3. Neutrality and Security: Washington’s
Proclamation of 1793

4. Mational Security and Dissent: The
Alien and Sedition Acts, 1798

Overview for Teachers

Taking its place among the other
nations of the world, the newly formed
United S:ates of America had to face an
immediate and central issue: how can this
nation assure the security of its citizens
in an anarchic international environment?
That question must be faced by every
nation and, so long as the system of self-
reliance prevails as the foundation for
naticnal security, it must be faced con-
tinuously. For the United States, the
answer to this question wa. caught up in
the challenges and issues of designing a
new form of goverument. The form of
government was established in a formal
document--the Constitution of 1787--
specifying the powers and limitations of
the government and those who would
govern.

The United States Constitution there-
fore became a critical instrument for
defining the continuing response of this
country to its security requirements.
Some Americans were dissatisfied with
the Articles of Confederation that initial-
ly established a U.S. Government after
the Revolution precisely because it was
not strong enough to provide for security.

J8

The debates surrounding the new Con-
stitution therefore included the question
of security. The central issue was how
craft a government sufficiently strong, as
the Preamble would say, "to Provide for
the Common Defense" while at the same
time ensuring the democratic liberties
that had been fought for so hard in the
Revolution.

As Lesson 1 demonstrates, the issue
was resolved through the broader device
of the separation of powers. The Con-
stitution invested great military authority
in the President as Commander-in-Chief
while reserving for the Congress both
fiscal control over appropriations neces-
sary to support a military establishment
and the power to declare war. While the
Constitution was being formulated during
the Constitutional Convention, however,
the issue of national security and the
protcetion of liberty was the source of
considerable dispute. Few argued against
the need for security, but many were
concerned that having a standing military
force available to a central government
would create conditions too close to
those of the monarchical system that had
just been shed.

Hence, there was significant differ-
ence of opinion as to how individual
richts and freedoms could be safeguarded
while maintaining a force necessary for
security. lesson 2 traces the extremes of
this issue as they were addressed in The
Federalist Papers supporting the Constitu-
tion. Out of this debate came the distinc-
tive provisions of the United States Con-
stitution with regard to the military
establishment. There would be strict
civilian control over the military =d
federal dominance of all national military
power; although the States were allowed
to maintain militias, evident today in the
National Guard system, these forces would
be subject to federal control.

The success of the Constitutional
Convention did not, of course, assure
success in the competitive world of inter-
national politics. The United States faced
difficuli challenges to its security from

1




the seemingly constant European conflicts
that marked the end of the cighteenth
and beginning of the nineteenth centuries.

The first test of American national
security decision-making came almost
immediately when the United States was
pressured to take a position in the ongo-
ing war between Great Britain and
France. There were supporters of both
sides. The ties to Britain, despite the
Revolutionary War that had established
the United States, remained strong.
France on the other hand had come to
the aid of the new American state in its
war for independence, and many felt that
there was a reciprocal obligation now to
support France. Both France and England
possessed naval forces that could put
American interests at risk.

Lesson 3 examines how this test was
resolved by President George Washington
in a Proclamation of Neutrality. The
lesson also discusses the arguments
favoring alliance with one side or
another.

Later in his Farewell Address to the
nation Washington set a similar course
that would serve as a fouadation fur
American policy well mnto the twentieth
century. He recommended that the United
States not participate in any "entangling”
political alliances with the non-democratic
powers of Europe, but concentrate instead
on trade and commerce, demonstrating by
example the superiority of our democratic
form of government.

Another difficult issue that had been
addressed by the Constitution also had to
be faced in the real world of politics.
This issue was the extent o which

criticism and dissent would be tolerated
when national security was at stake. The
same conflict between Britain and France
evoked strong feelings among the new
American citizenry. By 1798 the ad-
ministration of John Adams, representing
the Federalist Party, was engaged in a
virtual war at sea against France. Critics,
representing the opposing party (the
Republicans, though not the same party
that exists today), openly challenged
Administration policy.

Lesson 4 examines how the issue of
dissent versus security was joined in the
so-called Alien and Sedition Acts. These
Acts were efforts to empower the gov-
ernment to control actions that were
criticai of policy on the grounds of na-
tional security. Although the Acts stood
during Adams’ Presidency, they were
firmly opposed and ultimately discarded
by his successor, Thomas Jefferson. The
right of dissent in issues of national
security had been only unsatisfactorily
tested. Although shown to be included
under the protection of free speech, the
requirements of security policy were able
to constrain that protection and, some
felt, endanger liberty. The 1ssue was one
that would recur in American history.

By the beginning of the nineteenth
century, the new American nation had
begun to set its course in providing for
its security. Following Washington’s
recommendation, based on the unique in-
sulation that distance provided, the
United States chose to remain apart from
the "power politics" of the prevailing
European nations and concern itself with
its own national development.
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American History - 1

The Constitution and National Security

by John J. Patrick

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson treats the relationship between the Constitution and national security in
the United States. Weaknesses of government under the Articles of Confederation are
discussed with reference to two documents written by George Washington. Provisions for
national security in the Constitution of 1787 are emphasized in this lesson.

Connection to Textbooks

All secondary school American history textbooks have chapters on the writing and
ratification of the Constitution and about main principles of government i the Constitu-
tion. This lesson can be used to elaborate upon these treatments of the Constitution
during the "Founding Period" of the nation.

Objectives
Students are expected to:
1. know the relationships between constitutional government and national security;

2. identify ideas about weaknesses of government and national security under the
Articles of Confederation in two documents by George Washington;

3. identify and interpret ideas about national secunity in Articles 1, 11, III, IV, and VI
of the Constitution of 1787; and

4. use evidence from the Constitution to support or reject statements about how the
government of the United States provides national security.

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Openir.g the Lesson

o Write these words on the chalkboard: national security, government, constitution. Ash
students to reveal what they know about the meaning of each of these words. Then
ask: How are nationzl security, government, and constitution related? Finally, ask:
wh.t do the three ideas have to do with one another?

o Indicate to students that they will examine the meaning and relationships of national
security, government, and constitution during the 1780’s in the new nation of the
United States of America.

Developing the Lesson

o Have students read the introduction and the first part of the lesson, in the Haadout,
on "Threats to National Security Under the Articles of Confederation."

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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After students examine Documents 1 and 2 in the Handout, require them to answer
and discuss .he four questions about the documents at the end of the first part of
the lesson.
Ash students to read "Trovisions for National Security in the Consutution of 1787" in
the Handout. Ask students to answer the questions that follow excerpts from Articles
I, I, 1II, IV, and VI of the Constitution. Conduct class discussion of the questions
about these parts of the Constitution and what they have to do with national
security.

Concluding the Lesson
Conclude by turning to the two exercises in the last part of the Handout. These two
exercises provide a comprehensive summary and review of the main ideas of the les-
son. The exercise also challenges students to use evidence in primary sources to sup-
port or reject statements about government and national security under the Articles
of Confederation and the Constitution of 1787.
Ask students to complete these two concluding exercises and to participate in a
classroom discussion about them. Ask students to support and explain their answers
by referring to evidence in the primary sources in the Handout.

Fol! wing are answers to Exercise 1: Items "¢" and "d" can be supported with
evidence from Documents 1 and 2.

Following are answers o Exercise 2:
a. No, Article I, Section 8, Clause 11.
b. No, Article I, Section 8, Clause 12.
c. Yes, Article I, Section 8, Clause 1.
d. No, Article 11, Section 2.

e. No, Article 11, Section 1.

f. No, Article 111, Section 3.

g. No, Article I, Section 9.

h. Yes, Article IV, Section 4.

i. No, Article I, Section 8, Clause 14.

J. Yes, Articles I and 1.

21
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Handout
The Constitution and Nativnal Security

Representatives of the Unrited States ond The United Kingdom of Great Britain signed
the Treaty of Paris on September 3, 1753, which offiuany ended the American War of
Independence. The thirteen United States of America had declered independence in 1776.
In 1783, they won rccognition of their separavion lrom Britain--the former "Mother
Country" and ruler. For more than 150 yea.s, Americans had looked to The United King-
dom for government--law, order, protc . tion and security. Arfter gaining independence, the
thirteen American states were on their own--to guvern themselves as they might choose.

In 1781, the United States of America approvcd the Articles of Corfederation--a
constitution for the union of thirteen states ws one nation. A constitution, such as the
Articles of Confederation, is a plan or framework fo. government and a supreme law over
those who agree to be gnverned under its terms.

Major purposes of aany government are to provide security and safety for people and
their property--security and protection against foreign powers, which might invade a
country. And protection against anarchy--wild and disorderly behavior by the people
within a country that could endanger the life, liberty, aid property of individuals. A
constitutional government provides security and safety aicording to law--formal regula-
tions to which the people or their duly appointed represe.atatives have given consent. The
supreme law of the constitution not only governs the actions of all the people--it limits
the powers of the government, of those chosen by the people to be their governors.
These constitutional limits on government are supposed to protect the liberties and rights
of the people against rulers who might otherwise {without limits of a constitution) try to
oppress them.

Threats to National Security Under The Articles of Confederation

During the 1780’s, many Americans were satisfied with their constitution--The
Articles of Confederation. Many others, however, feared that this government was t02
limited--too weak to provide security and safety against foreign threats or disorder
within the country. George Washington, the great general and hero of the American War
of Independence, was a leading critic of The Articles of Confederation. Examine excerpts
from two letters written by Washington, which appear below. As you read these two
documents, think about these two questions: What were George Washington’s criticisms of
‘he Articles of Confederation? What were his recommendations for improving the
government of the United States?

Document 1: Washingtor’s Circular Letter to the American People,
Sent to Each of the 13 State Governments, 1783

There are four things, which 1 humbly conceive, are essential to thc well
being, 1 nay even venture t)» say, to ‘he existence of the United States as an
Independent Power.

1st. An indissoluble Union of the States under one Federal Head.

2dly. A Sacred regard to Public Justice.

3dly. The adoption of a proper Peace Establishment, and

American History - 1 5
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4thly. The prevalence of that pacific and friendly Disposi‘ion, among the
People of the United States, which will induce them w forget their local
prejudices and policies, to make those mutual concessions which are requisite to
the general prosperity, and in some instances, to sacrifice their individual
advantages to the interest o/ the Community. . . .

... it will be a part of my Juty . .. to insist upon the following positions:

That unless ¢he States will suffer Congress to exercise those prerogatives
they are undoubtediy irvested with by the Constitutior [the Articles of Confede-
ration], every thing must very rapidly tend to Anarchy and confusion; That it is
indispensable to the happiness of the individual States, that there should be
lodged somewhere, a Supreme Power to regulate and govern the general concerns
of the Confecerated Republic . . . ; That there must be a faithful and pointed
compliance on the part of every State, with the late proposais and demands of
Congress, or the most fatal consequences will ensure; That whatever measures
have a tendency to dissolve the Union, or . . . lessen the Sovereign Authority,

ought to be considered as hostil¢ to the Liberty and Independence of America. . ..

Document 2: Washington’s Reply to a Letter from John Jay,

August 1, 1786

Your sentiments that our affairs are drawing rapidly to a crisis, accord with
my own. . . . I do not conceive we can exist long as a nation without having
lodged somewhere a power, which will pervade the whcle Union in as energetic a
manner as the authority of the state governments extends over the several
states.

Wekat astonishing changes a few years are capable of producing. I am told
that even respoctable characters speak of a monarchical form of government
without horror. . . . What a triumph for our enemies to verify their predictions!
What a triumph for the advocates of despotism to find, that we are incapable of
governing ourselves, and that systems founded on the basis on equal liberty are

. fallacious. Would to God, that wise measures may be taken in time to avert
the consequences we have but tco much reason to apprehend. . . .

Questions About Documents 1 and 2

1.

What were Washington’s ideas about the qualities that a government must have in
order to maintain the security, safety, and independence of a nation?

Did Washington think that government of the United States under the Articles of
Confederatior. possessed the qualities needed to provide security and safety for the

nation?

What fears did Washington have about the future of the United States?

According to Washington, how could the United States avoid the negative
consequences that he feared?




Handout
Provisions for National Security in the Constitution of 1787

American leaders responded to Washington’s warnings about the need t> create a
stronger national government, which could more effectively provide national security and
safety and promote national interests.

From May 25 to September 17, 1787, a Constitutional Convention met in Philadelphia.
Twelve of the thirteen United States of America were r12presented at the Convention.
Only Rhade Island refused to participate.

The delegates to the Constitutional Convention decided to scrap the Articles of Con-
federation and write a new constitution. They wanted to increase the powers of the
national government in order to provide sufficient, protection for the nation’s security
and for the property rights and civil liberties of individuals. At the same time, they
wanted to place limits on the power of the national government to protect the rights of
individuals against tyranny from government officials. Their goal was a satisfactory bal-
ance between power in government needed to maintain order and security and limits on
that power to protect the liberties of the people against the threat of tyranny by rulers.

The new Constitution was submitted to the thirteen states for ratification or
approval. By the end of July 1788, ratification conventions in 11 states had approved the
Constitution of 1787 and this new frame of government was put into operation. (North
Carolina finally ratified the Constitution in 1789 and Rhode Island approved it in 1790.)

The Constitution of 1787, with amendments, is still in effect loday as the supreme
law of the United States. It contains several important provisions that are directly re-
lated to national security--that is, to defense of the United States against threats from
foreign powers and from internal dangers such as rebellions and unlawful behavior by
citizens or other individuals residing in the United States. At the same time, the Con-
stitution includes important limitations on the powers of the national government, so that
the people are protected against tyranny.

Examine excerpts from five Articles or parts of the Constitution that pertain  to
national security and answer the questions that follow each excerpt.

Article I and National Security
Section One:

All legislative powers herein granted shall be vested in a Congress of the
United States, which shall consist of a Senate and House of Representatives. . . .

Section Eight:
The Cor =~<s shall have power:

1. To lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts and excises, to pay the debts and
provide for the common defense and general welfare of the United States; but all
duties, imposts and excises shall be uniform throughout the United States;

2. To borrow money on the credit of the United States;

3. To regulate commerce with foreign nations, and among the several States.
and with the Indian tribes;

American history - 1
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4. To estabhsh an umform rule of naturahzation, and umform laws on the
subject of bankruptcies throughout the United States;

5. To coin money, regulate the value thereof, and of foreign coin, and fix the
standard of weights and measures;

6. To provide for the punishmenu of counterfeiting the securities and current
coin of the United States;

7. To establish post offices and rost roads;

8. To promote the progress of science and useful arts, by securing for hmited
time to authors and inventors the exclusive right to their respective writings and
discoveries;

9. To constitute tribunals inferior to the Supreme Court;

10. To define and punmish piracies and felonies committed on the high seas, and
offenses against the law of nations;

11. To declare war, grant letter of marque and reprisal, and make rules
concerning captures on land and water;

12. To raise and support armies, but no appropriation of money to that use shall
be for a longer term than two years;

13. To provide and maintain a navy;

14. To make rules for the government and regulation of the land and naval
forces;

15. To provide for calling forth the miliua w execute the laws of the Union,
suppress insurrections and repel invasions;

16. To provide for orgamzing, arming and disciplining the mltia, and for
governing such part of them as may be employed in the service of the United States,
reserving w the states respectively, the appointment of the officers, and the authority
of training the militia according to the discipline prescribed by Congress;

17. To exercise exclusive legislation in all cases whatsoever, over such district
(not exceeding ten miles square) as may, by session of particular states, and the
acceptance of Congress, become the seat of the government of the United States, and
w exercise like authority over all places purchased by the consent of the legislature
of the state in which the same shall be, for the erection of forts, magazines,
arsenals, dock-yards, and other needful buildings;--and

18. To make all laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into
exccution the foregoing powers, and all other powers vested by this Constitution mn
the Government of the United States, or in any department or officer thereof.

American History - 1 8
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Section Nine:

[This section sets limits on the powers of Congress, such as the following

limitation that relates directly to national secunty.] . . . The privilege of the writ of
habeas corpus shall not be suspended, unless when in cases of rebellion or invasion
the public safety may require it. . . . [A writ of nabeas corpus requires officials to

bring a person whom they have arrested and held in custody before a judge in a
court of law. If the judge finds the reasons for holding the prisoner unlawful, then
the court frees the suspect. The writ of habeas corpus is a great protection of
individuals against government officials who might want to jail them only because
they belong to unpopular groups or express criticisms of the government.)

Examining Ideas About National Security in Article I

5. Which of the eighteen powers of Congress--listed in Article 1, Section 8--pertain
directly to national security? Identify the number of each power 2nd explain what 1t
has to do with national security.

6. Which of the povers of Congress that deal directly with national security are most
important? (Identify the three powers that are, in your opmion, the most important
to the security of the United States. Explair: your choices.

7. What is the main idea of the excerpt from Article I, Section 9 that is presented
above? What does it have to do with national security?

Article Il and National Security
Section One:

The executive power [to carry out laws} shall be vested in a President of
the United States of America. . . .

Before he enter the execution of this office, he shall take the following
oath or affirmation: "I do solemnly swear [affirm] that 1 will faithfully execute
the office of President of the United States, and will o the best of my abiiity,
preserve, protect and defend the Constitution of the United States.”

Section Two:

The President shall be Commander in Chief of the army and navy of the
United States, and of the militia of the several states, when called into the
actual service of the United States. . . .

. He shall have power, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate,
to make treaties, provided two-thirds of the Senators present concur, and he
shall nominate and by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, shall
appoint ambassadors, other public ministers and consuls. . . .

Examining Ideas About National Security in Article II

8. What do the portions of Article II, Section 1, presented above, have to do with
national security?

N
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9. What powers of the executive branch of government--in Article 1I, Section 2--pertain
to national security?
10. How does the President share powers pertaning to national security with the Senate?

11. Look again at the excerpts from Article I, on a preceding page. How does the Presi-
dent share powers pertaining to national security with the Congress (House of
Representatives and Senate)?

12. What is the value of having powers pertaining to national security separated between
two branches of the government and also shared by these two branches?

Article 111 and National Security
Section Three:

Treason against the United States, shall consist only mn levying war against
them, or in adhering to their enemies, giving them aid and comfort. No person
shall be convicted of trea-~n unless on the testimony of two witnesses to the
same overt act, or on confession in open court.

The Congress shall have power to declare the punishment of treason. . . .

Artirle TV and National Security
Section Four:

The United States shall guarantee to every state in this Union a republican
form of government, and shall protect each of them against invasion; and on
application of the legislature, or of the executive (when the legislature cannot be
convened) against domestic violence.

Article VI and National Security

The Constitution, and the laws of the United States which shall be made in
pursuance thereof; and all treaties made, or which shall be made, under the
authority of the United States, shall be the supreme law of the land; and the
judges in every state shall be bound thereby, anything in the Constitution or
laws of any state to the contrary notwithstanding. . . .

Examining Ideas About National Security in Articles III, IV, VI

13. What is the main idea of each of the preceding excerpts from the Constitution?

a. Article II1
b. Article IV
c. Article VI

14. What does the main idea of each of the preceding excerpts from the Constitution
have to do with national security?

a. Article I
b. Article IV

c. Article VI
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Concluding Exercises About the Constitution ana National Security

15. Which of the following statements accurately describe George Washington's views
about government and national security under the Articles of Confederation? Refer to
Documents 1 and 2 in this lesson to find evidence to support your responses to each
of the items Ltelow.

Under the Articles of Confederation the central government had too much power.

The thirteen state governments respected and obeyed the authority of the central
government.

Two likely consequences of government under the Articles of Confederation were
anarchy or tyranny by a monarch.

The national security of the United States was in danger due to weaknesses of
government under the Articles of Confederation.

1€, Which of the following statements is an accurate description of how the Constitution
provides for national security? If the statement agrees with Articles I, II, II, IV, VI
of the Constitution, then answer YES. If it does not agree with the Constitution,
then answer NO. Identify the numbers of the Articles (I, II, @I, IV, VI) that support
your answers and refer to the excerpts in this lesson to find evidence in support of
your answers.

a.

b.

~ e

The President alone has power to declare war.
The President has power to raise and support armies.
The Congress has power to provide for the common defense.

The President alone has power to make alliances between the Urited States and
other nations.

The Congress has power to enforce the Constitution as the supreme law of the
United States.

The President decides whether or not a person has committed treason and what
the punishment for treason shall be.

Neither the Congress nor the President may ever suspend the privilege of the writ
of habeas corpus.

. The national government has the responsibility of protecting the states against

invaders and uprisings by residents.

As Commander in Chief, only the President has power to make rules for land and
naval forces of the United States.

The President and Congress share powers having to do with national security.
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National Security With Liberty in The Federalist,
Numbers 4, 23, 41

by John J. Patrick*

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

The purpose of this lesson is to increase students’ knowledge of the treatment of
national security with liberty in The Federalist, #4, #23, and #41. Students are challenged
to think about the meaning and value of national security and constitutional limitations
on the power of military forces in order to protect liberties of the people.

Connection to Textbooks

This lesson can be used with chapters on the introduction of government in civics
and government ‘extbooks and with the standard American history textbook chapter on
the period of the wriling and ratifying of the Constitution. It also fits typical civics and
government textbook treatments of issues about civil liberties.

Objectives
Students are expected to:

1. identify and comprehend ideas on national security with liberty;
2. examine, explain, and appraise ideas on national security with liberty;

3. appraise statements about main ideas on national security with liberty in The
Federalist, #4, #23, and #41; and

4. state and justify a position on the relatwnships of national security with liberty and
issues of freedom raised by tensions between security and liberty.

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

o Place the following diagram on the chalkboard.

Security / Liberty
(Point 1) (Point 2)

Point out to students that this diagram represents a continuum between the extremes
of national security and liberty. Both national security and liberty are inportant ends

*This lesson is taken from Lessons on the Federalist Papers, published in 1987 by
the Social Studies Development Center, the Organization of American Historians, and the
ERIC Clearinghouse for Social Studies/Social Science Education. The lesson is used here
with permission of the publishers.

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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of a free government. Indicate that the mark at the mdpoint of the continuum
represents a balance between the Point 1 and Point 2 on the diagram. Tell students
that Federalists and Antifederalists did not argue for extreme emphasis on either
national security or liberty. Rather, both sides debated about where to draw the line
between the extreme positions represented by Point 1 and Point 2. In order to
survive, a free society needs both national security and liberty, but these goals are
often in conflict. Ask why. During this discussion, point out that too much emphasis
on liberty, for example, could threaten national security and conversely, too much
emphasis on national security could destroy liberty and rights of individuals. Asi
students to think of examples of negative consequences ascociated with too much
emphasis on either side of the midpoint in the diagram. Indicate that too much em-
phasis on natio: al security could lead to tyranny by the government over the people
with a consequent loss of individual rights and freedoms. Too much emphasis on
liberty could lead to disorder and breakdown of society (anarchy), with the conse-
quent loss of security and safety for property, and liberty of individuals. End this
discussion by telling students that a free society is always challenged by the need to
find a workable balance between the extremes of unlimited liberty of the people and
unlimited power by government to provide national security.

o Have students read the introduction in the Handout, to review ideas about national
security with liberty and the relationships between these values in a free society.
This introduction sets a context for reading about national security with liberty in
excerpts from The Federalist #4, #23, and #41.

Developing the Lesson

o Have students read the excerpt from essay #4 in the Handout and respond to the
questions at the end of the document. Repeat this procedure with respect to essays
#23 and #41. Emphasize general agreement among Jay, Hamilton, and Madison about
purposes of a national government with regard to national security. However, the
questions at the end of the essays are also designed to draw students’ attention to
differences between the authors about where to draw the line between extreme em-
phasis on national security and liberty. Ask: which author’s argument would be closer
to the national security side of the dicgram used in the opening of the lesson? Ask:
which author seems to be most concerned with limiting power to provide national
security in order to protect the rights and liberties of individuals?

o Check students’ comprehension of main ideas in all three essays by requiring them to
complete the exercise at the end of the Handout, "What Is Said About National Secu-
rity With Liberty in The Federalist Papers--Numbers 4, 23, 41." Following are the
numbers of the statements op this list that agree with The Federalist: 13, 14, 16, 17,
18, 19, 22, 24, 25, 26. Require students to provide justifications for their answers
with references o essays #4, #23, and #41 in the Handout.

o You might wish to select three or four provocaiive statements from this exercise as
foils for discussion about civic values. For example, you might ask students i, agree

or disagree with statements #4, #23, and #41.

o Have students turn to the five exercises on the last page of the Handout. Ask them
to complete items 27-31 in preparation for classroom discussion.

Concluding the Lesson

o Conduct a classroom discussion of items 27-31 in the set of exercises at the end of
the Handout. Require students to support or justify answers by referring to pertinent

parts of The Federalist. In general, ask students to give reasons for their answers
American _lory -2 13
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and encourage students to question and challenge one another to ask for justification
or support for answers.

Assign item 31 as the final activity of this iesson. Ask students to write a brief
essay (no mere than 500 words) in response to this item. Tell students to use at
least the following sources of information and ideas: The Federalist, the Censtitution,
and their tertbooks on American government, civics, and history.

Use the essays of one or two students to initiate discussion of item 31. In this dis-
cussion, highlight the inevitable tension between the concerns for security and
liberty in a free society. Identify and discuss issues raised by these tensions. Point
out that the tensions and issues associated with civic values are distinguishing
characteristics of a free society.

31
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National Securily With Liberty In The Federalist, Numbers 4, 23, 41

The preamble to the Constitution of the United States says: "We the people of the
United States, in order to form a more perfect Union, establish justice, insure domestic
tranquility, provide for the common defense, promote the general welfare, and secure the
blessings of liberty to ourselves and our posterity, do ordain and establish dus Constitu-
tion for the United States of America." Framers of the Constitution established national
defense, security, justice, liberty, and general welfare of the people as purposes of the
federal government.

The fremers of the Constitution of 1787 agreed that a nationa! government has the
fundamental responsibility of defending the nation and maintaining security. National
Security involves the ability of a nation to protect its borders and territory against
invasion or control by foreign powers. In 1787, for example, the framers of the Constitu-
tion were concerned about the need to defend their new nation from conquest or
domination by powerful European nations, such as Britain, France, and Spain, which held
territory in the Western Hemisphere. In addition, national security involves a nation’s
ability to maintain law and order and protect property rights; in other words, the ability
to "insure domestic tranquility." Harold Brown, Secretary of Defense under President
Carter, defines national security as "the ability to preserve the nation’s physical integrity
and territory; to maintain its economic relations with the rest of the world on reasonable
terms; to protect its nature, institutions, and governance from disruption from outside;
and to control its borders."

The authors of The Feder 'igt argued that the Constitution of 1787 would be a bul-
wark of national defense and security by providing for an energetic and effective federal
governmem, which would have enough power to maintain order internally and protect the
nation against external threats. They also argued that the Constitution would limit the
powers of government sufficiently to protect individual rights and liberties against offi-
cials who might otherwise try to undermine them. The authors of The Federalist pointed
to constitutional limits on powers of the legislative and executive branches of govern-
ment, which were designed to secure civil liberties and rights and prevent tyranny. In
particular, they stressed the civilian contril of military forces provided by the Constitu-
tion. For example, the President, a civilian, is the commander in chief ~f the armed
forces, and the Congress decides how much money should be provided ., support the
nation’s armed forces. Nonetheless, critics of the Constitution feared pasic freedoms
might be lost or unduly limited by leaders more concerned with national defense and
security than with civil liberties and nrghts. The critics preferred the more limited
government of the Articles of Confederation to the more powerful government of the
Constituticn of 1787.

Hamilton, Madison, and Jay discussed national defense and security with liberty in
The Federalist #4, #23, and #41. They argued that the Constitution of 1787 provided
government strong enough for national defense and security and limited enough for a
free society.

The Federalist, Number 4: JAY

the safety of the people of America against dangers from foreign force
depends not only on their forbearing to give just causes of war to other nations,
but also on their placing and continuing themselves in such a situation as not to
invite hostility or insult. . . .

Wisely, therefore, do they consider union and a good national govern-
ment as necessary to put and keep them in such a situation as, instead of

American History - 2
@ From American History and National Security Mershon Center, The Ohio State University.
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inviting war, will tend to repress and discourage it. That situation consists in
the best posswle state of defense, and necessarily depends on the government,
the arms, and the resources of the country.

But whatever may be our situation, whether firmly united under one national
government, or split into a number of confeueracies, certain it is that foreign
nations will know and view it exactly as it is; and they will act towards us
accordingly. If they see that our national goi~rnment is efficient and well
administered, our trade prudently regulated, our militia properiy organized and
disciplined, our resources and finances discreetly managed, our credit re-
established, our people free, contented, and united, they will be much more dis-
posed to cultivate our friendship than provoke our resentment. If, on the other
hand, they find us . . . destitute of an effectual government . . . what a poor,
pitiful figure will America make in their eyes! How liable would she become not
only to their contempt, but to their outrage, and how soon would dear-bought
experience proclaim that when a people or family so divide, it never fails to be
against themselves.

Publius

Reviewing Ideas in Essay #4

1. What is Jay’s main point about how America can maintain national security against
threats from foreign nationcs Write a topic sentence that states this main idea.

2. How does Jay support or justify his main point about maintaining national security
against foreign powers? Write two statements in support of your topic sentence.

3. What is your opinion of Jays main point about national secunity? (Judge his idea with
reference to the situation of the United States in 1787. Judge his idea also with
reference to the situation of the United States today.) Write one paragraph, in re-
sponse to this question, that pertains to 1787. Write a second paragraph that pertains
to the United States today.

The Federalist Number 23: HAMILTON

. The principal purposes to be answered by union are these--the common
defense of the members; the preservation of the public peace, as well against
internal convulsions as external attacks; the regulation of commerce with other
nations and between the States; the superintendence of our intercourse, political
and commercial, with foreign countries.

The authorities essential to the common defense are these: to raise armies;
to build and equip fleets; to prescribe rules for the government of both; to
direct their operations; to provide for their support. These powers ought to exist
without limitation, becguse _it is impossible to foresee or to define the extent and
variety of national exigencies, and the correspondent extent and variety of the
means which may be neces *ry to satisfy them. The circumstances that endanger
the safety of nations are afinite, and for this reason no constitutional shackles
can wisely be imposed on the power to which the care of it .s committed. This
power ought to be coextensive with all the possible combinations of such cir-
cumstances; and ought to be under the direction of the same councils [executive
branch of the national government] which are .pvinted to preside over the
common defense. . . .

there can be no limitation of that authority which is to provide for the
defense and protection of the community in any matter cssential to its efficacy--
that is, in any matter essential to the formation, direction, or support of the
NATIONAL FORCES. . ..
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the Union [United States of Americal ought to be invested with full
power to levy troops; to build and equip fleets; and to raise the revenues which
will be required for the formation and support of an army and navy in the
customary and ordinary raodes practiced by other governments. . . .

Shall the Union be constituted the guardian of the common safety? Are
fieets and armies and revenues necessary to this purpose? The government of the
Union must be empowered to pass all laws, and to make all regulations which
have relation to them. . . .

Publius

Reviewing Ideas 1 Essay #23

4. According to Hamilton, what are the purposes of a national government with regard
to national security?

5. What does Hamilton say about hmitations on a national government in carrying out
its responsibilities for national security?

6. Do Hamilton’s ideas on powers needed by gevernment to provide national security
pose any dangers to the rights and liberties of individuals?

7. What dangers to rights and liberties of individuals might result from having a na-
tional government too weak to exercise powers needed to provide national security?

The Federalist Number 41: MADISON

. Is the aggregate power of the general government greater than ought to
have been vested init? . ..

in every political institution, a power to advance the public happiness
involves a discretion which may be misapplied and abused. They will see, there-
fore, that in all cases where power is to be conferred, the point first to be
decided is whether such a power be necessary to the public good; as the next
will be, in case of an affirmative decision, to guard as effectually as possible
against a perversion of the power to the public detriment.

That we may form a correct judgment on this subject, it will be proper to
review the several powers conferred on the government of the Union; and that
this may be the more conveniently done they may be reduced into different clas-
ses as they relate to the following different objects: 1. Security against foreign
danger; 2. Regulation of the intercourse with foreign nations; 3. Maintenance of
harmony and proper intercourse among the States; 4. Certain miscellancous ob-
jects of general utility; 5. Restraint of the States from certain injurious acts; 6.
Provisions for giving due efficacy to all these powers.

The powers falling within the first class are those of declaring war . . . ; of
providing armies and fleets; of regulating and calling forth the militia; of levying
and borrowing money.

Security against foreign danger is one c¢f the primitive objects of civil soci-
ety. It is an avowed and essential object of the American Union. The powers re-
quisite for attamning it must be effectually confided to the federal councils
[national government]. . . .

With what color of propriety could the force necessary for defense be
limited by those who cannot limit the force of offense? If a federal Constitution
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could chain the ambition or set bounds to the exertions of all other nations,
then indeed might it prudently chain the discretion of its own government and
set bounds to the exertions for its own safety.

How could a readiness for war in time of peace be safely prohibited, unless
we could prohibit in like manner the preparations and establishments of every
hostile nation? The means of security can only be reguleted by the means and
the danger of attack. They will . . . be ever determined by these rules and by
no others. It is in vain to oppose constitutional barriers to the impulse of self-
preservation. It is worse than in vain; because it plants in the Constitution itself
necessary usurpations of power, every precedent of which is a germ of unneces-
sary and multiplied repetitions. If one nation maintains constantly a disciplined
army, ready for the service of ambition or revenge, it obliges the most pacific
nations who may be within the reach of its enterprises to take corresponding
precautions. . . .

A standing force . . . is a dangerous, at the same time that it may be a ne-
cessary, provision. On an extensive scale its consequences may be fatal. On any
scale it is an object of laudable circumspection and precauticn. A wise nation
will combine all these considerations; and, whilst it does not rashly preclude
itself from any resource which may become essential to its safety, will exert all
its prudence in diminishing beth the necessity and the danger of resorting to one
which may be inauspicious to its liberties.

The clearest marks of this prudence are stamped on the proposed Constitu-
tion. The Union itself, which it cements and secures, destroys every pretext for
a military establishment which could be dangerous. America united, with a hand-
ful of troops . . . exhibits a more forbidding posture to foreign ambition than
America disunited, with a hundred thousand veterans ready for combat. . ..

Next to the effectual establishment of the Union, the best possible precau-
tion against danger from standing armies is a limitation of the term for which
revenue may be appropriated to their support. This precaution the Constitution
has prudently added [the provision in Article 1 that Congress has power, during
a two year period, to provide or withhold funds for the army].

the Constitution has provided the most effectual guards against danger
from {[a standing army of permanent military establishment that might destroy a
free government and a free society].

nothing short of a Constitution fully adequate to the national defense
and the preservation of the Union can save America from as many standing
armies as it may be split into States or Confederacies, and from such a progres-
sive augmentation of these establishments in each as will render them as burden-
some to the properties and ominous to the liberties of the people as any esta-
blishment that can become necessary under a united and efficient government
must be tolerable to the former and safe to the latier [the liberties of the
peoplel. . . .

Publius

Reviewing Idcas in Essay #41

8. According to Madiscn, what are the responsibilities of a national government

providing national security?
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9. Why is national security an inescapable duty of a national governmert?

10. What does Madisoen say about limiting ‘he power of government in regard to national
security?

11. What are Madison’s ideas about dangers to the rights and liberties of individuals
from the exercise of power by government to provide national security?

12. According to Madison, how would government under the Constitutioi. of 1787 provide
both navivnal secur, .y and protection of the rights and liberties of individuals?

What Is Said About National Securityv With Liberty in "The Federalist
Papers"—-Numbers 4, 23, 41?

Which of the following statements agree with ideas presented in The Federalist, #4,
#23, and #41? Place a checkmark in the space next to each statement that agrees with
ideas in essay  , #23, and #41 on national securily with liberty. Be prepared to support
and explain your choices by referring to specific parts of essay #4, #23, and #41.

13. National unity and strength are deterrents to attack by a foreign nation.

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

A fundamental purpose of any national government is providing security for
the nation against threats from foreign powers.

Tyranny is acceptable if it is imposed in order to defend the national and
provide national security.

A military establishment is both necessary and dangerous to the protection of
civil liberties and rights.

There should be constitutional limits upon power exercised by military leaders.

The Constitution provides for civilian control of military forces as a means to
control abuses of power by military leaders.

A nation without an effective military establishment is in danger of losing its
security and freedom.

A nation without a standing army will have more freedom than a nation with a
strong military establishment.

The more limited a national government 1s, the freer the people will be who
live under the government.

A national government should have suificient authority to maintain  armed
forces and regulate them on behalf of the people, in order to achieve goals or
interests of the community.

National defense and security are more important than hberty as fundamental
purposes of a national government.

The “power of the purse” is an effective means for controlling the power of
the military on behalf of the people, which is granted to Congress in the
Constitution.

Constitutional government 'n a free society is designed to balance power
needed for national defense and security, with limits on the power needed to
protect liberties and rights of the people.

A fundamental purpose of national government in a free society is to seek
both security and liberty for the peorle it serves.
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Examining Ideas About National Security With Liberty

Refer to the preceding excerpts fiom The Federalist #4, #23, and #41 to find ideas

and information on which to base answers to the following questions. Be prepared to give
reasons for answers with references to specific parts of these essays.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31

What are characteristics of a national government and society that are capable of
providing national security?

Madison says in The Federalist, #41: "A standing force . . . is a dangerous, at the
same time it may be a necessary, provision. On an extensive scale its conscquences
may be fatal. On any scale it is an object of laudable circumspection and precaution.
A wise nation will combine all these considerations; and, whilst it does nst rashly
preclude itself from any resource which may become essential to its safety, will exert
all its prudence in diminishing both the necessity and the danger of resorting to one
v’iich may be inauspitious to its liberties.”

2. What is the main idea of this quotation?

b. What is the relationship of Madison’s main idea in this quotation and the main
purposes of government stated in the Preamble to the Constitution?

c. To what extent to you agree with this statement of Madison?

Refer to Article 1, Sections 7, 8, 9; Article I, Sections 1 and 2; and Amendments Il
and II of the Constitution.

a. ldentify powers and duties of the national goveinment to provide national defense
and security.

b. Identify limitations on military power that uare designed to maintain civihan con-
trol of the military and to protect civil liberties and rights against abuses of
power by military leaders.

Compare and contrast the ideas of Har. wn and Madison on national security as
expressed in The Federalist, #23 and #41.

a. To what extent do they agree or disagree?

b. To what extent do Hamilton and Madison have different ideas about the relation-
ship of national security w liberty?

c. To what extent do you agree with the positions on national security o Hamilton,
Madison, or both of them?

a. How are national defense and security related to civil liberty as values of
government and citizenship in a free society?

b. How might strong emphasis on national defense and security threaten cwvil
liberties?

c. How mignt lack of concern for national defense and security threaten civil
liberties?

d. What are some characteristics of a constitutional government that is designed to
achieve security with liberty?

American History - 2 3 7 20
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Neutrality and Security: Washington’s
Proclamation of 1793

by Clair W. Keller

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson examines the controversy generated by George Washington’s Proclamation
of Neutrality issued in 1793. By taking this action, the United States uailaterally nullified
a treaty alliance with France that had been in effect since 1778. As President,
Washington had to weigh obligations to a former ally with the security interests of the
United States. Washington’s actions were opposed by many on the ground that the United
States had a moral obligation to aid France in its war against England, much as France
had come to our aid against the British during the War for Independence. Washington,
however, believed that maintaining a policy of neutrality would best serve American
security. This lesson illustrates the difficulty of small nations preserving security in a
bi-polarized world.

Connection to Textbooks

Most American history textbooks examine foreign policy during Washington’s
Administration, especially relations wv.ith France and Great Britain. This lesson treats
Washington’s Proclamation of Neutrality in terms oi the obligations of one state to
another.

Objectives:
Students are expected to:

1. explain the circumstances that led Washington to issue his Proclamation of
Neutrality;

2. list and evaluate arguments made by those who suppurted and those who opposed
Washington’s decision;

3. evaluate Washington’s actions deciding whether or not the Umted States had an
"obligation" to aid France;

4. assess the problem that small nations face in maintaining neutrality in a
"bi-polarized"” world.
Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson
o Ask students to react to the following situation.

You have promised a friend to do some work in return for a service that the friend

has already completed. Before you can fulfill your promise, the friend moves away

from town. Before the friend leaves town, you are asked to do the work for someone
A else instead. Would you feel obligated to do the viork?

From American History and National Secu{rity: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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Pursue with students the meaning of obligations. If the United States was obligated
to do something for France under Louis XVI, did that obligation stii hold when
Louis XVI was replaced by the new Revolutionary Government of France?

Developing the Lesson

Distribute the Handout to students and ask them to read through Washington’s Pro-
clamation. Have them develop understanding of the topic by answering questions 1, 2,
and 3 on the excerpt from Washington’s Proclamation.

After students have completed examination of the Proclamation, have them read the
remainder of the Handout. Then place students in groups and ask each group to
discuss the question, "Did the United States have an obligation to come to the aid of
France in its war against Great Britain if asked to do so?" Then have each group
respond to the questions at the end of the Handout about the clashing 1deas of
Hamilton and Jefferson.

Have each group share its decision with the class. To stimulate discussion you could
ask:

- What reasons were the most persuasive in making your decision?
- Should a nation’s foreign policy be based on principle or exnediency?

Concluding the Lesson
Compare the situation the United States found itself i as an emerging and newly
independent nation in a "bi-polarized world” with that of other i.ations in the world
today.
Ask students to comment on the view held by a former Secretary of State who de-

clared that neutrality in a world divided between good and evil (Commumsm and
Democracy) was immoral.

Suggestion for Additional Reading

Flexner, James Thomas. George Washington; Apgwish and Farewell, 1793-1799. Boston,

1972, pp. 25-37.

This presents a sympathetic view of the dilemma faced by Washington in arnving at

a decision to issue the Proclamation of Neutrality. He describes the opposing views put
forth by Hamilton and Jefferson.

NOTES FOR TEACHERS

Reasons of Hamilton and Jefferson for Supporting or Opposing the
American Treaty with France

Arguments by Jefferson supporting aid to France:

1L

Treaties are made between people, not governments that may change. Not only
France, but the United States has also changea its government.

The same moral law that apphies to contracts between individuals applies to contiacts
between peoples.
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3. Contracts can be broken but only when the situation warrants it, such as
self-preservation. This situation is not one of self-preservation.

4. Jefferson did not state but implied that France aided the United States in our hour
of need. France is a friend. We should not turn our back on them at this tme.

5. Elsewhere Jefferson argued pragmatically: There is no need for a hasty der:-on at
this time because in fact France hasn’t even asked for our aid.

Hamilten’s arguments against maintaining the alliance with France were:

L. The U.S. had the right to renounce the treaty because France had changed
governments.

2. Receiving France’s minister (Genet) without qualification weuld be an acknowiedge-
ment of the treaty.

3. If we have no right to renounce our treaty, then we can be dragged into a
dangerous situation by a government we may not approve of.

4. Treaties are made by governments, not by people.
5. Now is the ume w0 renounce treaties, or at least suspend them, untii we see what
happens, otherwise we could get involved in a dergerous situation over which we

have no control.

6. Our best interest will be served by neutrality, not involverrent on the side of
France.

American History - 3 23
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Origin of Washingion’s Proclamation of Neutrality.

When war broke out between England and Franee in 1793, Washington feared that
the United States wmught be dragged into it. He realzed that he would have to take
immediate action because the United States citizens were eager to engage in privateering
against British and French shipping. Many in Congress had been upset with the Briush
policy of seizing American ships engaged in trade with the French West Indies. In addi-
tion, the British government had not established formal relations with the United States
and continually violated the Treaty of Paris that recognized American independence by
occupying forts on American soil in the Northwest Territory. Many in Congress clamored
for war. But Washington had been able to avoid war, fearing it would be a disaster.

Since Congress was not in session Washington would not be able to consult with the
Senate. He would have to take executive action. Because he was the first President,
there was no precedent for issuing any order that prohibited privateering. He also feared
that Congress might resent his encroachment on their power to make laws. But the
urgency of the situation required Washington to act.

Because of France’s assistance in achieving independence, as well as the strong
anti-British feeling, there was a great deal of pro-French sentiment. ln addition, the
United States had signed treaties with the Fiench government. One committed the United
States to protect the French West Indies if they should be attacked and the Freoneh
asked for our help. The second allowed French privateers to bring their prizes (c:ptured
British ships) to American ports. It also prohibited France’s enemies from using American
ports for privateering. During the American Revolution it must be remembered, the

French had allowed American privateers to operate from Frer.ch ports.

Washington met with his Cabinet. Alexander Hamilton took a pro-British position and
Thomas Jefferson a pro-French position. The Cabinet, however, agreed unanimously that
it would be in the best interest of the United States to issue a proclamation. The Cabi-
net also agreed to receive the new French Ambassador of the French revolutionary gov-
ernment, Edmund Charles Genet, who had already arrived in Charleston. The cabinet
bitterly disagreed over the question of whether the treaties with France remained in
force. Hamilton argued no, Jefferson yes. With no agreement in sight, Washington stopped
the debate and asked everyore to send him written opinions. The Cabinet also agreed rot
to cnii Congress into special session.

Here is what the Proclamation stated:

. the duty and interest of the United States require that they would with
sincerity and good faith adopt and pursue a conduct friendly and impartial
toward the belligerent powers:

1 have therefore thought fit bv these presents to declare the disposition of
the United States to observe the conduct aforesaid toward those powers respec-
tively, and to exhort and warn the citizens of the United States carefully to
avoid all acts and proceeding whatsoever which may in any manner tend to
contravene such disposition.

And 1 do hereby also make known that whosoever of the atizens of the
United States shall render himself liable to punishment or forfeiture under the
law of nations by commutting, aiding or abetting hostilities against any of the
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Handout

said powers, or by carrying to any of them those articles which are deemed
contraband by the modern usage of nations will not receive the protection of the
United States against such punishment forfeiture; and further, that I have given
instruction to those officers to whom it belongs to cause prosecutions to be
instituted against all persons who shall, within the cognizance of the courts of
the United States, violate the law of nations with respect to the powers at
war. . . .

-- Philadelphia, the 22d of April, 1793, G. Wzshington.
Examining Ideas in Washington’s Proclamation
1. What is the main idea of Washington’s Proclamation?
2. What actions of Americans are prohibited by Washsington’s Proclamation?

3. Why did Washington make his Proclamation of 1793? What did it have to do with the
national security of the United States?

Hamilton and Jefferson Disagree on Foreign Policy

The Proclamation of Neutrality, as it was called (although as you can see, the word
neutrality appears nowhere in it), did try to place the United States on a middle course
between the great powers of that time. It sparked bitter public controversy between
those who were sympathetic to Great Britain and those who favored France.

In his written opinion to Washington on the question of how to receive Genet and
deal with the Treaties with France, Alexander Hamilton urged Washington to receive
Genet in such a manner that did not obligate the United States to France. He took the
view thei the present French government was illegitimate and could not rule but through
a blcod letting "reign of terror” and was not deserving of American support. International
law, he continued, did not automatically continue treaties made with one government to
another. Reaffirming the treaties could be seen by Great Britain as a course of war.
Furthermore, France, not the Urited States, would determine if the United States were
to remain at peace.

Thomas Jefferson on the other hand, argued that treaties were made between peoples
that remained constant and not between governinents that changed. He saw no need to
provoke a confrontation with France over the treaties by stating conditions upon
receiving Citizen Genet. France had not requested aid, if France did, that would be the
time to face the issue.

Each of the quotations below give different positions on the o 'igations of the
United States to keep its alliance with France in 1793. The first was written by
Alexander Hamilton who argued against the need to keep our agreements with France.
The other was written by Jefferson who urged that the United States shculd keep its
obligation to France.

Statements Written by Alexander Hamilton:

France was a monarchy when we entered into treaties with it, but it has now
declared itself a Republic, ani is preparing a Republican form of government. As
it may issue in a Republic, or a Military despotism or in something else which
may possibly render our alliance with it dangeraus to ourselves, we huve a right
of election to renounce the treaty altogether, or to declare 1t suspended tiil
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Handout

their government shall be settled in the form it is ultimately to take; and then
we may judge whether we will cali the treaties into operation again, or declare (
them forever null. Having that right of election now, if we receive their minister
without any qualification, it will amount to an act of election to continue the
treaties; and if the change they are undergoing should issue in a form which
should bring danger on us, we shall not be then free to renounce them. To elect
to continue them i3 equivalent to the making a new treaty at this time . . . To

renounce or suspend the treaties therefere is a necessary act of neutrality.
Statements Written by Thomas Jefferson:

. The treaties between the United States and France, were not treaties
between the United States and Louis Capet [Louis XVI], but between the two na-
tions of America and France; and the nations remaining in existence, though
both of them have since changed their forms of government, the treaties are not
annulled by these changes.

. . . Compacts then between nation and nation are obligatory on them by the
same moral law which obliges individuals to observe their compacts. There are
circumstances however which sometimes excuse the non-performance of contracts.
. When performance, for instence, becomes impossible, non-performance is not
immoral. So if self-preservation overrules the laws of obligaticn to others . . .

Examining Statements by Hamilton and Jefferson *1
|
4. What were Hamilton’s reasons for opposing the American treaty with France”
5. What were Jefferson’s reasons for supporting the American treaty with France?

6. With whom do you agree, Hamilton or Jefferson?
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National Security and Dissent:
The Alien and Sedition Acts, 1798

by Clair W. Keller

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

Few Presidents like criticism of foreign policy because they want to convey a sense
of national unity to other nations. They are also inclined to equate their policies with
national security interests and even view criticism of their policies as disloyal. Such
criticism undermines what they pelieve to be in the best interest of the nation. This
lesson explores the Federalists’ attempt during the administration of John Adams to sup-
press criticism of his foreign policy in the name of national security.

Connection to Textbooks

This lesson can be used when discussing the so-called "undeclared war with France"
during the administration of John Adams. It also can be used as part of discussic . about
the tensions that exist in a democratic society between freedom of expression and the
need for national security.

Objectives:
Students are expected to:

1. describe the circumstances that brought about the passage of the Alien and Sedition
acts;

2. explain the effect that the Alien and Sedition acts had on political dissent during
the last two years of the Adams Administration; aad

3. discuss the conflict that exists between freedom of expression and security in a
democratic society.

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson
o Inform students of the main points of the lesson. Distribute Handout 1.

o Have students read Handout 1. First ask stuients to place a check in the space
under Column #1 indicating those activities they believe should be allowed during
peace time. Then ask them to place a check in Column #2 indicating those activities
they believe should be allowed during war time.

o Make a retrieval chart on a transparency indicating how many students have checked
each statement for each column., Discuss the classes responses. Ask students W give
reasons for their choices.

Developing the Lesson

o Have students read Handout 2. Then have students mark which of the actions in
Handout 1 would be illegal under the Sedition Act.

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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(Note: All of the above activities would have been illegal under the Sedition Act of
1797. Numbers 2, 3, 5 & 7 are actual activities that resulted in arrest, prosecution,
and conviction. Number 2 concerns the case of Mathew Lyon, Congressman from
Vermont; number 3 was a remark uttered by Luther Baldwin, who in a tipsy mood
commented that he hoped some shots would hit the President in the seat of the
pants, number 5 was done oy a Connecticut editor; number 7 David Brown, a middle-
aged New England woracr who had placed a liberty pole with a painted sign saying:
"No Stamp Tax--No Sedition--No Alien Bills--No Land Tax--Downfall to Tyrants of
America--Peace and Retirement to the President--Long Live the Vice President and
the Minority--May Moral Virtures be the Basis of Civil Government.").

o Make a retrieval chart on a transparency showing which actions students thought
were illegal under the Sedition Act.

o Discuss with students the reascns for their answers. The task at this stage is not an
evaluation of the activities, but whether or not they were considered illegal. When
students have finished tleir discussion, reveal to them that all of the above activi-
ties would have been illegal under the Sedition Act and that numbers 2, 3, 5 & 7
represent actual cases that resulted in corviction. Ask students to speculate what
circumstances would prompt a government to pass such legislation. You should
attempt to point out the tensions that exist in a democratic society between
"freedom and security."

Concluding the Lesson

o Ask students under what circumstances should a government be permitted to suppress
the press, assembly and speech?

- What are the appropriate limits on speech and press?
- Do these limits vary according to circumnstances?

- Are there occasions wher national security interests are so overwhelmirg that
criticizing government policies oughti to be forbidden?

(Note: if students say no, ask them if the government should be allowed to keep
secrets. How open should government activity be? What if someocne wants to disclose
a secret that could help an adversary, is that okay?)

o Distribute Handout 3. Have students read the short excerpt from Jefferson’s inaugural
speech. Discuss its meaning and implications in terms of the questions preceding this
excerpt.

o Fimsh the lesson with a discussion of the concluding questions on the last page of
the Handout.

Suggestions for Additional Reading

Emery, Edwin, and Smith, Henry Ladd. The Press & America. New York: Prentice Hall,
1954, pp. 151-164.

Brief discussion or the results of the Sedition Act on freedom of the press.

Youngs, J. William T. American Realities: Historical Episodes from the First Settlement to
the Civil War. Boston: Little, Brown, 1981, pp. 121-138.

Excellent summary of circumstances surrounding the origin of and operation of the
Alien & Sedition Acts. Could be used for advanced students.
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Handout 1
National Security and Dissent: The Alien and Sedition Acts, 1798

Americans are a free people. The Constitution of the United States limits the power
of the government and protects liberties of the people, including freedom of speech and
the press. However, a major responsibility of any government, including the government
of the United States, is to maintain order and security--to protect freedoms and rights
of the people against internal disorders and against threats from foreign nations. Should
the government ever place limits on freedom of speech and press on behalf of national
security? In wartime, for example, should a government restrict freedom to criticize the
government or to praise the enemy?

Following is an opinion poll that asks you to think about whether or not certain
activities of the people shouid be restricted in peacetime or wartime.

Opinion Poll on Freedom of Expression

As you read the following statements you are asked to indicate in the space under
column #1 whether or not ihe activity described in the statement should be permitted by
the United States governmeat during peacetime. Indicate in the space under column #2 if
the activities should be permitted by the United States government during wartime.

Column #1  Column #2

-

- Write a letter to a newspaper criticizing the President’s
nandling of a foreign policy issue.

2. Congressman writes a letter to a newspaper accusing the party
in  power of ridiculous pomp, foohsh adulation, and selfish
avarice.

3. Make a derogatory comment about the President.

4. Write an editorial against a declaration of war being considered
by Congress.

5. Write an editorial criticizing the army and military
policies of Congress.

6. Organize a rally opposing the President’s foreign policy.

7. Put up a political poster with slogans criticizing the
government.

8. Make a speech calling vour senator stupid.

9. Make a speech calling the government immoral and corrupt.

10. Write an editorial describing your senator as immoral and
corrupt.
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Handout 2
The Alien and Sedition Acts, 1798

During the Federalist Party administration of John Adams, 1797-1801, relations be-
tween France and the United States had deteriorated so much that an undeclared naval
war existed between the two countries. The Republicans blamed this state of affairs on
John Adams and engaged in a bitter partisan attack on his presidency. To curb this cni-
ticism, the Congress passed several measures to suppress the activities of these Republi-
can critics. The supporters of the administration justified these measures because to them
organized opposition to government policy was treasonous and dangercus to the security
of the nation.

Two acts, Alien and Naturalization Acts, were aimed at French and pro-French
foreigners in the United States. One part established eligibility for citizenship through
naturalization at 14 years. Another act authorized the President to deport any alien who
he deemed dangerous to the peace and safety of the United States, and in case of war
to deport aliens of an enemy country or to subject them to important restraints if they
were permitted to remain in this country. The Sedition Act made it a high misdemeanor
for any persons to conspire to oppose any measure or to impede the operation of any
law of the U.S., but also made it illegal for "any person to write, print, or publish any
false, scandalous and malicious writing . . . against the government of the United States
[Congress or the President] with intent to defame . . . or bring them or either of them,
into contempt or disrepute, or to excite against them or eithar or any of them the hat-
red of the good people of the United States."

The Alien and Sedition Acts, as these four measures were called, were immediately
attacked by the Republicans as being unconstitutional. But, &s discussed in the note
above, to no avail.

The Sedition Act, 1798

This is an excerpt from the Sedition Act. As you read it, think of the type of politi-
cal adtivity that could be allowed. What kind of criticism could members of the
opposition exercise? What criticisms were banned?

Sec. 1: Be it enacted . . . , That if any persons shall unlawfully combine or
conspire together, with intent to oppose any measure or measures of the govern-
ment of the United States, which are or shall be directed by proper authority,
or to impede the operation of any law of the United States, or to intimidate or
prevent any person holding a place or office in or under the government of the
United States, from undertaking, performing or executing his trust or duty; and
if said, shall counsel, advise or attempt to procure any insurrection, riot, unlaw-
ful assembly, or combination, whether such conspiracy, threatening, counszl,
edvice, or attempt shall have the proposed effect or not, he or they shall he
deemed guilty of a high misdemeanor. . ..

Sec. 2: That if any person shall write, print, utter, or publish, or shall cause

or procure to be written, printed, uttered or published . . . any false, scandalous
and malicious writing or writings against the governnent of the United States,
or either house of the Congress. . . . President, with intent to defame the said
government, or either house of the said Congress or . . . President or to bring

the, or either of them, into contempt or disreput; or to excite against them or
either or any of them, the hatred of the good peopie of the United States, or to
stir up sedition within the United States. . . . shall be punished. . . .
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Handout 3

Jefferson’s First Inaugural Address

Below is an excerpt from Jefferson’s First lnaugural Address (March 4, 1801). As you

read it, think about Jefferson’s views on freedom of expression. Where do you think
Jefferson would draw the line between freedom and security. Does Jefferson give too

much freedom? Why is Jefferson not afraid of free speech and freedom of the press? Do
you share his views? Why or why not?

During the contest of opinion through which we have passed the animation
of the discussion and of exertions has sometimes worn an aspect which might
impose on strangers unused to think freely and to speak and to write what they
think; but they being now decided by the voice of the nation, announced accord-
ing to rules of the Constitution, all will, of course arrange themselves under the
will of the law, and united in common efforts for the common good. All, too,
will bear in mind this sacred principle, that though the will of the majority is in
all cases to prevail, that will to be rightful must be reasonable; that the minor-
ity possess their equal rights, which equal law must protect, and to violate it
would be oppression. Let us then, fellow-citizens, united with one heart and one
mind. Let us restore to social intercourse that harmony and affection without
which liberty and even life itself are but banished from our land that religious
intolerance under which mankind so long bled and suffered, we have yet gained
little if we countenance a politica' intolerance as despotic, as wicked, and capa-
ble of as bitter and bloody persecutions. . . . But every difference names breth-
ren of the same principle. We are all Republicans, we are all Federalists. If there
be any ameng us who would wish to dissolve this Union or to change its repub-
lican form, let them stand undisturbed as monuments of the safety with which
error of opinion may be tolerated where reason is left free to combat it.

(Note: The Alien and Sedition Acts were repudiated by President Jefferson wnd the
Republican Party majority in Congress.)

Concluding Questions About National Security and Dissent

11.

12.

13.

14.

Why were the Alien, and Sedition Acts passed in 1798?

Why did Thomas dJefferson ard his Repuablican Party followers oppose the Alen and
Sedition Acts?

To what extent do you agree with Jefferson and his followers about the Alien and
Sedition Acts?

What are the appropriate limits on free speech and press during wartime or other
critical threats to national security? (Can you think of examples of actions that
rlght justifiably be banned in the interests of national security?)
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SECTION II
THE AMERICAN NATION JEVELOPS AND
EXPANDS BEFORE THE CIVIL WAR

List of Lessons

This section includes five lessons that
treat. national security in relationship to
policy decisions and events in the devel-
opment of the United States. American
leaders faced difficult decisions about
territorial acquisitions, war and peace,
and national defense during this early
period of American history. The lessons
are:

5. The Louisiana Purchase and National
Security, 1803

6. Acquisition of East Florida and Na-
tional Security, 1819

7. The Debate Over Military Academies

8. The Monroe Doctrine and Security in
the Western Hemisphere, 1823

9, Should 1 Support President Polk’s
War? Senator John C. Calhoun’s De-
cision, 1846

Overview or Teachers

Though professing and practicing
“isolationism"” from the "power politics” of
Europe, which dominated thc international
syst:m of the time, the United States was
not inactive in international affairs as
the nineteenth century opened. As the
new nation turned its attentions to the
expansion of its own territory, continued
European interest in the Western Hemi-
sphere--most notably from warring Great
Britain and France--was seen to affect
America’s westward movement. With a
growth in the economy and population
and an increase in trade, the pressure for
expansion grew. And as it did American
policy became repeatedly involved with
both the European powers and the North
Americar nations that bordered the
United States.
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Each stage of these developments
posed serious questions for American
national security. When the French forced
Spain to return the huge Louisiana
Territory commanded by the busy port of
New Orleans at the mouth of the Missis-
sippi River, President Jefferson immedi-
ately recognized the change as a poten-
tial threat to American security. The
ineffectual Spanish had been problem
enough, presenting obstacles to the in-
creasing river trade from America’s con-
tinuing expansion westward. It was feared
that the powerful French might choose to
impede the expansion itself. lesson 5
examines how Jefferson’s concern for his
growing nation’s security motivated him
to propose and successfully negotiate the
purchase of the Louisiana Territory from
France, thereby providing both essential
control over a crucial strategic point and
room for further expansion. Lesson 6
shows how similar considerations, though
less grand in scope and lengthier in
execution, led the United States to press
a now even weaker Spain tv cede title to
East Florida in 1819.

Av the same time that its interests
and teri‘tory were growing, the United
States was again embroiled in a domestic
dispute over the persistent issue of how
to provide the means and manpower to
provide for its own defense. In the spirit
of its revolutionary beginnings and the
growing lore of its frontier culture, the
United States had conducted its wars by
calling on its citizens to support the
cause of the day. The concept of a
standing army of professicnal soldiers was
still considered to be contrary to the
principles of the new government. How-
ever, as the nation grew, many felt that
a professional standing a.rmy was needed.

Lesson 7 presents the first of long
series of debates that would take place
over this issue. This lesson examines
Congressional debates in 1816 on whether
to expand the number of military
academies and increase the number of
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officers trained in the United States. The
Military Academy at West Point had been
established in 1802, but was still produc-
ing only a small number of officers esck
year. Many still equated development of a
professional army with European elitism
and therefore opposed the idea.

Regardless of differences on such
issues, the security problems of the
United States continued to grow more
complex. The question of American expan-
sion and continued European interest in
the Western Hemisphere faced by
Jefferson arose again during the adminis-
tration of President James Monroe. The
United States sought to preserve the
opportunities that the North American
Csntinent seemed to present, in part by
design and in part because its citizens
were simply moving into unclaimed ter-
ritory. The American leadership also
sought to underscore the philosophical
foundations for its isolation from the
non-democratic  politics of the European
powers, which many felt lay at the root
of the conflicts of that Continent. These
concerns were addressed by the President
in 1823 in what has become known as the
Morroe Drctiine. Lessoa 8 traces the
crigins of (his “doctrine."” While it ac-
quired great histeyic significance, tias
lesson shows that the Monroe Docirine
was more a self-conscious definitio, of
our own pelicy than it was a statement

of much import beyond the United States.
Nonetheless, such a statement both sum-
marized and directed the course of Amer-
ican security policy for the remainder of
the century.

Under the protection of self-declared
isolation, westward expansion continued
to be the primary expression of U.S.
policy through ihe next several decades.
Except for sporadic instances, this expan-
sion encountered little resistance from
the native Americans who were settled on
the land. But as the movement drew
further and further west, it began to
include territory which was already
claimed by other countries--Mexico to the
South and Great Britain to the North. In
the presidency of James Polk both of
these areas had to be confronted. In the
case of Britain and the Oregon Territory
a peaceful settlement was reached
(although some wanted the boundary of
that territory to be drawn farther north
and were willing to fight for it--"54%-40’
er fight"). In the case of Mexico, how-
ever, the U.S. engaged in its first truly
territrrial war in 1846. The issue was a
complex one and occasioned considerable
debate and ill feeling as discussed in
Tesson 9. Ultimately the outcome of this
war was to upen U.S. territory all the
»ay to the Pacific, paving the way for
grester develepment of America’s overseas
trade and commerce.
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The Louisiana Purchase and National Security, 1803

b+ John J. Patrick

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points
This lesson stresses a single point, that the primary motive for the purchase of the

Louisiana territory from France in 1803 was to maintain national security. In addition,
Jefferson chose expediency over a concern for strict, construction of the Constitution.

Connection to Textbooks

Every textbook explains the purchase of Louisiana, but usually stressing the great
land bargain of 4 cents an acre rather than Jefferson’s desire for greater national
security. This lesson can be used to elaborate upon typical textbsok coverage of this
topic.

Objectives
Students are expected to:

1. explain the relationship of national security to the purchase of the Louisiana
Territory by the United States;

2. explain the constitutional 1ssue faced by Jeffers~n in deciding to purchase Louisiana;
3. explain how Jefferson resolved the constitutional 1ssue of the Louisiana Purchase;

4. identify and explain all the reasons that Jefferson used to justify the purchase of
the Louisiana Territory; and

5. evaluate Jefferson’s rationale for the purchase of the Louisiana Territory.

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Openicg the Lesson

o Use a political map of Norh America in 1803 (refer to a textbook or historical atlas
to find a suitable map) and identify the bouadares of the United States and the
Louisiana Territory and the location of New Orleans. Tell students to study the map
and discuss the following question with reference to it: Why was control of the
Louisiana Territory by a foreign power a threat to the national szcurity of the
United States?

0 Turn to the first page of the Handout to find an excerpt irum a letter written on
April 18, 1802 by President Thomas Jefferson to Robert Livingston, U.S. Minister to
France. Distribute copies of this excerpt, either read the letter to the students or
have them read it. Discuss the main ideas of this letter with reference to the
overriding idea of national security. You may want to use the quections at the end
of the letter to guide your discussion.

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Q Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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Developing the Lesson

o Have students read the case study about the Louisiana Purchase in the Handout.
Advise students to pay special attention to Jefferson’s consideration of both national
security and coustitutional questions relevant to his decision about the Louisiana
Territory.

o Have students answer the questions at the end of the case study in the Handout.
They should prepare for class discussion on these questions.

Concluding the Lcason

o Conduct a class discussion of the six questions at the end of the case study. During
this discussion, emphasize the conflict between Jefferson’s values about national
security and his values about how to interpret the Constitution. Challenge students
to examine and appraise Jefferson’s reasons for choosing national security over his

constitutional principles in this case.

Suggestions for Additional Reading

Morris, Richard B. Great Presidential Decisions. Philadelphia: J.B. Lippincott, 1960, pp.
54-65.

Excellent discussion of the issues surrounding the purchase of Louisiana Territory.
Contains commentary and documents.

Malone, Dumas. Jefferson the President:. First Term, 1801-i1805 Boston: Little, Brown,
1970, pp. 263-332.
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Handout
The Louisiana Purchase and National Security

Jefferson’s Letter to Livingston

Read the following excerpt from a letter by Thomas Jefferson after he learned of the
possibility that France might acquire Louisiana. Remember that during Washington’s
Administration Jefferson favored friendly relations with France. The position of Jefferson
in the quote below marks a departure from his previous anti-British, pro-French view.

The letter was written by Jefferson to Robert R. Livingston on Apnl 18, 1802,
American minister to France.

. The cession of Louisiana . . . by Spain to France . . . completely rever-
ses all the political relations of the United States, and will form a =ew epoch in
our political course. Of all nations of any consideration, France is the one which,
hitherto, has offered the fewest points on which we could have any conflict of
right, and the most points of communion of interest. From these causes, we have
ever looked into her as our natural friend, as one with which we could never
have an occasion of difference. Her growth, therefore we view as our own, her
misfortunes our natural and habitual enemy. It is New Orlears, through which the
produce of three-eights of our territory must pass to market, and from its fertil-
ity it will ere bring yield more than half of our whole produce, and contain more
than half of our inhabitants. France, placing herself in that door, assumes to us
the attitude of defiance. Spain might have retained it quietly for years. }F.r paci-
fic dispositions, her feeble state, would induce her to increase our facilitics there,
so that her possessions of the place would hardly be felt by us, and it would not,
perhaps, be very long before some circumstance might arise, which might take the
cession of it to us the price of somethir,; of more worth to her. Nor so can it
ever be in the hands of France . . . The day that France takes possession of New
Orleans, . . . we must morry ourselves to the British fleet and nation. We must
turn all our attention to a maritime force. . . .

Discuss the following questions about this letter:
1. Why did Jefferson consider France our natural friend?
2. Why was New Orleans so important to the United States?

3. Why was continued possession of New Orleans by Spain not considered a threat o
the United States by Jefferson?

4. If France owned New Orleans, why did Jefferson say that our attitude toward Great
Britain would have to change? (What does this change in atuitude have to do with
national security?)

5. How was acquisition of the Louisiana Territory essential to national security?
The Louisiana Purchase and National Security, 1803

The purchase of Louisiana Territory was the most important decision of the presi-
dency of Thomas Jefferson. The Louisiana Territory, owned by France in 1803, was a
huge area west of the Mississippi River--extending westward to the Rocky Mountains and
southward from the Canadian border to the Gulf of Mexico and the Spanish territories of
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Texas and New Mexico. This territory of more than 828,000 square miles was larger than
all of Western Europe and about as large as the total land area of the Ilnited States at
the beginning of 1803.

The Question of National Security

Was Louisiana vital to the national security of the United States? Many Americans,
" including  President Thomas Jefferson, thought so. Others, however, disagreed. They
pointed out that the port of New Orleans, at the mouth of the Mississippi River, was the
only important settlement in the Louisiana Territory, which was mostly a vast wilderness
inhabited mainly by various tribes of so-called Indian peoples. But Jefferson and others,
especially settlers in the Ohio River Valley to the west of the Appalachian Mountains,
believed that their nation was threatened by foreign controi of New Orleans. look at a
map of North America and you can see that the Ohio River system flows into the Missis-
sippt River, which flows into the Gulf of Mexico, where New Orleans is located. So who-
ever controlled New Orleans also controlled river traffic from the interio. of North
America into the Gulf of Mexico, and from there by sea to South America, the Caribbean
islands, the east coast of North America, and Europe.

When Spain controlled Louisiana during the period feollowing the Independence of the
United States, the port of New Qrleans was sometimes closed to American shipping and
at other times unfair taxes were charged for use of the port. American farmers in the
Ohio River Valley were oftea hurt badly by Spanish policies on their use of the port of
New Orleans. These farmers loaded their crops onto boats and rafts, which floated down
the Mississippi to New Orleans. From there the goods were shipped to American cities
along the Atlantic coast or to other countries. These Americans, and these who depended
upon their products, wanted free access to the port of New Orleans. So they pressed
their rational government durirg the presidential terms of Washington and Adams to help
them. However, the new American nation was too weak to force the “-anish to change
their policies.

In 1800, however, Americans had a new oppertunity to make a deal about New
Orleans. France, which had owned Louisiana before 1763, forced Spain o return it. Pres-
ident Thomas Jefferson feared the establishment of powerful French forces in Louisiana.
What if the French decided to close the port of New Orleans to Americans? What if they
used Louisiana as a miltary base? Jefferson sent envoys to Napoleon Bonaparte, the ruler
of France. The Arnericans offered to buy the Port of New Orleans, and the surrounding
region for $2 million.

President Jefferson was astounded by Napoleon’s response to his offer. The French
ruler needed money to pay for his nngoing war with Britain. Furthermore, he feared that
the British, with the world’s strongest navy, might be able to transpoit military forces to
North America =r+ take Louisiana away from him. So he offered to sell the entire ].oui-
siana Territory to the United States. Thus he would get needed funds, prevent Louisiana
from falling to the British, and win the good will of the United States.

Napoleon’s price for all of the Louisiana Territory was $15 million, which might seem
high. However, looked at as a cost per acre, this was a bargain--about 4 cents per acre.

The Question of Constitutional Interpretation

Jefferson wanted to take Napoleon’s offer. But he was bothered by a question of
constitutional interpretation.
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As leader of the Republican party, Jefferson was a strict constructionist, who be-
lieved that the nationai government should be limited strictly to the powers expressed in
the Constitution. According to a strict constructionist interpretation of the Constitution,
Jefferson could not buy Louisiana; because there was no statement in the Constitution
granting power to the President or Congress to buy territory from another country.

According to the broad constructionists, such as Alexander Hamilton, the President
could use the “elastic clause” (Article I, Section 8) to justify many actions not expressed
specifically in the Constitution. The "elastic clause"” says: "The Congress shall have power

to make all laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into execution
the foregong powers, and all other powers vested by this Constitution in the government
of the United States, or in any department or officer thereof."

Jefferson wanted to buy Louisiana, but he was reluctant to stretch the powers of the
Federal government, as his Federalist Party rivals had done during tle 1790’s, when they
had established a national bank. Jefferson expressed his dilemma in a letter to John
Breckinridge, a Republican leader in the Senate:

The treaty must of course, be laid before both Houses, because both have
important functions to exercise respecting it. They, I presume, will see their
duty to their country in ratifying and paying for it, so as to secure a good
which would otherwise probably be never again in their power. . . .

On October 17, 1803, the Senate ratified Jefferson’s treaty by a vote of 24 to 7. A
majority in the House of Representatives voted to appropriate the money needed to make
the purchase. The muney bill was also passed by the Scnate. Jefferson was empowered to
conclude the deal with France, which he did.

Jefferson explained his deviation from strict construction of the Constitution:

A strict observance of the written laws is doubtless one of the high uduties
of a good citizen, but 1t is not the highest. The laws of necessity, of self-
preservation of saving our country when in danger, are of higher obligation. To
lose our country by a scrupulous adnerence to written law, would be to lose the
law itself, with life, liberty, property and all those who are enjoying them with
us; thus absurdly sacrificing the end to the means.

Later, the President said: "Is it not better that the opposite bank of the Mississippi
should be settled by our own brethren and children than by strangers of another family?”
Americans responded by moving westward to populate and develop the new territory. Out
of it were eventually to be made twelve states: Arkansas, Colorado, lowa, Kansas, Louisi-
ana, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Dakota and Wyoming.

Through the purchase of Louisiana, the United States became one of the largest
nations on earth. Later on, Americans learned that the territory included many acres of
fertile soil and other valuable natural resources. Louisiuna was a richer prize than most
people im2gined at that time.

In 1828, the Supreme Court affirmed the constututional bases of Jefferson’s decision

to purchase louisiana. In the case of Amer:ican Insurance Company v. Canter, Chief Jus-
tice Marshall expressed the majority opinion that the Federal Government could acquire
new territory under the treaty-making clause of the Constitution.
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Reviewing and Interpreting Main Ideas

6.

10.

Why did President Jefferson and other American leaders think that possession of New
Orleans was critical to national security?

Why might the entire territory of Louisiana, in addition to New Orleans, be
considered important to the security of the United States?

What was the constitutional issue about the purchase of the Louisiana Territory?

What reasons did Fresident Jefferson give to justify his resolution of the
constitutional issue in this case?

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of Jefferson’s reasons for
purchasing the Lou‘siana Territory?
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Acquisition of East Florida and National Security, 1819

by Clair W. Keller

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson is designed to show how the acquisition of East Florida was important as
a means of securing western trade routes and as a means of maintaining security for the
southern part of the United States.

Connection to Textbooks

Most textbooks discuss territorial expansion, including the acquisition of East Flonda.
This lesson provides a national security perspective to that acquisition.

Objectives:

Students are expected to:

1. locate important geographic features related to western trade and acquisition of East
Florida;

2. describe how the United States obtained East Florida; and

3. 2xplain the relationship between the acquisition of East Florida and the security of
southern states.

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

o Refer students to the outline map of the United States in 1815 in the Handout.
Discuss these questions:

- How did farmers who lived in the midwest get products to market in 18157
- Which route was the fastest? Which the cheapest?

- How did cotton growers in Mississippi, Alabama, Tennessee and Georgia get their
cotton to textile mills in the east and Great Britain?

Note: The point to be emphasized here is the importance of trade routes of the
Mississippi aad other rivers that drained into the Gulf of Mexico.

Developing the Lesson
o Lcok at the map again. Ask students to locate East Florida.
o Ask students to read the first section of the Handout. Then have them read the list

of events, in chronological order, about the acquisition of Florida by the United
Staves.

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201,
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o Require students to answer the questions at the end of the chronology in the Hand-
out in preparation for rlass discussion.

Concluding the Lesson
o Conduct a class discussion of the questions 1-4 in the Handout.
o Have students write a brief essay (no more than 250 words) in response to question

5. Ask different students to read their essays to the class and have other students
respond to their ideas.

Suggestions for Additional Reading

Pratt, Julius. A History of U.S. Foreign Policy. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1955,
pp. 80-82, 128-130, 155-167.

A good summary of events leading to acquisition of East Florida. Treats the acquisi-
tion as result of expansioaists’ policies.

Bailey, Thomas A. A Diplomatic History of the American Pegple, 9th edition. Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1970, pp. 163-175.

A lucidly written discussion that traces the entire history of the acquisition of
Florida in a single chapter.




Handout
Acquisition of East Florida and National Security, 1819

When the United States declared independence in 1776, Florida belonged to Spain.
However, American leaders from the 1780’s onward wanted to acquire Florida. They be-
lieved that control of Florida by a foreign power was a threat to national security. Why?

We can begin to understand their thinking about Florida and national security by
examining the map of Florida at the end of the lesson. Imagine Florida to be the handle
of a pistol. It is aimed at the mouth of the Mississippi River. Furthermore, the huge
peninsula jutted into the trade routes between New Orleans and the Atlantic seaboard.
Finally, most of the navigable rivers of Alabama and Mississippi flowed to the Gulf of
Mexico through West and East Florida. Therefore, from the point of view of Americars
living in the West, foreign control of Florida was like having a loaded gun pointed at
them: What if Spain acted to cut off trade routes needed by settlers of the western
territories and states of the United States? This threat haunted Americans.

In addition, pirates operated out of ports in Florida, because the government of
3pain did not have sufficient power in Florida to stop piracy. Furthermore, Florida was a
haver for runaway slaves from the southern part of the United States. Finally, Indians
freely crossed the Florida/USA border to attack American settlers and then retreated
into Flerida, where they were safe from punishment.

In 1803, President Thomas Jefferson expressed the hopes of Americans to acquire
Florida. He wrote: "We have some claims . . . to [West and East Florida]. . . . These
claims will be a subject of negotiation sith Spain, and if, as soon as she is at war, we
push them strongly with one hand, holding out a price in the other, we shall certainiy
obtain the Flondas, and all in good time."

Spain was soon involsed in war with France and after 1810 faced spreading rebellions
by the Spanish colonies in Mexico and South America. It seemed that Florida could be
acquired by the United States. On May 29, 1819, an article in Niles’ Weekly Register
expressed an opinion held generally in the United States: "[Florida] will just as naturally
come into our postession as the waters of the Mississippi seek the sea; and any thing
done to obstruct the operation will be as useless, in the end, as an attempt to arrest and
turn back the course of that mighty stream."

Niles’ Weekly Register was offering an opinion almost after the fsoct, because in
February 1819, the United States signed a treaty witn Spain to acquire Florida. However,
it was not until 1821, that this treaty was formally avoproved by both the Spanish
government and the Senate of the United States.

Tollowing is a chronological list of events in the acquisition of East Florida by the
United States.

Steps Leading to Acyuisition of East Florida:

1763 Florida was ceded to Spain as a party to the treaty ending ‘e French and
Indian War. The northern border between Spanish and English territory was
set at 31 N. latitude, the present northern border of Florida. The line was
extended west to the Mississippt River.
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1810

1811

1812

1815-1818

1818

1819-182;

Pinckney Treaty confirmed the 31 N. latitude as the southern boundary of
the U.S. Spain also agreed to free navigation of the Mississippi River [The
west bank of the Mississippi River was part of the Louisiana Territory]
giving U.S. shippers the right to land and store goods at New Orleans, at a
fair price, for three years.

The U.S. purchased Louisiara and attempted to claim West Florida as part of
the Louisiana Territory.

The U.S. attempted to purchase West Florida from Spain, but Spain refused.
Jefferson then tried to buy West Florida from France, since the title to the
area was not clear, but Napoleon wanted too much money.

Americans in West Florida seized control of the territory, then asked to be
annexed to the United States. This pattern would be followed many times in
U.S. expansion to the west.

U.S. troops occupied West Florida, moving the border of West Florida east to
what is now Mobile, Alabama.

Louisiana was admitted to the USA as a state; part of West Florida was
added to Louisiana and included as part of the new state.

There were border problems with East Florida. Slaves fled south. U.S. troops
often pursued Indians and ex-slaves across the border.

General Andrew Jackson, Indian fighter and hero of the Battle of New
Orleans, invaded Florida after wridng a letter to the President requesting
permission to invade Florida. He suggested that he could seize the whole of
East Florida "without implicating the government. Let it be signified to me
through any channel (say Mr. J. Rhea) that the possession of the Floridas
would be desirable to the United States and in sixty days it will be accom-
plished." Jackson stated that he had received an indirect answer to go ahead
from President Monroe, later denied by the President who said he never read
Jackson’s letter until weeks later because of an illness.

Jackson pursued Indians, hung two Englishmen as pirates, and seized Florida.
The U.S. was embarrassed. The territory was returned to Spain. While many
condemned Jackson’s actions, John Q. Adams, Secretary of State, defended
him because he believed "Spain must immediately make her election either to
place a force in Florida, adequate at once to the protection of her teriitory,
and to the fulfillment of her engagements, or cede to the U.S. a province,
of which she retains nothing but the nominal possession, but which is, in
fact, a derelict, open to the occupation of every enemy, civilized or savage,
of the U.S. and serving no other earthly purpose than as a post of
annoyance to them." Adams vigorously pursued the purchase of East Florida.

The Adams-Onis treaty for purchase of Florida was signed on February 22,
1819. The treaty also established the border between U.S. and Spanish ter-
ritories all the way to the Pacific Ocean. The Senate finally ratified the
treaty on February 19, 1821, two years after it was signed.
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1821 Jacksor wa somewhat vindicated by his appointment as territorial governor

of Florida.

Reviewing and Interpreting Main Ideas

L.

Why did American leaders, such as Thomas Jefferson and Andirew Jackson, want to
acquire West and East Florida?

When and how did the United States acquire West Florida?
When and how did the United States acquire East Florida?

What were the roles of James Monroe, John Quincy Adams, and Andrew Jackson in
the acquisition of East Florida?

What is your appraisal of the means used by the United States to acquire East
Florida? Was the United States, in order to enhance national security, justified in
pressuring Spain to give up Florida?

American History - 6 61 44




The United States in 1815

BE]
Settled Area /

1815 edes o
\4 Nav!_.ga{?le Rivers L

- -

(ILLINOIS)
(INDIANA)

St. Louig

Louisville

(MISSOURY)
(1821)

KENTUCKY

e s s

" WEST FLORIDA . - {;

2(?0 4CI)O miles
1
600 km.

Gulf of Mexico '




A merican History - 7 46

The Debate Over Mililary Academies

by Donald A. Ritchie

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson presents excerpts from an actual debate in 1816, which represented a
much larger public debate in the pre-Civili War years, over the legitimacy of military
academies. The issues were whether such academnies were constitutional, whether they
were aristocratic, and whether the defense of the nation should not be left to "citizens’
armies." The debate ended with a vote in favor of expanding the academies, although not
as greatly as their supporters had wished, and in the eventual acceptance of military
academies in American life.

Connection to Textbooks

This lesson can be used in connection with chapters covering the War of 1812, early
nationalism, and the Jacksonian era. Comparisons between this lesson and the more ex-
tensively treated Jacksonian war against the Bank of the United States can easily be
made. Mauy of the opponents of the Bank also opposed the military academies, and for
many of the same reasons: they were "monsters" that perpetuated an aristocracy within
the Americar democracy. This lessop adds information usually lacking in textbooks, con-
cerning the debate over a standing army and the early suspicion of military academies.
The lesson also highlights a Congressional debate, showing how issues in American his-
tory were decided in the legislative arena, and the sharp differences of opinion that
often existed.

Objectives
Students are expected to:
1. explain the reasons why Americans were sus; “ious of a standing army;

2. identify the positions taken by those who supported and those who opposed military
academies; and

3. explain the results of the debate n both its immediate and long-term effects.
Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

o Ask students if they can identify the major military academies (Army: West Point,
New York; Navy: Annapolis, Maryland; Air Force: Colorado Springs, Colorado). Ask if
any member of their family, or any one they know had attended a military academy.
Ask them about what the purposes of these academies are, and what images they
have formed of them. Ask why the establishment of these academies might have been
considered controversial at one time.

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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Developing th2 Lesson

o Have students read the case study. Then conduct a discussion of the factual review
) questions, to make certain they have understood the main ideas.

Answers to Factual Review Questions

1. Because they thought .t unnecessary, expensive and dangerous to a democracy;
and because it reminded them of the British professionals in the American
Revolutioi.

2. Because there were still very few graduates of the academy.

3. The performance of West Point graduates in the Mexican War and the Civil War.

(Depending upon the time, this section might be taken up on a second day).

o Assign several students to the roles of Cyrus King, John Hulbert, and John C. Cal-
houn. They can either read or paraphrase the arguments. Note the differences in
styles of responses made by Hulbert (mocking) and Calhoun (appealing to patriotism,.
Following this reenactment, have the students answer the Interpreting Primary
Sources questions in the Handout:

\ Answers to Interpreting Primary Sources Questions

, 4. King argued that the Constitution did not have any provision for such academies;

1 that the provision to "raise and support armies” would not apply to this bill be-
cause the cadets would not be required to serve in th army; and that if this bill
was constitutional, then the pgovernment more vrightly should educate everyone
rather than a privileged few.

5. Their aristocratic nature.

6. Huibert responded that other laws relating to military academies had been enacted
under several administrations, and no one had called them unconstitutional; and
that the power to "raise and support armies" was sufficient to permit passage of
this bill.

7. That King must have been fooled by schoolboys pretending to be cadets and mid-
shipmen.

8. Because he believed it would provide useful military education and training to men
who would go back to become leaders in their communities and their militia, for
future service to the nation.

9. That another war with Britain was always possible, and the nation needed to have
trained leaders to be prepared.

Concluding the Lesson
o Using the Decision Making Skills questions, have the students discuss the goals and
values expressed by both sides in this debate. Cyrus King represents the "strict con-
| structionalists” who believe that only those functions specifically provided for in the
¥ Constitution are permitted to the government. He was fighting to keep the "rights
and property” of the people from being given away piecemeal. King was also
Amesrican History - 7 47
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contemntuous of academies that educated only the children of the wealthy and
seemed aristocratic in nature. Because there was no requirement that these cadets
served in the army after their graduation (since the army was too small in peacctime
to need them all), King was afraid that they would become "mere suldiers of fortune"
and would use their swords "to carve their way to fortune and to power."

Hulbert and other supporters of the bill adopted a looser interpretation of the Con-
stitution, that the power to raise «nd support an army implied the ability to train
officers in military academics. Their position was that the government should not be
stopped from adopting needed programs, unless specifically prohibited by the Con-
stitution. John C. Calhoun’s support for this proposal was a reflection of his nation-
alist position during his early career in Washington. Calhoun wanted to use the
power of the federal government to train the future leaders of the community and
strengthen the nation’s military position. In his later career, Calhoun, because of his
fight to support the slave system in the South, became a "strict constructionist”
himself.

o Ask the students whether the House made the right decision. Encourage them to
discuss the consequences of votes cast by members of the House on this issue, and

to make positive and/or negative appraisals of the two sides of the debate.
Suggestions for Additional Reading

Encourage students who are interested in the subject to read Marcus Cunliffe,

i The Martial irit _in _Ameri 1 -1 (Boston: Little, Brown
and Company, 1968). A highly engaging account of the standing army versus militia ‘
deb'dte. 1
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The Debate Over Military Academies
Background to the Debate

\
Americans depend upon their military forces to defend their national security, but 1
what type of military forces? And what .ole should they play in American society? From |
colonial times to the Civil War, Americans looked with disfavor on a large, standing

army. They identified a professional army with the British redcoats they fought in the

War for Independence. They considered such a "regular army" as unnecessary, expensive,

and dangerous to their free government. Instead, many preferred a "citizens’ army" (mili-

tia) made up of citizen-soldiers who could be called into action in time of war or civil
disturbance.

Some of this hostility toward professional soldiers was directed toward the military
academies. The first military academy was established at West Point, New York, in 1802.
In its early years, the academy was small, and it took many years to establish its nation-
al reputaiion. By the time of the War of 1812, only seventy-one cadets had graduated
from West Pcint. They were too few in number to play a commanding role in the war,
and Americans hailed the frontier militia under General Andrew Jackson as the real
Lieroes of the day.

After the war, Congress debated improving and expanding military education and
training. In January 1816, the House Military Affairs Committee proposed to expand the
number of students at West Point and to establish new military academies. This expansion
would train more young men than were needed as officers in a peacetime army, and they
would not be automatically required to serve. But they would be trained for future
emergencies.

What follows are portions of the debate in the House of Representatives on that bill.

The Debate

These excerpts from the debate on January 3, 1816, were published in the Annals of
Congress, an early version of the Congressional Record. Soine changes have been made to

put the debate consistently in the first-person ("I said") since the reporters sometimes
recorded them in the third-person ("he said").

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 2, 1816

Mr. [Cyrus] King, of Massachusetts. This bill will turn our military academies
into seminaries of learning, and the cadets into students in the various arts and
sciences--without any service to be rendered to the public for the expense which
must be incurred in their education. And at the end of three or five years, they
are thrown back upon society, with nothing but their swords to carve their way
to fortune and to power. It is not consistent, sir, with the principles of our
institutions, with the genius of our Republican Government, to form and cherish
a body of this kind: mere soldiers of fortune.

In what part of our constitution then, sir, do we find our power to establish
academies on the principle contemplated in this bill? It shall probably be pointed
to our power "to raise and support armies." But do these cadets form any portion

( of our Army? Is it even intended, were they capable, that they should do duty
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as soldiers? Not at all. Sir, 1 do not like this mode of legislating the people out
of their rights and property, by degrees. You fitst pass a law, organizing a corps
of engineers and cadets, provide for their instruction, for an equivalent in duty
and service to be rendered by them, and place them in a Milhtary Academy. You
now convert this Military Academy into a seminary of learning generally, take
away the equivalent, and educate the young men who may be so fortunate as to
gain admission there, at the public expense. If you can thus constitutionally
educate eight hundred young men, why nov eight thousand--why not, indeed, all
the youth of the country? There would, indeed, be some equality in this latter
case, as all the people would then be equally benefited.

The honorable gentleman from the State of New York (Mr. [Erastus] Root)
has proved that abuses have crept into the institution at West Point--that none
but the sons of the rich and the powerful can gain admittance there. And the
most odius partiality is manifested in some of the appointments in the Navy,
particularly of midshipmen. Mere children of the favored few, have been
appointed, who never were on board a ship of war, and have nothing of the
seaman abou? them except the anchor on their buttons; and this, too, to the
exclusion of many hrave and deserving sailors.

Mr. {John] Hulbert, of Massachusetts. I wish to reply to some observations
which have fallen from my honorable colleague, Mr. King.

I was surprised to hear the objection that Congress has no constitutional
right to establish Military Academies. I believe this is the first time that objec-
tion has ever been made. If, as my colleague contended, the establishment of
Military Academies was unconstitutional, is it not a little surprising that no one
has ever before made the discovery? Several laws in relation to the institution
at West Point have been passed under Administration of very different political
character. But whatever might have been thought of the expediency of those
laws, T am confident no one has ever questioned their constitutionality. The
Constitution of the United States says, "Congress shall have the power to raise
and support armies." This is, 1 think, & clear and ample authority to pass the bill
before us.

As to the story of children strutting in the dress of midshipmen. I strongly
suspect that my colleague here has seen another bear, that h has been deceived
by some mock military exhibition of the school boys of his city, which I myself
have seen here and elsewhere on holidays.

Mr. [John C.j Calhoup, of South Carolina. I oppose the reduction of the num-
ber of cadets; because, if the present number were retained, it ould afford
ample room for a proper selection of officers. I think it materially ssa y to
retain the proposed number. The whole population of the United S s is com-
posed of men active, vigorous, and spirited. With good men to lead them, you
may at any time make out of any portion of them active, good soldiers. What is
requisite to make our militia efficient? Military knowledge. The cadets will many
of them return to the body of the people, and become a part of the militia.
Suppose a revival of the struggle between us and the nation with whom we were
recently at war; suppose she should put forth her whole strength to crush this
young country? We shall then find the use of having men qualified to lead our
citizens to meet her invading foe. The whole population of the country becomes
an efficient force, because it has among it men properly educated to leac an
army into the field.

American History - 7
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Result of the Debate

The Anrals of Debate reported that: "Some diversity of opinion and some animated
debate took place on the number of cadets to be authorized by the bill. It ended in a
motion, by Mr. John Taylor, of New York, to strike out eight hundred, the number pro-
posed by the bill. For this motion there were 73 votes; against it, 55. So the motion was
passed. Then the members voted 77 to 55 to reduce the number of cadets to six
hundred.”

The debate over military academies went on for many years. Such members as Repre-
sentative Davy Crockett of Tennessee and Senator Thomas Hart Benton of Missoun were
among those who loudly complained about the "aristocratic" nature of military academy
cadets. Some of these criticisms were stilled during the Mexican War in the 1840’z, when
West Point graduates performed outstandingly well as engineers and as infautry com-
manders. During the Civil War, the poor performance of untrained militia in early combat
pointed to the need for a well-trained army. Supporters or the academies also pointed
out that the leaders of both the North and South, including Jefferson Davis, Ulysses S.
Grant, Robert E. Lee, William Tecumseh Sherman, and Stonewall Jackson had all gotten
their training as West Point cadets.

Reviewing the Facts and Main Ideas about the Debate
1. Why were Americans suspicious of a professional army?

2. Why did the War of 1812 not help promote the reputztions of the military academies?

3. What factors contributed to Americans’ eventual acceptance of the mlitary
academies?

Interpreting Primary Sources
4. How did "vrus King use the Constitution to defend his point »f view?
5. What did King find most distasteful about military academies?
6. How did John Hulbert respond to King’s constitutional objections?
7. How did Hulbert use humor to belittle King’s fears?
8. Why did John C. Calhoun support this bill?

9. In what ways might the recent war with Great Britain have mfluenced the way
members of Congress considered this issue?

Decision Makiag Skills
10. What were the goals and values of those opposing the military academies?
11. What were the goals and values of those supporting the military academie.?

12. Do you think the House made the right decision? Explain.

w
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The Monroe Doctrine and Security in the
Western Hemisphere, 1823

by Clair W. Keller

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson describes reaction to the Monroe Doctrine enunciated by President Mon-
roe in his annual message to Congress on December 2, 1823. The purpose of this lesson
is to examine reasons why President Monroe enunciated the doctrine and world reaction
to it. This will be accomplished in part through the use of a Simulated Press Conference.
It concludes with a discussion examming the relation between the Monroe Doctrine and
national security.

Connection to Textbooks

Every textbook describes the main points of the Monioe Doctrine and the reasons
for such statements by President Monroe. Textbooks, however, seldom describe reaction
by European and South American governments. The Monroe Doctrine has always been
viewed as a centerpiece for maintaining American security in the Western Hemisphere.

Objectives
Students are expected to:
1. Jescribe the main points of the Monroe Doctrine;
. eaplain the reasons why President Monroe enunciated the doctrine;

2

3. eaamine the reaction by other nations to the doctrine;

4. relate the Monroe Doctrine to national security issues; and
5

. differentiate between statements of fact or opinion concerning the Monroe Doctrine.
Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

o Inform students that you plan to hold a Simulated Press Conference the following
day. Tell students you will play the role of President Monroe, and they are w be
reporters. Describe the circumstances for the Press Conference. Then describe the
Press Conference format. Explain that zfter a few formal remarks by the President,
students will be expected to ask questions. Distribute the Handout. They are asked to
pick one of the roles on this list and serve as a reporter from that courtry. You
may want to assign students to roles. Those marked by * are the more difficult
assignments.

Note: You may provide a list of possible questions for the students and ask them to
select a question appropriate for their country. (See Notes for Teacher.)

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High Sch;;l
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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o Have students read background information in the textbook on the Monroe Doctrine.
In addition, have students read the excerpts from the Monroe Doctrine and the in-
formation on the origins and outcomes of the doctrine, which are presented in this
lesson.

Developing the Lesson

o You may want a student to serve as your Press Secretary. Have the student
intrcduce you, and describe the setting.

o Begin the Press Conference with some opening remarks. (See outline under Notes for
Teacher.)

o Respond to student questions. (Sce Notes for Teacher for possible questions and
answers. These samples might be distributed to students playing certain roles to
guide them in performing their roles.)

Concluding the Lesson

o Have students respond to the exercise in the Handout and ask them to match the
statements with the appropriate answers. Discuss student responses. See the answers
to this exercise below.

o Discuss the importance of the Monroe Doctrine today.

- Was it realy a doctrine?

- What purpose did it serve?

- Was the primary purpose of the Monroe Doctrine to promote democtacy or secuvce
American interests?

- Is it being violated today (i.e. Cuba, Nicaragua)?

- Whose interest does the Monroe Doctrine serve today?

Suggestions for Additional Reading

Morris, Richard B. Great Pregidential Decisions. Philadelphia: Lippincott, 1960, pp. 82-99.

Although it has only a short summary of events leading to the Monroe Doctrine, it
contains Monroe’s entire message to Congress, enabling one to read the Monroe Daoctrine
within the context of the annual message.

Perkins, Dexter. The Monrve Doctringe 1823-1826. Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
19217.

A most thorough study of Monroe Doctrine. Utilizes many primary sources n text.
Especially good on European reaction.

Pratt, Julius. A History of U.5., Foreign Policy. Fnglewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1955, pp.
167-181.

Good summary discussion that, for the most part, accepts Dexter Perkins’ assessment.
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Answers to the Exercise

1. False. Passages inserted in his annual addiess to Congress. This was done instead of
sending separate messages to nations involved.

2. True

3. True

4. Opinion. Some might argue U.S. has right to do whatever is needed to preserve its
own security. Others argue that U.S. has no right to iell other nations what they
can or can’t do.

5. False No formal protests were made. Although many statesmen condemn it, 1t was
officialiv ignored.

6. Faise. Most Latin American leaders thought Great Britain’s opposition to French and
Spanish inte ference, not U.S. pronouncements, was most important factor-.

7. False. Pledged not to get involved in wars not a threat to U.S. security.

8. False. Might urgue that alien philosophies exist today--not just Communism but
military regimes.

9. False. Great Britain also wanted to prevent re-establishment of French and Spamsh
power in the Western Hemisphere,

10. Opinion. Although U.S. was not particularly formidable. Some critics pointed out the
dismal showing of the U.S. against Great Britain in the War of 1812.

11. False. Much of the language was written by the Secretary of State, although Presi-
dent Monroe was not manipulated by Adams. In fact, according to Dexter Perkins, no
one was more sympathetic to Latin America independence than Adams.

12. Opinion. Certainly U.S. sympathy for independence in Latin America played an impor-
tant role. But the Monroe Doctrine also protected U.S. interests by opening trading
opportunities with newly iadependent Latin American countries and stopping Russia’s
advances along the Pacific Coast.

NOTES FOR TEACHERS
Description of Press Conference Setting

This Press Conference follows the President’s m: jsage to Congress on Decemb. - 2,
1823. The press has been anxious to question thz President about the reasons for the
declaration ard its implications for future American foreign policy. The Conference set.-
ing is the new capital of the United States, Washington, D.C., and is being held in one
of the large roor.s at the President’s residence. The interest in the Press Conference has
been demonstrated by the large number of representatives from foreign countries. (Note:
Since this is a simulated Press Conference it might be advisable to make sure that
students realize that such conferences did not actually tak. place and while newspapers
from the U.S. and around the world commented on the Monroe Doctrine, few, if any,
newspapers would have had reporters in Washington, D.C.)

Your opening remarks could touch on the iollowing points:
1. The main points of the Doctrine.
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The role played by John Q. Adams.

3. Russian adventures along the west coast.

Holy Alliance Congress of Vienna held October, 1823, endorsed French interven-
tion in the Spanish Revolution.

Expected reception from other nations.

Possible Questions and Answers

France:

Reporter from the Etile, pro-government newspaper.

(Printed a highly indignant criticism of Monroe. Called him a temporary leader of a
country barely independent who had assumed in his message "the tove of a powerful
monarch whose armies and fleets are ready to march at the first signal.")

Q.
Q.

Where, Sir, do you get the puwer to act so boldly?

Do you have an army or navy ready to enforce such pronouncements?

Reporter from the Constitutionnel, a Liberal newspaper.

(Took a favorable position. "Today for the first time the new contment says to ‘the
old, ' am no longer land for occupation.’™)

Q.

Do you think your policy will deter attempts by Spain to reclaim its colonies?

! Great Britain:

i
t
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London Times: Calied the Monro. Doctrine a "grave and nove! doctrine.”

Bell's Weekly--Disapproved, suppose some new land is discovered in the no: th, wou'd
this keep Great Britain from making such claims?

George Canring, British Foreign Secretary, thought Grea! Britain ought to have been
consulted on a matter so directly opposed to its interests.

Q.

What if a British expedition, such as that of Captain William Edward Parry, who
recently explored the Arctic, had discovered some new land on the continent.
Would Great Britain be expected to give up those claims in this previously un-
known area?

- Vague response. Will deal with the issue if it arises. Not going to make state-

ments concerning hypothetical situations.

Will your declaration bring Great Britain and Russia closer together whereas be-
fore the declaration the UL.S. and G._.t Britain had been both opposed to Russian
actions on the Pacific coasts? Will this hinder settlement of the Oregon question?

. Perhaps. But British intentions had been leaning in that direction anyway. They

seem t have been willing to settle the border between Russia and Great Britain
in the Northwest at 55 degrees. The dispute between the U.S. and Great Britain
concerns the boundary between the U.S. and Great Britain in the Oregon
territory. We have always been willing to settle for 49 degrees. The British have
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insist.4 or the Columbia River. This doctrine should have little impact -1 that
impasse.

Q. How do you think the Monroe Doctrine will be received by other nations?

A. The Holy Alliance will undoubtedly condemn it. 1 suspect the Austrian Chancellor
Metternich will condemn our policy (Note: Metternich wrote that . . . "their in-
decent declarations have cast blame and scorn on the institutions of Europe more
worthy of respect." The Russian Tsar said of the Monroe Doctrine that it "merits
only our profound contempt . . ." and silence. Some governments may make public
statements that disagree with our position while privately assuring us of their
acquiescence. But those liberty minded people around the world will hail our
position as one based upon the princirles of freedom and liberty.

U.S. Newspapers
Reporter--Whig paper

Q. Why did it take so long for the U.S. to recognize the newly independent nations
in South America?

A. Perhaps you underestimate the boldness of our actions. We acted alone in this
matter. Few nations of the world applaud revolutions. Great Britain, for example,
has not yet recognized these newly independent nations.

Q. Does the Monroe Doctrine mark a change in the U.S. atuitude toward Great
Britain?

A. We have some similar interests. Great Britain has disassociated itself from the
designs of the Holy Alliance, especially the French invasion of Spain. It seems
that we ought to pursue what we now regard as common interest. Certainly rec-
ognition of the new governments in Latin American would be a step n the nght
direction.

Q. Since 1t 1s obvious that the Monroe Doctrine cannot be enforced without coopera-
tion with Great Britain, why didn’t the two nations 1ssue a joint declaration?
Wouldn't a joint declaration have had greater impac.?

A. Although conversation on this matter did take place between British Foreign
Secretary George Canning and Ambassador Richard Rush, po agreement was
reached. One condition for our agreeing to such joint action was Brilish
recognition of Latin American independence.

Q. What are the principles upon which governments we would tolerate in the Western
Hemisphere ought to be based?

A. The Secretary of State has outlined these ideas in a dispatch o the Tsar of
Russia who had asked the same question, They are as follows, that the institution
of governmer‘ to be lawful must be founded upon consent of the governed and
each nation is best suited to make that judgement and should not have a
government imposed upon it.

Q. Do you think the American people will support your declarations?

A. The strength of this Geclaration is that it expresses, not just my feelings or those
of the Secretary of State, but also the deep convictions of the American people.
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Q. Since your Secretary of State, John Quincy Adams, is a candidate for election
next year, would you think this will help in his election?

A. Since the American people agree with our action, 1t should not be a consideration.
Boston Advertizer

Q. Is there anything in the Consututior that makes our govarnment the guarantors
of the liberties of the world?

A. You are taking an extreme position. This document expresses our security interest
and therefore is fully within the powers granted to the Presideat in the
Constitution.

Latin American Reporters
Q. Were any leaders in Latin America consulted?
A. No.

Q. Did any South America countries express concern about European intervention?

A. The Vice President of Columbia did propose to an American agent an alliance with
the U.S. to ward off any possible interference from France and Spain.

Q. What do you think will be the reception by such leaders as Simon Bolivar or Jose
de San Martin to your declaration?

A. 1 believe it will be favorably regarded. Vice President of Columbia Santander will
undoubtedly greet our declaration with enthusiasm. Only time will tell.

Note: Most Latin American leaders, according to Perkins, saw Great Britain and not
the U.S. as having the power to prevent intervention which most doubted would
take place anyway.

Q. Will you promote revolution in the Western Hemisphere?

A. Only by our example of freedom that all peoples of the world would find desirable
to emulate. We will do nothing else.
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Handout
The Monroe Doclrine and Security in the Western Hemisphere, 1823

Roles for a Simulated Press Conference
Newspaper Reporters From the U.S.
Pro-administration
* Anti-administration
Newspaper Reporters from Europe «.pecially
* Great Britain
Austria
France
Prussia
Spain
Russia
* Portugal
Latin America -- especially
* Argentina
+ Chile
Mexico
Peru

* Columbia

The Monroe Doctrine

On December 2, 1823, President James Monroe presented his annual message to Con-
gress. He emphatically commented on the seeming designs of certain European powers on
territory in the Western Hemisphere. The former colonies of Spain in Latin Ameiica had
recently acquired their independence, and leaders of the United States were anxious that
these new nations of the Western Hemisphere maintain their freedom from European

domination.

Following are excerpts from the President’s message, which was called "The Monroe

Doctrine."”
American History - 8 58
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. the occasion has been judged proper for asserting, as a principle in
which the rights and interests of the United States are involved that the Ameri-
can continents, by the free and independent conditions which they have assumed
and maintain, are henceforth not to be considered as subjects for the future
colonization by any European powers. . . .

The political system of the Allied Powers [Holy Alliance] is essentially dif-

ferent . . . from that of America. This differenze proceeds from that which
exists in their respective (monarchical] governments; and to the defense of our
own . . . this whole nation is devoted. We owe it, therefore, to candor and to

the amicable reiations existing between the United States and those powers to
declare that we should consider any attempt on their part t extend their system
to any portion of this hemisphere as dangerous to our peace and safety.

With the existing colonies or dependencies of any European power, we have
not interfered and shall not interfere. But with the governments [of Spanish
America] who have declared their independence and maintained it, and whose
independence we have, on great consideration and on just principles, ack-
nowledged, we could not view any interposition for the purpose of oppressing
them, or controlling in any other manner their destiny, by any European power
in any other light than as the manifestation of an unfriendly disposition towaid
the United States. . . .

Our policy in regard to Europe . . . is not to interfere in the internal
concerns of any of its powers. . . .

But in regard to those [American] continents, circumstances are eminently
and conspicuously different. It is impossible that the Allied Powers should extend
their political system to any portion of either continent .ithout endangering our
peace and happiness. Nor can anyone believe that our souuiern brethren [t~
new nations of Latin Americal, if left to themselves, would adopt it of their own
accord. It is equally impossible, therefore, that we should behold such
interposition in any form with indifference. . . .

Origins and Qutcomes of the Monrce Doctrine

The Monroe Doc .e was neither a doctrine nor was it written by Monroe. The
statements were written by the then Secretary of State John Q. Adams, son of the still
living second President John Adams. The statements were not even placed together in
President Monroe’s December 2, 1823 message to Congress. Nevertheless the Monroe
Doctrine has served as a guide for Amerian foreign policy for more than a century and
a half. While the doctrine’s influence on American foreign policy is clear, its impact
abroad is not so clear.

The Monroe Doctrine cousisted of four separate parts: Two of the parts were di-
rected at other nations indicating what type of actions the United States would no
longer tolerate in the Western Hemisphere.

The first of these two parts directed at other nations stated: “. . . the American
continents, by the free and independent condition which they have assumed and main-
tained, are henceforth not to be considered as subjects for future colonization by any
European power."
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This statement was directed specifically at Russian actiuns on the Pacific Coast, and
according to Dexter Perkins was destined to have the greatest impact as time went on.
From it were deduced many of the corollaries of the Monroe Doctrine. Remember that in
1823 the U.S. did not own Alaska or California and claimed the Oregon Territory as far
north as the present Alaskan border, 54-40. These claims had been transferred to the
U.S. by Spain in a tieaty signed in 1819. These were vigorously disputed for two more
decades by Great Britain, when both countries agreed to the 49th parallel.

The second type of action by foreign powers declared by Monroe to be unacceptable
was any attempt to re-establish colonial governments in the Western Hemisphere. "With
the governments (that is, of the Spanish American Republics) who have declared indepen-
dence, and maintained it and whose independence we have, on great consideiation and
just principles, acknowledged, we could not view any interpusition for the purpose of
oppressing them, or controlling in any other manner their destiny, by any European
power . .. as ... an unfriendly disposition toward the United States."

This deciaration was aimed at the menace of the Holy Alhance to the independence
of the newly independent states in South America. Fortunately for the U.S. position,
Great Britain also favored a policy ol ncn-intervention in the Western Hemisphere by the
Alliance. This pelicy had its origin in the U.S. political sympathy for the newly created
nations. The Monroe Administration, however, had acted slowly in recognizing these
newly independent nations. Monroe, although personally favoring recogrition, seemed to
follow the lead of his Secretary of State who followed a policy of caution and prudence.

Even though Henry Clay, Spezker of the House and a long-time advocate of recogni-
tion, had pushed through resolutions urging U.S. recognition in 1821, it was not until
1822 -~at th. U.S. recognized these new nations. Still, in light of the anti-liberation view
of most nations in the worlg, specifically the Holy Alliance, recognition when it finally
came must be viewed as a bold step.

Part of the Declaration also emphasized that the "non-interference"” principle was a
two-way street, that having declared no European country should try to reimpose its
system in the Western Hemisphere, we have not interfered and shall not interfere "with
the existing colonies or dependencies of any European power." This pronouncement was
undoubtedly directed at Portugal’s colonies, especially Brazil, Spain’s Cuba and colonies
still belonging to Great Britain, France and the Netherlands.

Finally Monroe assured Europe that the U.S. had no intention of taking part "in the
wars of the European powers in matters relating to themselves." This last phase left the
door open for U.S. involvement in European wars that might affect American security.
Hence World Wars I and I did not violate the U.S. pledge not to interfere in European
wars.

Reaction to the Monroe Doctrine was generally muted. European statesmen condemned
it as boisterous, and as an exaggerated form of American pomposity. Such terms as blus-
tering, monotonous, arrogant, haughty, unmeasured in ambition, consecrating the prin-
ciples of disruption were used to describe it. But for the most part the declaration was
greeted with official silence. In Latin America it received only minimal attention. Most
Le in American leaders saw the power of Great Bntain, not U.S. pronouncements, as
providing a protective shield from European intervention.

What of the short term and long term consequences of the Monroe Doctrine? For
one, there were no effective interventions of European powers in the Western
Hemisphere--which violated the Mcuaroe Doctrine--during the 19th century. However, in
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the short run the enhanced security of the Americas was due more to the naval power of
the British, who agreed in principle with the Monroe Doctrine. Later on, as the United
States developed great military power of its own, Americans were able to assert their
own pnwer in defense of security in the Western Hemisphere.

Judging Statements About the Monroe Doctrine

Mark each of the following statements about the Monroe Doctrine as True (T), False (F),
or Opinion (0). If false, explain why.

10.

1.

President Monroe signed the Monroe Doctrine at a Pan-American Conference
being held in Washington, D.C.

The "non-interference” principle in the Declaration pledge thai neither the U.S.
or Europe should interfere with existing governments.

. The non-colonzation principle was aimed primarily at Russia.

The U.S. has every right to decide what type of governments ought to exist in
the Weste:n Hemisphere.

All European nations vigorously protested Monroe’s doctrine.

All leaders from newly independent Latin American nations welcomed Monroe’s
doctrine as an important impediment for European aggression in Latin America.

The U.S. pledged never to get involved in European wars.
The Monroe Doctrine has been responsible for keeping the Western Hemisphere
free from philosophies alien to the democratic principle of "governmeni by

consent."

The Monroe D-ctrine was viewed by Gieat Britain as a threat to its policies in
Latin America.

Without the support of the British fleet the U.S. would not have been able to
enforce the Monrue Doctrine.

11. President Monroe developed the Monroe Doctrine despite opposition by his
Secretary of State John Quincy Adams and his cabmet.
— 12, The Monroe Doctrine was motivated primarily by our concern to preserve
democracy in the Western Hemisphere.
American History - 8 61
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Should I Support President Polk’s War?
Senator John C. Caihoun’s Decision, 184€

by Clair W. Keller

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teacheis
Preview of Main Points

This lesson is about the dilemma faced Ly John C. Calhoun, Senator from South
Carolina, when asked to vote for the war with Mexico. The lesson points out the issues
posed by the war for many Americans.

Connection to Textbooks

Textbooks always describe the issues surrounding the war with Mexico. This lesson
personalizes the dilemma faced by many Americans during the conflict.

Objectives

Students are expected to:
explain the circumstances that brought about the war with Mexico;

identify the alternatives faced by John C. Calhoun;

1.
2.
3. identify the reasons for and against supporting the war with Mexico;
4. explain the reasons for John C. Calhoun’s fina! decision; and

5.

explain the consequences of John C. Calhoun’s decision.
Suggestions For Teaching The Lesson

Opening The Lesson
o Ask students if they know why the United States went to war with Mexico in 1846.
o Have students review the material in their textbook on the origins of the War with
Mexico.
Developing the Lesson
o Discuss the guestions in the Handout. Some historians have called the war one of
imperialism.
- Why would they do that?
- Why did many people at the time call it Mr. Polk’s War?

o Have students read the case in the Handout about the circumstances surrounding
John C. Calhoun’s dilemma on the War with Mexico.

o Tell students to read the Handout and then fill in the blanks on the decision tree.
They should include what they would do if they were in Senator Calhoun’s place.

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ghio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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Note: If the Decision Tree has not been used before, then you should make sure they
have a clear understanding of their task.

o Discuss students’ responses on the Decision Tree. Ask stidents to verify from data
their categorization. Resolve differences. Require students to make and deferd a
decision on the issue in this case.

o After the class discussior of the Decision Tree, have students meet in small groups.
Ask the group to decide what decision they think John C. Calhoun made: voted in
favor of the war, voted against the war. abstained. List the reasons for their choice.

Concluding the Lesson

o Have each group report. Make a retrieval chart on the board or transparei.cy.

o List reasons for each group’s choice.

0 Reveal what decision John C. Calhoun made and the reasons for that decision. (See
the background notes on the next page.)

0 John F. Kennedy wrote a book titled, Profiles in Courage. He defined courage in
political terms: those rare individuals willing to risk the wrath of their constituents
or community in order io stand firm on a principle.

- Does John C. Calhoun’s decision in this case fit John F. Kennedy’s definition of
courage for his action in opposing President Polk’s war 'nessage?

NOTES FOR TEACHERS

Several votes to weaken Polk’s demand were taken before the final vote. The first
was an attempt to restrict the reinforcements to repelling ¢ o apparent invasion. This
motion lost 26-20. Then an attempt was made to delete the prea 1ble, declaring a state of
war existed by Mexico’s actions, from the Bill. This also lost, 28-18. Most of the votes
were on party lines, with Whigs voung in opposition. Only John C. Calhot deserted his
party and voted with the opposition on these two amendments.

When the bill came to a final vote, it passed forty to two. John C. Calhoun and two
Whig ser.ators abstained.

Calhoun defended his action. The war question had been forced on the Congress by
Polk’s decision to move troops. He feared that hostilities with Mexico would hurt a
peacefu settlement of the Oregon dispute. (They had settled before receiving knowledge
of the war.) He stated that putting the raising of an army and war declaration to, iether
put the opposition in an untenable position. He blamed the President for mismanaging the
situation.

Suggestions for Additional Reading

Lander, Ermest McPherson, Jr. ialists; i n
the Mexican War. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1980, pp. 1-39.

Shows Talhoun’s dilemma. Describes the debate in the Senate and in the South
Carolina press on the war issue.

Schroeder, John H. Mr, Polk’ ar; ican iti nd Di t. 1846-1848. Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 1973. Especially pp. 1-50.

Good summary of events leading to war and the dissent of the war by Whigs and
Democrats.
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Should I Support President Polk’s War: Senator John C. Calhoun’s Decision, 1846

Senator John C. Calhoun was a top leader of the southern wing of the Democratic
Party. In 1846, he represented South Carolina in the U.S. Senate. Conflict between the
United States and Mexico led ¥ a difficult decision faced by Senator Calhoun. He had to
decide whether or not to vote in favor of war with Mexico.

Background to the Dilerama

President Polk received word on May 9, 1846, of an attack on American troops by
Mexican troops who had crossed the Rio Grande and ambushed the Americans who were
led by General Taylor. Polk, who had been expecting this news for several days, seized
the momem. He called his Cabinet together and asked them to support his decision to
ask Congress to declar. war. Although some had misgivings, the Cabinet unanimously
agreed.

The Democratic party (President Polk’s party) held a large majority in the House
144-77. In the Senate, the majority was less, 30-24. While this should have provided
enough support from Polk’s party to carry the day against the Whigs, his party was split.
Among those who were antagonistic to Polk was John C. Calhoun, a Democrat from South
Carolina.

Polk’s war message depicted the U.S. as a nation suffering a long series of insults
and injuries at the hands of Mexico. According to Polk, Mexico had consistently refused
to pay several million dollars in damage claims owed to U.S. citizens. Mexico had been
unwilling to recognize annexation of Texas by the US. ¢ to concede the legitimate
border of Texas. Mexico had refused our offer to negotiate thuse disputes and had even
refused to receive the American envoy John Siidell. Mexico had also threatened to invade
Texas after the U.S, had annexed it.

Troops had been sent to Texas for defensive purposes only and were instiucted to
take no aggressive steps. But Mexican troops had attacked American troops. "As war
exists, and not withstanding all our efforts to avoid it, it exists by the Act of Mexico
itself. We are called upc1 by every consideration of duty and patriotism to indicate with
decision the honor, the rights, and the interests of our country,” said President Polk in
his war message.

Polk requested Congress not to declare war but to recognize that it already existed.
The House took up Polk’s request first. The House passed it with limited debate and
without reading the documents the President had sent to support hic position. Rather
than declaring war, the preamble of the resolution stated: "War exists by an act of Mex-
1co herself.” This was combined with money for troops and supplies. Attempts to separate
the two issues by th2 opposition failed. The bill was now sent to the Senate. Senator
John C. Calhoun thought about reasons for opposing or supporting war with Mexico.

Reasons Against the War

John C. Calhoun was a Democrat from South Carolina but he belonged to one of the
factions opposed to President Polk. He was upset at having not been offered the position
of Secretary of State by Polk, a position he had held earlier. He believed that Polk’s
aggressive policies toward Oregon and Mexico, as symbolized in the campaign slogan,
"54-4G or fight" would bring about a war with both Mexico and Great Britain. Calhoun
hoped that preventing war against Mexico and Great Britain would enhance his own
presidential ambitions in 1848,
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Calhoun was concerned about rushing into war. He wanted the Senate o delay con-
sideration of Polk’s declaration of war until all the facts concerning the border clash
were available. He was not convinced that a state of war existed between Mexico and the
United States. He believed that a state of hostilities cid not necessarily mean war.

He was concerned that a war with Mexico would jeopardize a peaceful settleraent of
the Oregon dispute. Great Britain wouid take advantage of U.S. involvement in Mexico to
press the claims for a settlement at th~ Coiumbia River.

Calhoun had felt Polk’s ordering General Taylor inw the disputed territory had been
a provocative act.

Public opinion in South Curolina seemed divided. Newspapers argued both for and
against the declaration of war. The Charleston Mercury claimed that Polk had committed
an enormous folly by placing an army of 25,000 in a vulnerable position against a Mexi-
can force of 10,000. The Charleston Patriot argued the problems the U.S. would face in
invading and conquering a nation so different in race, customs, political institutions and
religion. The Mercury asked if the U.S. conquered Mexico, what would it do with seven
million Indians who were "bigoted, ignorant, idle, lawless, slavish, and yet free.”

Reasons Supponing the War

Most Southerners nad favored the annexation of Texas. As Secretary of State under
President John Tyler, Calhoun had p'ajed an important role 1n the successful passage of
the annexation resoiutio during .he Jast days of Tyler’s presidency.

Rejection of the Slidell mission Ly the government of Mexico on April 6, 1846 had
placed much of the blame for failure to resolve the disputes on Mexico. The U.S. had
sent Slidell to Mexico to negotia.- the disputes, refusal to accept our envoy was an
insult. Mexico seemed the aggressor. The Peredes government had .erthrown the pre-
vious government because it had tried to settle the dispute. The new gcvernment allowe
Santa Ana, the butcher at the Alamo to return from exile.

The Senate had tied the Declaration of War with the funds needed to support troops
in Texas. Voting against the war resolution mear. that war supplies would be derued
American soldiers. Efforts to separate the two measures in the Senate had failed. Voting
no would be seen as unpatriotic. Constituents might not understand.

The Abolitionists were against the war. Voting against the war would put a Southern
Senator in the same camp as the hated Abolitionists. Not a very good position for a
Southern Senator. The entire South Carolina delegation in the House of Representatives,
when faced with a similar dilemma (although opposed to the war), had voted for the war
resolution. Many undoubtedly remembered the fate of the Federalists who opposed the
War of 1812. Their refusal to support the war effort resulted in the demise of the Fede-
ralist Party. It never again could erase the stigma of being a peace party when the
country was at war.

The Charleston Courier wrote a scathing editorial about Mexican nsults, atrocities,
and invasion of "our territory”. The U.S. should invade Mexico up to the gates of her
capital--this was the message of the editorial from the most important newspaper in
South Carolina.
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Handout

Senator Calhoun’s Vote

What would Senator Calhoun, Detaocrat from South Carolina, do when called upor w
vote in the Senate on going to war with Mexico? What would you do, if you were in his
place? Why?
Calhoun’s alternatives wele:

a. vote in favor of war;

b. vote against war;

c. abstain.

Using a Decision Tree

Use the Decison TIree on the next page to telp yun respond to the decision that
facsd Senator John C. Calhoun in 1846.

1. What was the issue or occasion for decision facing Calhoun?

2. What alternatives or optivns did Calhoun have?

3. Wha’ were likely positive consequences of each of Calhoun’s options?

4. What were the likely negative coasequences of each of Calhoun’s alternative choices?

5. What were the goals (or overriding values) that Calhoun had or (in your opinion)
should have had in this case?

6. Use your viewss about goals and values in this occasion for decision to guide your
choice of one alternative as better than the otkers. Given your goals and ‘alues in
this case, what choice would you have made, iIf you nad been in the place of John C.
Calhoun in 1846? Why?

7. What choice do you think Calhoun made in 18467
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Eandout

DECISION TREE

GOALS/VALUES
| |
CONSEQUENCES |
GOOD — L
BAD
|
ALTERNATIVES
|
N I -

OCCASION FOR DECISION

| S—

The decision-tree device was developed by Roger LaRaus and Richard C. Remy and is used
with their permission.

)
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SECTION III
THE CIVIL, WZR

List of Lessons

This section contains three lessons
stressing national government decisions
and military strategies during the Civil
War that had a significant bearing on the
national security of the United States.
The problem of maintaining national se-
curity and liberty during a national crisis
is highlighted. This is a perennial issue in
a free society. The lessons are:

10. President Lincoln Maintains National
Security: The Case of Maryland, 1861

11. Press Censorship During the Civil
War

12. Operation Crusher, 1864

Overview For Teach s

As the United States entered the
second half of the nineteenth century,
the greatest threat to its security preved
to come not from overseas but from
within the country itself. That threat was
the Civil War--a cruel and divisive con-
flict that was to have an unalterable
long-term effect on our notions of the
conduct of war. The application of Amer-
ican ingenuity and technology introduced
a number of concepts that changed tke
character of warfare. Among these chan-
ges were the mass-production of weapons,
the development of armor clad warships,
and a new strategic understanding of the
relationship between military objectives
and civilie n casualties.

Amidst the multiple issues that gave
rise to the Civil War, President Linculn
fought principally to maintain the integ-
rity of the Union. Of special importance

in facing the division of the South from
th. North was how t preserve security
within the nation itself. Lesson 10
chronicles how Lincoln faced the issue in
the State of Maryland which surrounded
W ashington on three sides and which was
sympathetic to the secessionist states of
the Confederacy.

The Civil War resurfaced the ccntinu-
ing question of the preservation of
Constitutionally guaranteed rights, such
as the First Amendment guarantee of free
speech, when national security is con-
sidered to be at risk. Lesson 11 examines
the problem of maintaining national se-
curity and liberty by examining efforts by
Union generals to impose press censor:
ship.

The Civil War introduced another as-
pect of national security that was perhaps
to have even rmore profound impact. The
condurt of this war proved to be bitter
and bloody. The Civil War produced enor:
mous casualties and struck hard against
the population and economy, especially in
the South. In the final campaign of tue
war, the question of casualties among
non-combatants and strikes against civil-
jan centers became a matter of overt
strategy. Lesson 12 describes "Operation
Crusher,” a drive through the South by
General Grant designed to end the war by

inflicting maximum casualties against

forces he knew to be inferior. The execu-
tion of this strategy inclrded the march
through Georgia by Genera. Sherman who
destroyed everything in his path. This
seration introduced the concept of total
war, war against the entire population, in
order to reduce not only the capacity to
fight but also the will to fight. It was an
approach that was to leave a grave
legacy for the future of national security
strategy.
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President Lincoln Maintains National Security:
The Case of Maryland, 181

by Clair W. Keller

Lesson Plan and Notes for 1'eachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson explores the problem faced by President Lincoln in maintaining national
security during the early stages of the Civil War while surrounded by a potentially hos-
tile environment, the state of Maryland. Lincoln’s tactics utilized metheds in the name of
national security that some people believed were illegal. This lesson presents two case
studies focusing on the dilemma governments faced between ireedom and security. The
essential question is how much freedom can democracies allow during a crisis of national
security.

Connection to Textbooks
Most texttooks have one or two chapters on the Civil War but devote little attenticn

to internal security except w describe the copperhead problem and ex parte Milligan, the
celebrated habeus corpus case. No mention is made of the tactics used by Lincoln to

diffuse dissent and insure a Union government in Maryland, April-November 1861.
Objectives
Students are expected to:

1. explain the dilemma governments face between the need for national security and the
exerrise of constitutional liberties;

2. describe the problem Presideat Lincoln faced concerning the state of Maryland;

3. explain the constitutional issues raised by the tactics Lincoln employed to deal with
this problem; and

4. assess whether or not Lincoln had viable alternatives for solving the problem of

national security,

Suggestious for Teaching the Lesson
Open’ag the Lesson

o Ask students to imagine if they lived in a border state when the Civil War began,
how would they decide whether to fight on the side of the Union or Confederacy.
Make a list of the attributes that might influence a person one way or the other.
The poirt to be made here is that border states had economic and cultural ties to
both sides. Individuals faced a di'emma and were tugged both directions. Maryland
presented a special c¢.se of divided loyalties because i* surrounded three sides of
Washington, D.C., the nation’s capital. Maryland consequently posed a special problem
for President Vincoln.

o Put the following list of presidential actions on the chalkboard or overhead
transparency.

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
X Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 42201.
¢
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Column 1 Column 2 Action

_ 1. Amrest and detain people without charging them with a
crime.

9. Declare martial law in a city over objections of city
officials.

3. Suspend meeting of State Legislature.

4. Arrest members of the state legislatures.

5. Arrest city officials.

6. Arrest newspaper editors.

o Have students decide either individually or in groups which of the actions the Presi-
dent ought to take for all occasions (column 1) and those which the President ought
to take only when naticnal security is threatened (column 2). (Note: Make sure
students understand the actions before ranking them.

o Make a retrieval chart on tle board or on a transparency summarizing student views.
Discuss the results.

Developing the Lesson

o Give students Case Study #1 in the Handout. Divide students into groups. Ask each
group to decide what the President should do.

Note: Taney’s arguments were based on the idea that the writ of habeas corpus ap-
pears in that part of the Constitution which pertains to Congressional powers. You
may want students to lodk it up in the Constitution (Article I, Section 9, Clause 2).
Congress, not the President, has that power. Those suspected of treason should be
reported to the district attorney and dealt with through the regular judicial process.

n After groupc ha.e reached a decision have them share conclusions with the class.
Make a retrieval chart. Ask each group to provide reasons for their conclusions.

o Reveal what Lincoln did. He refused the judge’s order. He defended his acions in a
speech to Congress on July 4. His reasons were as follows. He reminded Congress
that he had acted very sparingly. He did not act without considering whether or not
he had the power. Lincoln stated:

Are all the laws but one to go unexecuted and the government itself go to
pieces, lest that one be violated? 1 acted because we have a rebellion and
consequent! - the privilege may be suspended.

o Congress took no action, which was tantamount to agreeing with the Piesident. Con-
gress did authorize the President power to suspend writ when he deemed the public
safety required it in 1863.

o Divide the students into groups and assign them to read Case Study #2. Have them
decide what actions .ederal authorities should take.
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o Make a retrieval chart of student results.
- Why do you think such actions ought to be taken?
- Which of these actions would you believe to be constitutional?
- Does it make any difference whether or not actions were constitutional?

Note: The Federal authorities did numbers Z through 6. The government did not
interfere in the November election. Unionist sentiment was increasing. A Unionist
party was organized and it defeated the State’s Rights Party. Federal authorities
aided the election, however, by granting leave to soldiers from Maryland so they
could vote in the election and used Federal troops to protect union voters. Those
Marylanders who had gone to Virginia were arrested if they returned to vote. The
government did not give loyalty oaths as some Unionists wanted. The Unionists won
the governor’s office 2-1, the House of Delegates 68-6, and the Senate 13-8.

Concluding the Lesson

o Do the election results indicate Lincoln’s actions prevented a minority from usurping
power in Maryland and leading it against the will of the majority who wanted to
remain in the Union? Thus it could be concluded that Lincoln preserved democracy in

Maryland rather than usurping it.

o Focus on the general question. Did the neeus of national security justify Lincoln’s
actions? When would similar action be justified today? Have students make a list.
Discuss their examples.

¢ What limits should be placed on government actions in a demo_ratic societ .
Suggestions for Additisnal Reading

Duncan, Richard R. "The Era of the Civil War: the Crisis of Loyalty” Chapter V-2. =
Marvland, a_ History, pp. 333-360. Edited by Richard Walsh and William Fox,
Baltimore: Maryland Historical Society, 1974.

A thorough summary of the actions taken by Federat uauthorities during the
Secessionist crisis, April to November, 1851,

Randall, James B. Constitutional Problems Under Lincoln New York: Appleton and
Company, 1926, pp. 118-136.

Excellent discussion of hajeas corpus controversy.
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Handout
Mr. Lircoln Maintains National Security: The Case of Maryiand, 1861
Case Study #1: The Activities of John Merryman

John Merryman lived near Cockeysville, Maryiand. He was an avowed secesssionist.
He was arrested for acts of treason stemming out of burning of the bridgez leading to
Baltimore, Maryland. These bridges had been burned on orders from the governor and
from city authorities. They were burned, authorities argued, to prevent Federal troops
from passing through the city. When troops had passed through the city before, rioting
had taken place. Thus the authorities in Baltimore believed they were trying to prevent
further rioting and bloodshed. Lincoln believed officials were obstructing the legitimate
passage of Federal troops needed for the defense of Washington, D.C. Merryman also held
a commission as a lieutenant in a company of men with hostile intentions toward the
government. After his arrest his lawyers asked the Supreme Court for s writ of Habeas
Corpus. Such a writ requires the authorities to show cause why the person should be
held in jail or to release the person.

Judge Roger B. Taney, Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, ordered the military com-
mander, General George Cadwalder, to appear at the judge’s hearing and make known the
reasons for Merryman’s arrest. General Cadwalder refused to appear, informing the judge
that Merryman was charged with acts of treason and that his arrest had been made by
virtue of the authority of the President of the United States to suspend writ of habeas
corpus in the interest of public safety. Judge Taney questioned the constitutionality of
the military’s position. Persons should not be arrested on vague and indefinite charges
and jailed without right to determine the legality of the charge. Ye further declared that
the FPresident "cannot suspend the privilege of the writ of habeas corpus, nor authorize a
military officer to do it. Only Congress has that power."

What do you think President Lincoln should have done when he received Judge
Taney’s order?

1. Obey the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court.
2. Refuse to obey the judge’s order.

Refuse to ot * the judge’s order, but ask to impeach the Chief Justice.

e

4. Refuse the judge’s order and ask Congress to impeach the Chief Justice.
5. Appoint another Chief Justice more in turn with his views.

6. Appeal the judge’s ri.'ing to the entire Supreme Court.

American History - 10 72
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Handout
Case Study #2: Acting to Maintain National Security
Read the case study and decide what action{s) Federal authorities ought to take.

The Maryland legisiature was called into special session on April 19, 1861 by Gover-
nor Thomas Hicks. Lincoln was concerned that the legislature might adopt a resolution to
secede from the Union. If this happened Lincoln had directed General Winfield Scott "to
adopt the most prompt and efficient means to counteract, even, if necessary, to the
bombardment of their cities--and in the extremest necessity, the suspension of the wnt
of habeas corpus." In other words, the President was prepared to take extreme actions to
prevent Maryland from seceding froin the Union.

The Maryland legislature met and denied it had the power to pass a secession re-
solution. This action, the legislature decided, could only be accomplished by a state con-
vention. The legislature refused to call for a state convention. The legislature, however,
was antagonistic to Federal policy and protested many of Lincoln’s actions, and described
Maryland a conquered state. The Maryland legislators denounced the war and called for
recogniticn of the Confederacy. They also protested the growing number of military
arrests in their state, including the police commissioners of Baltimore. The legislature
then adjourned until September, 1861.

When the legislature met again in September, the Union had suffered a defeat at Bull
Run. Federal authorities were concerned that the Maryland legislature might do more
damage and undermine Union morale. They didn’t want the legislature passing any more
pro-southern resolutions or issuing a call for a state convention on the issue of
s.cession.

Which one or more of the following actions do you pelieve the Federal authorities
should have taken to control the Maryland legislature? Be prepared to explain your
choice.

1. Do nothing but be prepared to suspend the legislature, 1f *hey took pro-southern
actions.

2. Arrest legislators who were Southern sympathizers.

3. Prevent the legislature from meeting by proclaiming martal law in the city where
they were to meet.

4. Seal off the city where the legislature was to meet and prohibit anyone from
leaving.

5. Arrest city officials sympathetic to the. Confederacy.
6. Arrest editors of newspapers sympathetic to the Confederacy.
7. Suspend forthcoming legislative election.

8. Supervise forthcoming legislative elections to insure a Uninnist victory.
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Press Censorship During the Civil War

by Donald A. Ritchie

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson describes some of the means by which military authorities imposed cen-
sorship on the press during the Civil War. The lesson contrasts the early rules covering
what correspondents could and could not report, against later orders that barred them
completely from certain armies. It raises issues of both military secrecy and sensitivity to
critic'sm, and it poses questions about how a fundamental constitutional right, freedom of
the press, could be limited for reasons of national security.

Connection to Textbooks

Most textbooks cover the major battles of the Civil War, and discuss civil liberties
on the homefront. But rarely do they connect civil liberties to the battlefield. This lesson
can build on textbsok accounts of Lincoln’s suspension of h rpus and his "stretch-
ing" of the Constitution to preserve the Union, for a general discussion of rights and
liberties during wartime. The lesson also provides supplementary information on censor-
ship and a case study of one General and the press.

Objectives
Students are expected to:

1. understand the basic conflict between reporters seeking news to satisfy the growing
readership of their papers, and military authorities trying to keep vsluable
information from falling into enemy hands;

2. adentify the types of news that wus permissible or forbidden to send under General
Scett’s order;

3. recognize the differences between this type of limited press censorship and General
Sherman’s more sweeping orders barring reporters from his lines;

4. interpret and appraise General Sherman’s decision to court marshall the reporter; and

5. recognize the complexity and ambiguities in the clash between freedom of the press
and nationai security.

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Jesson

o Suggest the following scenario to the students: a reporter for the high school paper
discovers that the star player for the school’s football team has been injured and
may be unable to play in the upcoming game against a rival school. Absence of the
player would cause a major revision in the team’s strategy, and they have held back
the news to avoid alerting the rival team. The student paper is due for publication
on the day before the big game. Should the reporter publish th¢ "scoop?”

From American History and National Securiiy: Supplementury Lessons for High School
Ceurses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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o Poll the studcnts for their reaction. If sentiment is largely mn favor of suppressing
the story, ask what the difference would be if the reporter had discovered that a
key player on the rival tearn had been injured. What is the basic responsibility of
the reporter? Discuss the conflicting loyalties between reporting for the paper and
protecting the school.

Developing the Lesson

o Have the students read the first part of the Handout, "General Scott’s Telegraph Or-
ders," and answer questions A through F. Ask them to justify their answers. Answers
are:

1. Could be published, since it violates none of the three stipulations.
2. Could not be published, rev_als troops movements.

3. Could not be published, predicts troop movements.

4. Could be published.

5. Could not be published, reveals mutiny among the soldiers.

6. Could be published.

o Ask the students to identify which of the three stories that were publishable (i.c., 1,
4, 6) might raise additional objections from the miltary for reasons not specified in
General Scott’s orders. Answers are stories 1 and 4 because:

1. Reports of major defeats were sometimes censored or delayed because they might
demoralize the public. Thus the government held back news of the Union army’s
defeat at Bull Run in July 1861.

4. Criticism of individual officers damaged their reputations and wounded their pride.

o Conclude the discussion of General Scott’s orders by informing students that in addi-
tion to controlling the telegraph, many military officers tiied to censor the letters
that war correspondents sent to their papers from the military camps. The generals
feared that such news would give valuable information to the Confederates. Some
officers also objected w0 unflattering accounts and criticism they received In some
papers. Officers held up newspaper dispatches until the correspondents agreed to
make certain changes, such as substituting the word "withdrawal"” for "retreat."

Concluding the Lesson

o Have the students read the remainder of the Handout, "General Sherman Bars the
Press.” Then ask them to respond to the review questions at the end of the Handout.

o Conduct a discussion of the review questions to be sure they understand the man
ideas and motivations involved.

o Use questions 12-15 to determine whether the students recognize the differences
between the first portion of the lesson, concerning General Scott’s specific prohibi-
tions, and the second portion, concerning Guneral Sherman’s blanket prohibition.
These are open-ended questions, designad to stimulate debate but not to elicit
definite answers. Discuss the ambiguities in knowing whav are legitimate and
illegitimate restrictions on a free press and the public’s right to know.
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Further Discussion

You might want to compare the situations of the Civil War to recent times. Ask the
students if television reporters should be barred from battlefields. Class discussion might
be related to the media’s role in changing public opinion during the vietnam war. Or
comparison could be made to the government’s prohibition against “eporters during the
sending of American troops to Grenada in the Caribbean in 1983. Prass criticism of their
exclusion led to a government proposal that a small pool of reporters be available to
accompany such emergency missions, as a means of preventing nrews irom leaking
prematurely.

Or students could be asked to construct their own scenarios in which the desire of
the press to cover a story would be pitted against security considerations.

Suggestions for Additional Reading

Students who wish to explore this subject further can be directed to J. Cutler
Andrews, The WNorth Reports the Civil War (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press,
1985 [1955]); Bernard A. Weisberger, Reporters for the Union (Westport, CT: Greenwood
Press, 1977 [1953]). These books describe censorship and other hazards facing the Civil
War reporters.

Students might also want to read Knox’s account, published in the New York Herald,
on January 18, 1863; and other Civil War era reporting in newspapers available on micro-
film.

For a more recent histerical event, see Daniel C. Hallin, The "Uncensored War": The
Media and Vietnam, (New York, '986). Students could compare press censorship of the
Civil War with the relative lack of censorship in Vietnam, and its effect on government-
press relations.
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Handout
Press Censorship During the Civil War

The First Amendment to the Constitution protects the freedom of the press. How-
ever, there is often uncertainty about what limitations on the press are legiimate to
protect national security. This problem becomes even more difficult during wartime.

When the Civil War began in 1861, the public clamored for news of the latest bat-
tles, strategies, and casualties. The sales of newspapers increased dramatically throughout
the North. As their circulauon increased, newspapers could afford to send out many
correspondents to cover the baitlefronts. Thes. reporters risked their lives to follow the
troops, observe the battles, and send back reports i cheir papers.

The Union government 1id not want news reports to interfere with the war effort.
In this lesson you will read how two Union generals acted to control the war news.

General Scott’s Telegraph Orders

Because of the demand for quick news, Civil War correspondents sent stories over
the telegraph whenever they could. But early in the war the federal government took
control of telegraph lines out of Washington, and set certain conditions under which
stories could go out.

In July 1861, General Winfield Scott, commander of the Union armies, set the follow-
ing conditions ror reporting military activities over the telegraph, based on an agreement
with the conespondents: Reporters could not telegraph anything about 1) troop move-
ments, 2) mutinies among the soldiers; and 3) predictions of future muitary movements.

Under these conditions, which of the following stories could be telegraphed, and
which would be censored?

1. Umon troops suffered a crushing loss in battle today. Casualties mounted to over 500
men killed and a thousand wounded.

2. The 5th M ‘husetts Regiment crossed the Potomac into Virginia today, fresh from
their recent vic.uries. They will be quarcered in Centerville for the next two weeks.

3. General Sherman reports that his forces have completed their mission in Tennessee,
having successfully achieved objectives and routed the enemy. It is expected that his
troops will move into Georgia within the next week.

4. The failure of our armies at Bull Run can be blamed entirely on the incompetency of
General McDowell. He should be removed from command immediately.

5. This reporter has established that the brief rioting among troops from the 1st bri-
gade stemmed f{rom their failure to be paid when promised. Mihtary authorities are at
work o solve the problem. Tonight the troops are calm.

6. The 6th Pennsylvania Regiment reports ro evidence of the Confederates in the
vicinity of Gettysburg.

American History - 11 17
From American History and National Security. Mershon Center, The Ohio State University.
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Handout

General Sherman Bars the Press

General William Tecumseh Sherman suffered from especially poor relations with the
press. He once complained that newspaper correspondents "come into camp, poke arvund
among the lazy shirkferls and pick up their camp rumors and pvblish them as facts, and
the avidiuy [eagerness] with which these rumors are swallowed by the public makes even
some of our officers bow to them. 1 will not. They are a pest and shall not approach me
and | will treat them as spies which in truth they are."

In 1862, Sherman issued orders that barred all civilians from the area occupied by
his army. Despite this order, many newspapers correspondents continued to follow his
troops and report on their engagements. In December, Confederate forces in Mississippi
turned back an offensive by Sherman’s troops. Before the correspondents could send out
their stories of the defeat, Sherman ordered his staff to seize and open any bulky letters
being mailed. This search uncovered a thick envelope containing a story and two maps of
the battle being sent by Thomas Wallace Knox to the New York Herald. Knox’s account
criticized General Sherman’s leadership, and many of his facts about the battle were
wrong. Sherman decided to punish the reporter. As he explained to another officer:

1 am going to have the correspondent of the New York Herald tried by court
marshall as a spy, not that 1 want the fellow shot, but because ! want to es-
tablish the principle that such people cannot aitend our armies, in violation of
orders, and defy us, publishing their garbled statements and defaming officers
who are doing their best.

The Herald correspondent was charged with: 1) giving information to the enemy,
directly or indirectly, 2) being a spy, and 3) disobeying orders. In February 1863, a mil-
tary court found Knox innocent of the first two charges, but guilty of the third. He was
sentenced to banishment from Sherman’s lines and warned that he would be imprisoned If
he attempted to return. Other correspondents also moved away from Sherraan’s armies.

Reviewing Main Facts and Ideas

7. What reasons made military officers uneasy about newspaper correspondents
accompanying their armies?

8. What were General Sherman’s objections to reporters in his camp?
9. Why did Sherinan decide to court marshall Thomas Knox?

10. What orders was Knox found guilty of violating?

11. What was Knox’s punishment?

12. In what ways Jid General Sherman’s treatment of the press differ from General
Scott’s earlier orders on censorship?

13. Why did newspaper cotrespondents 1isk offending mili .y officers by 1eporting on
the battles they fought?

14. Should the press be permitted to cover all military engagements?

15. Under what circumstances might the freedom of the press and the public’s right w
know be restricted to protect military actions?
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Operation Crusher, 1864

by James R. Leut=c

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson deals with the military strategy--Operation Crusher--of Gereral Grant
that led to the Union victory in the American Civil War. The justification for tne
strategy is presented and students are stimulawed to evaluate the strategy on military and
moral grounds.

Connection to Textbooks ‘

All textbooks include a chapter on the Civil War. This lesson can be used to ephance

treatments of the Union military strategy in the Civil War.
Objectives
Students are expected to:

1. comprehend Operation Crusher;

2. explain General Grant's justification for Operation Crusher;

3. identify and discuss arguments for and against Operation Crusher: and

4

. make value judgments about Operation Crusher.

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

0 Refer to a map or maps (in a standard textbook) that show the division of the states
into contending forces of the Federal Union and the Confederacy in 1861 apd the
military situation during the period 1861-1863. Use the maps to review the political
and military situation facing President Lincoln at the end of 1863.

o Write this term on the chalkboard--"Operation Crusher." Tell them this was the mili-
tary strategy of General Grant. Indicate that this lesson involves an examination and
appraisal of Grant’s Operation Crusher.

D-~veloping the Lesson

o Have students read the case study about Operation Crusher in the Handout. Require
them to respond to questions 1-2 at the end of the case study.

o Divide the class into small groups, from 4 to 7 depending on the size of the class.
Challenge each group to respond to the issue about Operation Crusher, which 1s
raised and framed by item 3 at the end of the Handout. Have each group consider
the issue about Operation Crusher and to develop a position in response to the issue.
Indicate that each group will be responsible for presenting and defending its position
in a subsequent class discussion.

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columnus, OH 43201.
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Concluding the Lesson

o Identify a spokesperson for each of the small groups. Call upon one of the spokes-
persuns to present the position of the group on the issue in item 3 at the end of
the Handout. Ask other members of the group to elaborate upon »r modify the
presentation by the group’s spokesperson, if necessary.

o Ask others in the class to listen carefully to the presentation of one group about the
issue. Then ask them to make comments, critical or supportive, about the presenta-
tion. Call upon the spokespersons for each of the other groups to respond first for
tneir groups. Then involve others in a general class discussion. They should decide
about the extent to which they agree or disagree with the position of the reporting
group and respond accordingly.

0 The teacher should serve as moderator and facilitator of the discussion about the
central issue of this lesson.

Suggestions for Additional Reading

Following is an annotated list of books about the ideas in this lesson. These books
are presented as additional sources of information for teachers. However, very able
students might be referred to one or more of these books.

Catton, Bruce. Grant Takes Command. Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1969,

Catton describes the rise of U.S. Grant from a man of relative obscurity to com-
mander of the western department, general in chief of all Union forces, and finaily
orchestrator of the Virginia campaign. The author clearly develops the evolution of
Grant's leadership and the Union army’s effectiver.ess,

Foote, Shelby. The Civil War; A Narrative, 3 vols. New York: Random House, 1958-1974.

Foote’s work is an engrossing three volume narrative capturing the many complexities
of war. While Catton and Nevins write from a northern perspective, Foote examines the
Civil War from a southern one. With a literary flair, he captures the wide range of
human experiences that the long conflict engendered.

Fuller, J.F.C. Grant and Lee; A Study in Personality and Generalship. Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1957.

A controversial assessment of the two great Civil War generals. Ii surprised and
outraged many when originully published because Grant comes out ahead of Lee in some
areas. This work is wuseful for illustrating how personali.y might influence strategic
decisions.

Hattaway, Herman, and Jones, Archer. How_the North Won: A Military History of the
Civil War. Urbana: University of Hlinois Press, 1983.

The authors present a broad study of the Civil War including logistical, political,
economic, and organizational factors shaping military policy. This revisionist work con-
tradicts the traditional notion that Civil War leaders were obstinately committed to the
futile frontal assault.
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Liddell-Hart, Basil Henry. Sherman: Soldier, Realist, American. New York: Praeger, 1958.
In this study the eminent British military historian finds Sherman to be both a better

general than often thought and the father of modern strategic warfare. Well written and
provocative.

Nevins, Allan. The War for the Union, 4 vols. New York: Scribner’s, 1973.

These four volumes constitute the second half of Nevin’s masterful study of the
turbulent years 1847-1865. Nevins not only analyzes the Civil War from a military stand-
point, but he also measures the impact of the long struggle on American society.

Reston, James, Jr. Sherman’s March and Vietnam. New York: Macmillan, 1684.

This study is an attempt to relate Sherman and his approach to war to the conduct
of the war in Vietnam. Many comparisons strain tco hard at times to make the
connection, but it is a laudable attempt to relate the past to the present.

Sommers, Richard J. Richard Redeemed; The Siege at Petersburg. Garden Ciyy, N.Y.:

Doubleday and Co., 1981.
This is one of the few compreiensive works focusing on the nine and one-half morith

battle around Petersburg. Sommers combines narrative, anal 'sis, and biographical sketches
in this notable study.
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Handout

Operation Crusher, 1864

The American Civil War erupted in April 1861. This struggle of Americans against
their fellow Americans--of the Northern against the Southern statév--was the bloodiest
and bitterest war in American history. President Abraham Lincoln fought to preserve the
Federal Union established in 787 by the Constitution of the United States. The Con-
federate States of America, until 1861 loyal members of the Federal Union, fought to
create a new American nation. Which side would prevaii?

Near the end of 1863, the Confederate forces still held out against the Unior armies.
Although suffering heavy losses in the Western theater of the war, along the Mississippi
River, Confederate leaders still hoped to prolong the war and convince their enemies to
stop fightting and allow them to establish their own nation, separate from the United
States of America.

Lincoln 7Turns To General Grant

The Union had suffered very heavy casualties up to this point in the war and the
cost in dollars was staggering, more than the United States government had spent on all
expenditures between 1776 and 1861. What had been gained? In the Eastern theater of
the war, Union armies were oniy slightly further South than hey had been at the start
of the war. 3ix different Generals had failed to lead the Union forces to victory in the
East. So President Lincoln turned to General Ulysses S. Grant, the rnan who hai led
Union armies to victory in the West. Could General Grant succeed where six others had
failed?

Grant was 42 years old in 1864, when he became commanding general of the United
States Army. Son of poor parents, he had gone to West Point, the U.S. Military Academy,
to escape a life of hard physical labor. In no ways brilliant, Grant had graduated in tne
middle of his class. After graduation, Grant served honorably in the war against Mexico.
But after the war, he got intc trouble--heavy drinking and fighting were Grant’s undoing.
Following a courtmartial, he left the Army, but found little success in civilian life--
trying and failing at farming, clerking in a store, anc selling wood off the back of a
wagon.

When the Civil War began, Grant got a commission becauce of his West Point educa-
tion and Mexican War experience. He led Union forces to victories in the West and
gained national notice in 1863 by taking the Confederate stronghold of Vicksburg on the
Mississippi River. After Vicksburg, Grant took command of a beleaguered Union army at
Chattanooga and won & spectacular victory.

The Strategy of Operation Crusher

What had the simple, straightforward, clear-headed man learned about war? "The art
of war is very simple,"” he said, "Find out where your enemy is, hit as hard as you can,
as often as you can, and keep moving.” Although he never said it in quite these words,
he had also learned something else: war is about killing. Once you enter a war you had
bt - be prepared to kill more of the enemy than he killed of your men--or the enemy
wowe win. There was no way of avoiding this simple fact, co there was no reason to
delay it. Dragging a war out only increased the cost. Grant didn’t like killing--he could
hardly stand the sight of blood--but he had a job to do and he intended to do it quickly
and get it over with.
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Handout

His plan was called "Operation Crusher" and he intended to so employ his forces that
he took advantage of Northern superiority in i(ransportation, communication, supply and
manpower. He was, in short, going to overwhelm the Confederacy. Against Lee's 62,000
he would move with Meade’s army of 120,000. Against Joe Johnson’s 57,000, he would
send Sherman’s 90,000. In addition, he would send General Franz Sigel and an army of
48,0C0 into the Shenandoah Valley--the Confederate breadbasket--to disrupt the army
there and the agricultural process. To round out the plan he would also have General
Butler with 36,000 to move against Richmond from the James River. In summary, Grant
would send 290,000 men against 160,000 men. He would wage total war.

The most devastating part of Grant’s strategy was Sherman’s move into Georgia.
Obviously the more deeply Union armies moved into Sou.hern territory, the more disrup-
tion of civilian life there would he. But among other famous things Sherman wouid say
was his comment that no one needed to tell him how bad war was. He hadn’t started this
war, but he’d do anything in his oower to end it. Until it was ended, he would wage it
all out, believing as he did that the quickest way to end the war was to bring its brutal
qualities home to everyone.

Grant’s Partnership With Sherman

Sherman was a curious man. Although personally very close to Grant, he was unlike
him in many ways. Orphaned as a child, Sherman had been adopted by a prominent
family. His benefactor had secured his appointment to West Point where, in spite of a
rebellious nature, Sherman did well. Much more intelligent than Grant, Sherman graduated
sixth out of forty-two at West Point. Much to his distress, he did not get to serve in
the Mexican War, instead passing time in 2 frontier post in Florida. After further frus-
tration he resigned from the army and invested in a business venture in California. Bad
luck or poor practice proved his undoing and he lost his own and the money he had
borrowed 1rom friends. It took years, but he paid back every cent. After trying other
careers he ended up teaching at a military academy in Louisiana. There he learned to
love the South and to deepen his friendship with some of his West Point classmates.

When war brok: out, however, he returned North and sought a commission. Not be-
cause he particularly abhorred slavery or felt strongly about the abstract theory of
secession. Sherman hated and feared revolution. He thought that society was held to-
gether by the flimsiest of bonds and revolution could lead quickly to anarchy and
disaster. His brother, a United States Senator, helped him secure a commission, and in
early battles--such as First Manassas--Sherman distinguished himself. Unfortunately, as it
turned out, promotion led to pressures of independent command and Sherman suffered an
apparent nervous breakdown. Rumors swept the Army that Sherman had lost his mind and
only after his wife’s intervention was he given the opportunity of another command. It
was at this point that the team of Grant and Sherman came on the scene, and together
they took Vicksburg and relieved Chattanooga. Later Sherman described the relationship
this way: “He stood by me when | was crazy and I <tood by him when he was drunk--
ncw we stand by each other always.”

The Success of Operation Crusher

So in 1864, it was up to these two men to carry out a program to end the bloodiest
and most destructive war in American history. What they did between May 1864 and April
1865 was to make it bloodier and more destructive. In his campaign Grant lost 110,000
men and inflicted 60,000 casualties on Lee’s army. In the process Grant introduced the
new concept of continuous combat. Instead of pausing after battles he just kept moving
on, engaging in one fight after another so as to bleed his enemy to death. Grant knew
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he had greater manpower reserves and he saw no reason to drag the contest out. In his
rampaign against Atlanta, Sherman lost 31,600 men and inflicted 35,000 casualties.

But after taking Atlanta Sherman undertook a new venture in modern war-a war
against the people of the South. He cut a path of destruction sixty miles wide from
Atlanta to Savannah and then north from Savannah to Raleigh, N.C. In his wake be left
blackened farms, empty smokehouses, twisted railroad rails, gutted factories, and empty
warehouses. Materially it would take the region thirty years to recover. Furthermore, he
undertook to break the fighting spirit of the civilian population and imply to them and
to their men at the front that no place was safe from Union armies. It was a c~lculated
policy of war against civilian morale. It was the same concept that we later became
familiar with in our strategic bombing in World War Il and in some operations in Korea
and Vietnam.

Reviewing and Interpreting Main Ideas
1. What was Operation Crusher?
2. Why did Grant use the military strategy known as Operation Crusher?

3. Should Operation Crusher have been used? Or was it wrong, for either military or
moral reasons, to use this strategy? Following are several questions and statements
that stimulate ycur thinking about the central issue: Was it right or wrong to use
Operation Crusher?

a. Was it better to go all out and win as quickly s possible or should they have
fought by the old rules? One argument could be that the older style of warfare
had not brought results during the previous three years, the public was getting
weary of casualties with no apparent success. If something were not done to end
the frustration, public will in the North would falter and all the previous losses
would be for nothing. Moreover, whether Grant and Sherman thought so or not,
slavery was a moral evil--so wasn’t a higher purpose served by bending the rules
a little bit?

b. Should civihan morale be a legitimate target in modern war? Civilians support the
war by their votes, therr taxes, and their production. Why shouldn’t they share
the burden of the war just like the soldier; if they give up, the soldier can’t go
on, so why not convince them directly to quit?

c. As Sherman argued, he didn’t start the war, he was trying to end it. What was
the responsibility of the Southern government? If they couldn’t protect their
civilians, weren’t they obligated to end the war? If you are losing a fight but
won’t give up, whose fault is it that the other guy keeps hitting you? What if
after ten rounds he hits yoa below the belt? Can he legitimately contend he is
trying to convince the enemies that they can’t win? However, once you make
civilians legitimate targets in modern war, where can you draw the line on what
is allowed and what is not allowed?
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SECTION IV
AMERICA BECOMES A WORLD POWER

List of Lessons

This section inciudes six lessons that
pertain to entry of the United States into
world affairs as a great power, new prob-
lems of national security associated with
a great power role in international rela-
tiens, and policies that establishel the
United States as a world power. Global
militavv  and geopolitical strategies are
~xamined. Conditions and consequences of
new foreign policies associated with aa-
tional security are also emphasized.
Finally, basic ethical issues of foreign
policy decisions are raised. The lessons
are:

13. Purchasing Alaska

14. National Security Through Naval
Power: ldeas of Alfred Thayer Mahan

15. Two Views of Expansionism
16. Shaping the "Open Door Policy"
17. The Ethics of the Panama Canal

18. American Intervention in the Mexican
Revolution, 1914

Overview for Teachers

After the Civil War the United States
began to broaden its vision and expand
its involvement in international affairs.
Domestically, Americans had dcterminedly
pursued the growth and development of
their territory. The West was now won;
the Pacific and Atlantic Coasts were soon
to be linked by the transcontinental
railway. More and more, the U.S. began
to see its economic strength and vitality
as if it were limitless. This vision of
limitless potential became a powerfu!
force accompanying ai increasitgly self-
conscious consideration of America’s
position in the world and more open
concern for U.S. interests beyond its own
shores.

Even before the Civil War the U.S.
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had begun to extend its reach outward
into the Pacific. In 1854, Commodore
Perry had opened Japan to American
trade and commerce, advancing further
the thriving trade that already existed
with China. But this Pacific presence also
brought with it heightened concern for
the protection of American interests. The
European powers were extending their
reach as well (recall that the Russians
had put settlements in California, one of
the factors contributing to the Monroe
Doctrine). By the 1860’s, the U.S. began
to look more protectivily at the areas on
its periphery and to consider the oppor-
tunities for expansion outward.

The end of the War between the
States enabled political leaders like Sec-
retary of State Seward to try to extend
America’s claims to match its growing
interests. Looking south to the Caribbean
and outward into the Pacific, many of
these efforts met with resistance, But, as
Lesson 13 shows, one successful outcome
was the purchase of Alaska from the
overextended Russians in 1867.

The pressure fer increasing American
involvement overseas was to have
lingering impact on our sense of ourselves
as a nation. Having accepted Waskington’s
concentration on trade and commerce as
an appropriate guideline for American
overseas interests, now the political and
military consequences of that guideline
had to be addressed. As the tura of the
century approached, the United States
had not developed, nor appairently needed,
a systematic strategic perspective that
expressed its security requirements.

Now it became essential to do so.
The orientation for a U.S. strategic
perspective developed in the 1880’s when
a naval Captain named Alfred Thayer
Mahan provided an intellectual framev ork
for the growing debate over America’s
place in the world. Mahan argued for the
importance of sea power (including mar-
time commerce as well as naval force) to
the strength of a nation. As Lesson 14
shows, Mahan was to have a profound
impact not only on the emergence of a
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uniquely American naval posture, but on
the American view of its overall security.
Mahan’s views shaped a significant part
of American thinking at a critical junc-
ture in the development of a new
national security perspective.

Further context for Mahan’s writing
was provided by the increasingly ven-
turesome course that American poliLy was

taking. The turn of the century was
marked by enthusiastic U.S. entry into
the Spanish-American War. Emerging

victorious in that War, the United States

found itself faced with the question of
what to do with the f{ormer Spanish
colonies--Cuba, Puerto Rico and the
Philippine Islands. Now the political de-

bate over the issue of overseas expansion
was joined full force.

Lesson 15 outlines the
ments in this debate. The
professing a new spirit
vitality, argued that
strength and economic
overseas expansion. The Anti-expansion-
ists, stressing traditional American prin-
ciples in international affairs, argued that
overseas expansion would reduce the
United States to the level of the imperia-
list powers of Europe. In the end the
United States kept Puerto Rico and the
Philippines, but debate over the question

main  argu-
Expansionists,
of American
U.S. security,
growth dictated

of the proprietary and extent of U.S,
involvement in international politics was
to continue.

Indeed the issue arose again almost
immediately as the United States sought
to define its role--based on its long-

standing interest--in the increasing com-
mercial competition among the Eurapean
powers in Asia. Because 1t focused prin-
cipally on economic concerns the issue
was resolved more easily within the
United States. The "Open Door Policy,"
described in Lesson 16, stated that, un-

like the other powers, the U.S sought
only free trade in China and would make

no ciuim on territory. In addition, how-
ever, the United States also committed
itself to the integrity and independence

of China. Once again, the development of
policy on a specific issue had produced a
general posture that was to endure in
American security policy--commitment to
an American presence in the Far East and

the beginning of a moral position that
would later be defined as support for the
self-determination of nations.

By this time, in the face of
continuing debate, support for the expan-
sion of U.S. interests overseas was
advanced on both pragmatic and moral
grounds, intensifying the sense of mission
and the continuing belief in the lmitless-
ness of America’s potential. These noticns
were evident in the successful U.S. effort
led by President Theodore Roosevelt to
build a canal across the Isthmus of
Panama. The Panama Caral was con-
sidered to be essential for U.S commercial
and strategic interests. It shortened the
sea route between the Atlantic and
Pacific Coasts and provided direct support
for the growth of American naval power.
Once completed, the Canal was to emerge
as a central element mn United States
national security. However, as Lessen 17
indicates, the manner in which the rights
to the Canal were negotiated also became
an enduring issue.

Further American attention to its
stated security interests in the Western
Hemisphere arose 1n Mex'"o. After a

series of revolutionary changes beginning
in 1910, Mexizo had entered a period of
great political instability. The U.S. had
quickly adopted a moral posture condemn-
ing the non-dermnocratic forms of govern-
ment that these changes had produced.
But in 1914, as Lesson 18 describes, the
United States determined that its citizens
and interests were at risk and intervened
directly to establish its position. Once
again incident and principle combined to
establisn enduring policy. The United
States had followeu a policy of nterven-
tion to restore order to unstable govern-
ments where the outcome was perceived
to affect American interests. That pattern

would be applied consistently in the
future.

The United States had thus entered
the twentieth century with full

confidence in its vitality and potential, a

confidence upon which it was willing
act. Yet underlying that action was a
lingering sense of discomfort about the

practical and moral consequences for U.S.
interests.
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Purchasing Alaska

by Donald A. Ritchie

Lesson Plan and Notes r Teachers
Preview of Main Points

Alaska has become a key part of America’s national defense system against the
Soviet Union. Ironically, the United States acquired the territory peacefully from Russia
in 1867. Secretary of State William Seward, an avid expansionist, fought for the purchase
of Alaska despite considerable opposition from the press, the public and Congress. This
lesson explores Seward’s reasons, as well a: the Russian’s reasons for selling such a
valuable and strategically located territory.

Connection to Textbooks

This lesson expands upon textbook treatment of the Alaska purchase, presenting the
motivations involved on both sides of the sale, and calling on the student to develop a
position of advocacy regarding the purchase.

Objectives
Students are expected to:

1. recognize the motivations of both Russia and the United States in the purchase of
Alaska;

2. understand the nature of the opposition to the purchase; and

3. appreciate the strategic importance of the purchase.

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

o Show the students the polar map of the world in the Handout. Ask them to discuss
the strategic location of Alaska to the United States. Note from the map how close
Alaska lies to the Soviet Union, both across the Pacific and over the North Pole.
Wichout Alaska, the United States would be more heavily dependent on another
nation, Canada, for its northern defense.

Developing the Lesson
o Have the students read the material describing the purchase of Alaska.

9 Either have them write out assignments A and B in the Handout, or assign students
to prepare brief statements for and against the purchase to deliver verbally. Call
upon various Students to debate the issues as if they were the Congress considering
Seward’s treaty.

o Be sure the students fully understand both sides, o~ well as the reasons why the
purchase was eventually approved.

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School

, Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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Concluding the Lesson

o Historian Walter LaFebei, in his book The New Empire; An Interpretation of Ameri-
can_Expansion, 1860-1898 (Ithaca, 1963), has argued that America did not obtzin new
territories after the Spanish-American War in 1898 "to fulfill a colonial policy, but to
use these holyings as a ineans to acquire markets for the glut of goods pouring out
of highly mechanized factories and farms. The two acquisitions which might be con-
sidered exceptions to this statement are Alaska and Hawaii. It is more difficult,
however, to understand che purchase of "Seward’s Icebox" without comprehending the
Secretary of State’s magnificent view of the future American commercial empire. This
view did not premise a colonial policy, but assumed the necessity of controlling the
Asian markets for corrmerical, not political, expansion. As the chairman of the House
Fereign Affairs Committee commented in 1867, Alaska was the "drawbridge" between
the North American continent and Asia." (pages 408-409)

o Discuss this economic interpretation of the Alaska purchase with the class,
considering the ways in which the lesson does or does not support this
interpretation.

Suggestions for Additional Reading

Students interested in this subject should be directed to Ronald J. Jensen, The
Alaska Purchase and Russian-American Relations (Seattle: University of Washington Press

1975), and to a brief and interesting detective story: Paul S. Holbo, Tarnis Ex
The Alaska Scandal, the Press, and Congress. 1867-1871 (Knoxville: Universny of

Tennessee Press, 1983).
Answers to Questicns

1. An America which would spread over the continent of North America and have in-
fluence in Asia and the rest of the world.

2. Because of its commercial and stratemic value, as well as the nation's destiny w
spread over North America.

3. Congress rejected thern and the public was hostile to them.
4. Because it was difficult to defend and becoming unprofitable to maintain.

5. Congress, the press and the public were suspicious of the scheme and could not see
the advantages of purchasing Alaska.

6. It provided America a strategic command base close to the Soviet Union.
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Handout
Purchasirg Alaska
Introduction

In the nuclear age, Alaska plays an invaluable role in America’s national defense
systems. Its position, stretching across the North Pacific to within a few miles of the
Soviet coastline, provides the United States with sites for bases both for radar to detect
incoming planes and missiles, and for American offensive bombers and intercontinental
missiles.

Ironically, the United States purchased the territory of Alaska from Russia. At that
time, in 1867, Russian leaders were convinced they had gotten the better of the deal,
while many Americans suspected that their government had foolishly bought worthless
property. Within Congress there was considerable opposition to the Alaska purchase.
There were strong possibilities that either the Senate would fail to ratfy the Alaska
treaty or the House would not appropriate the money needed to buy this vast northern
territory. Even supporters of the treaty, who recognized the potential economic and
strategic value of Alaska, never dreamed that it would become such a center for
strategic communications, command, and control.

For what reasons and motivations was this menumental purchise made?
Secretary of State William H. Seward

The chief architect of the Alaska purchase was Secretary of State Wilham H. Seward.
In 1867 he was 66 years old. During his long political career he had served as Nevw York
Governor and Senator and had become a founding member of the new Republican party.
In 1860 he narrowly lost the Republican nomination for President tw Abraham Lincoln.
Seward then became Lincoln’s Secretary of State, and he continued in that role after
Andrew Johnson became President in 1865.

Always an avid expansiomst, Secretary Seward had been unable to pursue his expan-
sionist goals until after the Civil War had ended. Shortly after the war, he said in one
speech that if he had thirty to fifty more years of life, he would work to give the
United States "possession of the American continent and the control of the world."

Seward’s expansion aimed south into the Caribbean, where he negotiated to buy the
Virgin Islands, and considered building naval bases on Santo Domingo, Haiti, Cuba, and
Puerto Rico. Congress, however, rejected the Vi-gin Island treaty, and nothing came of
his plans for naval bases. Seward also looked west to the Pacific. In 1867 the Unmited
States took over the uninhabited Midway Isiand and negotiated a reciprocal trade treavy
with Hawaii, which Seward hoped would serve as a step towards annexation. The Senate
failed to ratify the treaty, and for the most part, Seward’s expansiomist policies were
rebuffed by a Congress and a public weary from war and already possessing vast and
largely unoccupied territories in the American West.

Then in 1867 the Russian minister to Washington hinted thaet Russia might be willing
to sell its Alaska Territory to the United States. Seward sprang into action.
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Pandout

Pros and Cons of the Alaska Purchase

Why did Russia want to sell its holdings in Alaska” Russia had claimed the territory
of Alaska since the 18th century, when Vitrus Bering explored its coast to determine
whether Sibena and North America were linked. In the early nineteenth century, the
Russian-American Company was formed to administer Alaska as a colony, and to rase
money through such commercial ventures as fishing, fur trading and mining.

I 1861, however, the Russian-American Company was near bankruptey. Its stock had
dropped sharply in value. Its fur trading had declined and was actually losing money.
Coal mining, lumbering, and ice operations had failed. The Russians also suffered from
competition with the British Hudson Bay Company, based in Canada, and feared that
Britain might try to seize control of Alaska. Alaska was too far away for Russia to de-
fend successfully. Then too, some gold discoveries in Alaska raised the possiblity of
American miners rushing into the territory. One way or another, Russia seemed destined
to lose Alaska. Selling the territory to the United States, therefore, offered several
positive solutions to Russian problems: 1) it would raise revenue that Russia badly
needed; 2) it would stop British expansion into the North Pacific; and 3) it would
maintain Russia’s good relations with the United States.

To William Seward, the possibility of purchasing Alaska was tremendously exciting.
He firmly believed that the United States would someday spread over ali of North
America, including Alaska and Canada, but wanted such expansion to come peacefully
rather than through warfaie. He saw commercial value to the territory and its future
fishing, fur and mining operations. Some supporters of the purchase saw it in terms of
beating back the competition of the Briuish Hudson Bay Company in Canada, but Seward's
vision was mere expansive. He saw Alaska as a naval base on the path to Asia. In
addition, purchasing Alaska would help strengthen Ar:oerica’s relations with Russia.

Against these positive factors, Seward had to weigh the negatives. Not only were the
press and public cool to the idea, but many were overtly hostile to spending seven mil-
lion dollars to purchase a frozen territory they knew almost nothing about. Congress had
rejected other expansionist treatics, and Seward had many opponents in his own party.
Radical Republicans who were moving to impeach Presid:nt Andrew Johnson because of
his Reconstruction policies, disliked Seward as one of the President’s allies. As a result,
they were suspicious of anything he proposed. Newspaper headlines were already calling
it "Seward’s Folly" and "Seward’s Icebox," and dismissing Alaska as a barren, worthless
land of "short rations and long twilights."

However, Secretary Seward refused o lose this opportunity. He launched a campaign
in both the press and the Congress to help win passage of the treaty.

Conclusion

Seward's case was greatly strengthened when he won the support of Senator Charles
Sumner, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relaticns Committee. Becaute of Sumner’s ef-
forts, the Senate quickly passed the Alaska treaty by a vote of 37 to 2. The House of
Representatives was more suspicious, and waited over a year before voting 113 to 43 in
favor of appropriating money necessary to purchase Alaska. Afterwards, rumors spread
through Washington that the Russian ambassador had bribed key members of the House to
win the appropnation. The press made much of this scandal, but a Congressional inves-
tigation failed t» discover any evidence proving the charges true. Nevortheless, because
the Alaska purchase was so controversial, from start to finish, no expansionist proposal
succeeded in the United States for the next thirty years,
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Questions for Review and Interpretation

1.

What was Secretary Seward’s vision of the future of America?

2. Why did he want America to acquire Alaska?
3. What was the fate of his other expansionist proposals?
4. Why did the Russians want to sell Alaska?
5. Why did some Americans work against the purchase of Alaska?
6. How has the purchase of Alaska been important o the national secws ity of the
United States?
Assignment

Based on your reading of this lesson, and from materials imn your textbook and any

other source, prepare one of the followmng items:

A. A newspaper editonal in support of the Alaska purchase.

B. A speech in Congress ecither in favor of or opposed to the treaty purchasing
Alaska.
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National Security Through Naval Power:
Ideas of Alfred Thayer Mahan

by James R. Leutze

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson treats the ideas and influe.ce of Alfred Thayer Mahan on national secu-
rity policies of the United States government during the latter part of the nineteenth
century and early years of the twentieth century. Mahan’s ideas about aculeving national
security through naval power and about strategies for using naval power are emphasized.

Connection to Textbooks

This lesson is related to textbook treatments of American imperialism during the
period from the 1880’s to the nation’s =ntry into World War I The lesson can be used in
conjunction with siudies of acquisition of overseas territories by the United States and
examination of nativnal policies for defense of the Western Hemisphere against threats
from European or Asian powers.

Objectives
Students are expected to:

1. know Mahan’s ideas about the use of naval power worldwide to achieve national
security;

2. identify ideas of Mahan on naval strategy;
3. identify ideas of Mahan on naval strategy in war;

4. assess the influence of Mahan’s ideas on national security and foreign policies of the
United States; and

5. discuss strengths and weaknesses of Mahan’s 1deas and their apphcability to the
contemporary world.

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

o Write the name of Alfred Thaver Mahan on the chalkboard. In addition, wiite on the
chalkboard the name of Mahan's classic book: The Influence of Sea Power Upon
History, 1660-1783. If possible, obtain a copy of his book from the library or other
source and exhibit it to students. Tell students that Mahan, through ideas expressed
in his book, became a great influence on American policies on national security. Ask
them to speculate on what his ideas about national security were. Also ask them to
speculate about how ideas in a book could become a major force on the policy
decisions of government officials.

Developing the Lesson

o Have students read the case study on Alfred Thayer Mahan, in the Handout. Ask
them to check their speculations about his ideas, expressed in the opening phase of
the lesson, against information in the case study.

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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o Ask students to answer questions at the end of the case study in the Handout in
preparation for classroom discussion.

Concluding the Lesson

o Conduct a classroom discussion about the ideas of Alfred Thayer Mahan in terms of |
the questions at the end of the case study in the Handout.

o Questions 1-3 require students to identify and comprehend Mahan’s ideas about naval
power and national security. Require students to justify their answers to items 1-3 |
by reference to the facts of the case study in the Handout. Check students’ answers |
to items 1-3 directly against information in the case study. In contrast, questions 4-5
require students to express opinions and value judgments about the ideas of Mahan.
Require students to ground answers to items 4-5 in the case study in the Handout;
however, expect and accept reasonable variations in their answers to these questions.

Suggestions for Additional Reading

Following is an annotated list of books about the ideas in this lesson. These books
are presented as additional sources of information for teachers. However, very able
students might be referred to one or more of these books.

Livezey, William Edmund. Mahan on Sea Power. Norman: University of Oklahoma Press,

1980.

Mahan on Seapower reviews the ideas of this nineteenth century military thinker.
Livezey analyzes the strategic thought of Mahan and presents 1 bibliography of his
writings.

Mahan, Alfred Thayer. The Influence of Sea Power Upon History, 1660-1783. Englewood

Ciiffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1980.

This book represents Mahan’s prescription for America’s rise to greatness. With Great
Britain as the primary reference point, Mahan avers that all great world powers achieved
pre-eminence with the inexpendable aid of a powerful navy and merchant marine.

Puleston, Capt. W.D. Mahan: The Life and Work of Captain Alfred Thayer Mahan, U.S.N..
New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1939.

Puleston’s book was for many years the standard work c¢n Mahan’s life and thought.
Although now somewhat dated, this sympathetic account conveys a first-hand feeling for
the times about which he writes.

Seager, Robert. Alfred Thaver Mahan: The Man and His Letters. Annapolis, Md.: Naval
Institute Press, 1977.

This is perhaps the best book to date on Mahan. Seager presents a more critical look
at Mahan than does Puleston. If he emphasizes the shortcomings of this nineteenth
century strategist, Seager also notes his intellectual contributions.

Seager, Robert and Maguire, Doris D., eds. e le Paper f Alfr T or
Mahan. Annapolis, Md.: Naval Institute Press, 1975.

Seager and Maguire claim to have found only a quarter of Mahan’s writings.
Nevertheless, this is the most comprehensive collection available to scholars.
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National Security Through Naval Power: Ideas of Alfred Thayer Mchan

Captain {ater Admiral) Alfred Thayer Mahan had great influence on the national
security policies of the United States from the 1880’s through the early years of the
twentieth century. Today, many experts believe that Mahan’s ideas are out-of-date. How-
ever, in his own time, Mahan’s views prevailed. Furthermore, Captain Mahan has been
Juaged to be one of the most influential thinkers on national security affairs in the last
one hundred years. Who was Alfred Thayer Mahan? What were his ideas on how to
achieve national security? How did these ideas affect policies of the United States
government? What were the value of these ideas?

Background Information About Alfred Thayer Mahan

Alfred Thayer Mahan was born in 1840 the son of znother important military intel-
lectual, Dennis Hart Mahan, who was teaching at West Point at the time. The younger
Mahan decided upon a naval career and entered the Naval Academy at the age of sixteen.
Three years later he graduated near the top of his class--second out of twenty. The next
twenty-four years were not particularly exciting ones for Mahan although he served at
sea in many places around the world. He participated in the Civil War, but did not ac-
tually see combat since most of his service was in the blockading fleet off the Southern
coast. After the war he went back to foreign duty and was finishing a thur in South
American waters, when, in 1884, Mahan was called to teach at the new Naval War
College in Newport, Rhode Island.

While European navies were turning increasingly to metal hulls, steam propulsion and
modern gunnery, the United States was still maintaining wooden ships, relying on sail
power and firing guns forged twenty-five years before. Not that everything in the U.S.
Navy was old-fashioned. There were some steam propelled, metal vessels, but there is no
question that the U.S. Navy was being left behind in what we now know was the begin-
ning of a technological revolution. By the late 1870’s this fact was recognized by some
influential, forward-looking people in the United States. Generally, they saw the U.S. as
a country with great potential and believed that 2 modern navy was essential if the U.S.
was to realize its destiny. The War College, where professional officers could go buck to
school (o learn more about naval strategy, was part of the campaigh to reinvigorate the
U.S. Navy.

Within two years after he arrived in Newport, Mahan was named president of the
College; four years later he put his lectures on military history together in his greatest
intellectual accomplishment The Influence of Seapower Upon History, 1660-1783. As the
title implies, this was a study of how nations had either profited or suffered from the
possession or lack of naval power. Relying particularly on the history of England, Mshan
showed how that country had prospered and gained an empire through the proper utiliza-
tion of their naval arm. Just having a large navy was not enough, Mahan claimed, you
must also use it ir the right way. This principle was related to another guiding concept
the Captain had: history, studied properly, revealed a set of rules or guidelines which if
followed led to a similar result. On the other hand, if you violated these rules yor were
lost in the unexplored, the unknown. The lesson was obvious: find the historical actions
that had led to success, pattern your conduct on those actions and success would follow.
It was a vay of using the past as a guide to the future and it provided a very satisfying
way of avoiding the uncertaint; that had always attended dealing with the years ahead.
Se.isfying it no doubt was, but we also now know that it was over-simplified. But Mahan
was not alone in trying to discover "laws" that governed human success or failure, this
search was very popular toward the end of the nineteenth century.
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Mahan’s Ideas on National Strategy

He did not always make it explicit, but Mahan implied that if the United States
intended to be a great power it should pattern its national strategy on Great Britain'’s
strategy. In Mahan’s view, much of Britain’s success resulted from possession of a large,
powerful navy. In writing about the na.onal strategy for this navy, Mahan relied heavily
on the ideas of the famed military (land) strategist, Baron de Antoine Henri Jomini.
Mahan suggested that the seas were similar to "commons” or public lands across which
there wure highways; as in land warfare, nations had to control those highways--hence
he argued for control of the seas. Clearly Mahan was also arguing for his own service,
he wanted to see the U.S. enlarge its naval arm and he was willing to provide historical
examples of why it needed to do so. Constantly referring to the British example, Mahan
"proved" that a nation to be prosperous needed not only a large navy but also a large
merchant fleet to compete for the world’s trade.

There was an unbreakable bond between a merchant fleet and a fighting navy. The
navy needed the resources, both materiel and human, maintained by a peacetime fleet, to
adequately arm itself in war. The ship building capacity and the men trained by sea
service could be used in a time of crisis, while the merchant fleet needed the navy for
protection. This led to one of Mahan’s most basic principles: the ability of nations tn get
and maintain lines of communication across the seas was their single most important goal.
These lines were needed in peace and war. In war, if denied to the enemy, the enemy
could not approach your coast; and corversely, they provided you a route to your enemy.
In peace, they allowed you access to the world’s resources and a way to transport your
products abroad.

By following these principles Mahan very logically could support an imperialistic
position. To maintain world-wide lines of communications you needed bases where your
navy could assemble to protect your merchant fleet, moreover you needed coaling stations
where both fleets could refuel. Since you could not run the risk of relying on other
countries to provide you with these outposts, each natiLn that aspired to world power
should control its own far-flung ports and couling stations. The U.S. also needed a quick
route from the Atlantic to the Pacific for trade as well as defensive reasons, in other
words, it needed a canal through Central America. These arguments were very appealing
to many who were convinced that the United States should join the rush for colonies
presently dominated by the European powers; unless we did so, they said, all the prime
locations would be taken and the 1J.S. would be doomed to second class status.

Mahan’s Views on Naval Strategy in War

Mahan also had views on naval combat strategy. Here, too, he borrowed from Jomini
arguing that the "laws" of naval warfare were very similar to the "laws" of land war. In
Mahan’s view the primary objective for a navy was the opponent’s navy just as in land
warfare it was the army. Therefore, ali efforts should be directed toward bringing the
enemies’ organized force into a climactic battlee Mahan was not very subtle, he didn't
put a lot of emphasis on maneuver or surprise, he sought a decisive clash of arms. The
primary instrument in this fight would be the big guns of the big ships, the battleships.
Emphasis in his view should be given ‘o building these big ships and little effort should
be wasted on constructing small, fast ships suitable for commerce raiding. The batiie, the
war, and the future would be determined by the nation with the most and the best big
ships.

Influence of Mahan’s Ideas

Although the feregoing is a very simplified and very short version of Mahan’s
thoughts, you probably can see why it would appeal to many people. For one thing, it
would obviously appeal to the Navy who wanted justification for building more ships. His
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theories would also appeal to businesspeople and others who wanted to see the country’s
markets and sources of supply increased. There also were missionaries and other wall
meaning people who wanted to see the "civilized" world have more influence over the
"backward" or "uncivilized" world. Then there were the politicians who either believed in
these things themselves or wanted to appeal for the support of those who did. There
were also nationalists, many of whom belonged to one or more of the groups noted
above. They wanted the U.S. to be strong and expand because it was our destiny and our
obligation to lead the world. For all of these people, having historical laws to use in
justifying their arguments for expansion was very useful. Mahan quickly became very
popular with people like Theodore Roosevelt, Henry Cabot Lodge, and later Franklin D.
Roosevelt.

One problem though was that Mahan’s books could be read by other people in other
countries and they could apply his lessons also. Specifically, Mahan became popular in
Germany and Japan, two countries that could be seen as competing with the U.S. for
colonies and for markets. Moreover, if everyone believed that the important thing to do
was to prepare to fight and win a climactic battle, then everyone would try to win the
battle before the first gun was fired by building the biggest and the best. These compet-
ing desires could and did lead to costly arms races. Obviously Mahan was not solely
responsible for the arms race before World War I or the arms competition in the 1930’s,
but his ideas gave support to those who argued for larger fleets.

Ironically, in planning for actually fighting a war in the Pacific, both the American
Navy and the Imperial Japanese Navy based their strategy on Mahan’s principles. Both
tended to concentrate their attention on building battleships and both anticipated that a
titanic surface battle would decide the war. Indeed considerable effort was expended both
before the war and in the early years of the conflict to prepare for this war-winning
stroke. However, as we know there never was this great surface battle (unless you con-
sider Leyte Gulf to have been the culmination of these plans, but it didn’t occur until
late 1944 when the war had already been decided). Instead, the most important develop-
ments in the naval war were amphibious assault and two weapens Mahan had hardiy
considered, the submarine and carrier-based sircraft. This brings '5 to the issue of tech-
nological change. Mahan was not very good at anticipating how new developments would
influence warfare. To his credit, he realized that he was living at a time of revolutionary
change, but still the finality with which he proclaimed his taws and principles made it
appear that they applied across time despite technological change. This sense of finality
and ultimate truth, was very appealing to sore of those who became the most
enthusiastic supporters of Mahan.

So, Mahan was very infiuential, but he also made some sericus errors. For instance,
he failed to adequately consider that the geographic position of the U.S. was very dif-
ferent from the geographic position of Great Britain. There also are real questions about
whether there are any “"laws" that govern events. Many historians would say that you are

misusing history when you try to learn specific lessons from it.
Reviewing and Interpreting Main Ideas

1. What were Mahan’s ideas about national strategy?

2. What were Mahan’s ideas about naval strategy in war?

3. How did Mahan’s ideas influence national security policies or foreign policies of the
United States?

4. What were strengths and weaknesses of Mahan's ideas?

5. To what extent are Mahan’s ideas applicable to national security policies in today’s world?
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Two Views of Expansionism
by Donald A. Ritchie

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson highlights two speeches by United States Senators during the debate over
overseas expansion after the Spanish-American War. Although both Republicans, George
Hoar and Albert Beveridge represented entirely different views. The older Hoar cautioned
against abandoning American principles of self-determination and imposing U.S. will on
smaller countries. The young Beveridge, starting his political career, pictured a bright
future of strength, security, and economic growth resulting from oversecas expansion.
Their contrasting views explain the alternatives facing the United States at that
juncture.

Connection to Textbooks

This lesson fits history textbook chapters covering the Spanish-American war and
imperialism. It supplements these materials with the use of historical documents, in the
form of speeches delivered at the time.

Objectiv s
Students are expected to:

1. identify and explain the conflicting viev's over American overseas expansion;

2. identifv =nd explain the motives behind the arguments of Senator Hoar and other
Anti-exparnsionists;

3. identify and explain the motives behind the arguments of Senator Beveridge and
other Expansionists;

4. analyze the decision made as a result of this debate; and

5. practice skills in using evidence in doenments to answer questions about the debate.

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

o Review with the class the events of the Spanish-American war covered in previous
lessons and assignments. Using a meap, have the students locate the Spanish posses-
sions which the United States occupied at the end of the war. How should the Uni-
ted States deal with these territories? Point out that the United States had previous-
ly tehen territory only on the North American contirent, including Alaska, which was
not connected to the other states and territories. Also remind them that the Census
of 1890 officially declared the American frontier closed. Discuss with the students
the reasons why some Americans might look for overseas expansion.

Developing the Lesson

o Have the students read the materials in this lesson found in the Handout. Focus their
attention on the two documents. :

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessors for High Schoo!
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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o Have the students respcnd to the questions and complete the Decision Trce at the
end of the Handout.

o Possibly have two students give dramatic readings of the two speeches in a
reconstructed debate; or have them paraphrase the remarks in their own words.

Concluding the Lesson

o Discuss with the students the decision Americans made after the debate over expan-
sionism. How do they evaluate that decision now? Were the consequences as negative
as Hoar predicted? Or as optimistic as Beveridge predicted? Looking at the map, in
what areas have imperialist nations lost territories they once occupied? What
territories are still occupied? What role does morality play in the relationships

between larger and smaller nations?

Suggestions for Additional Reading

Students interested in this debate should be referred to Robert L. Beisner, Twelve
Against Empire; The Anti-Imperialists, 1898-1900 (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1968), for
profiles of Senator Hoar and other Anti-expansionists; and to John Braeman, Albert J,
Beveridge: American Nationalist (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1971).

Answers

1. a. A world of tyranny and despotism.

b. The doctrine that people have a right to self-determination and to overthrow
governments they disapproved of.

¢. Because it is tyrannical to impose a government on another people against their
will.

d. Self-government.
e. It was a birth-right belonging to all people.
2. a. Toward commercial supremacy of the world.

b. By finding new markets for farm and industrial products, and for what our ships
carry.

c. That the United States already imposed government on American Incians and on
Arnerican territories without their consent.

d. A "just, humane, civilizing government,” free from "savage, blondy rule."

e. That tie American flag, and Ameiican settlements, would continue to march
northwards and southwards across the oceans just as it had marched across the
continent during nineteenth century expansion.

3. a. The Uiited States had gained several of Spain’s colonial territories, and debated
»+hat to do with them.

b. The Anti-expansionists wanted to make these territories free and independent; the
Expansionists wanted to make them American territories.

c. The Anti-expansionists saw tyranny and despotism as the alternative to self-deter-
mination; the Expansionists saw weakness and cconomic stagnation as the alterna-
tive to territorial growth.

d. They chose the Expansionist side, seeing it as a way of achieving strength,
security and economic growth.
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Two Views of Expansionism

As a vresult of the Spamsh-American war in 1898, Spain lost its colonial possessions
of Cuba, Puerto Rico and the Philippine Islands. A great national debate began n the
United States whether it should hold these former Spanish colonies as its own colonies
or make them independent. Some argued that America had always been a colonial power,
taking new territories constantly as it meved westward across the continent, and that
overseas expansion was the natural continuation of American expansion. Such expansion
would add to the prosperity and the security of the United States, they insisted. Op-
ponents charged that the taking of overseas colonies was no different from European
imperialism, and that it would violate a fundamental principle of America: the right of all
people to self-government.

Two views of what America should do about cverseas expansion were expressed by
two prominent Republican Senators. George Frisbe Hoar was seventy-four years old, and
had represented Massachusetts in the United States Senate for twenty-three years when
he made the following address on April 17, 1900:

There lies at the bottom of . . . imperialism a doctrine which, if adopted, is
to rev lutionize the world in favor of despotism. It directly conflicts with and
contradicts the doctrine on which our own Revolution was founded. . . . It is the

doctrine that when, in the judgment of any one nation or any combination of
nations, the institutions which a people set up and maintain for themselves are
disapproved, they have a right to overthrow that government and to enter upon
and possess it themselves. . . .

Our imperialistic friends seem to have forgotten the use of the vocabulary of
liberty. They talk about giving good governmen.. 'We shall give them such a
government as we think they are fitted for.” 'We shall give them a better gov-
ernment than they had before.” Why, . . . that one phrase conveys to . . . a free
people the most stinging of insults. In that little phrase, as in a seed, is
contained the germ of all despotism and of all tyranny.

Government is not a gift. Free government is not to be given by all the
blended powers of earth and heaven. It is a birthright. It belongs--as our
[ancestors] said and as therr children said, as Jefferson said and as President
McKinley said--to human nature itself. There can be no good pgovernment but
self-government.

Albert J. Beveridge was thirty-sis years old and at the very beginning of his political
career, when he attracted national attention during his successful race for a Senate seat
in Indiana. He delivered this speech during that campaign, on September 16, 1898.

In this campaign, the question is larger than a party question. It is an
American question. It is a world question. Shall the American people continue
their march toward the commercial supremacy of the world? Shall free institu-
tions broaden their blessed reign as the children of liberty [increase] in
strength, until the empire of our principles is established over the hearts of all
mankind?
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Have we no mission to perform, no duty to discharge to our feilow men? Has
God endowed us wiu, gifts . . . and nmarked us as :the pcople of His peculiar
favor, merely to {have us] rot it our cwn selfishness . . . ?

Shall we reap the reward that waits on our discharge of our high duty?
Shall we occupy new markets for what our farmers raise, our factories make, our
merchants sell--aye, and, piease God, new markets for what our ships shall
carry?

Hawaii is ours. Puerto Rico is to be curs. At the prayer of her pecple, Cuba
finally will be ours. In the islands of the East, even to che gates of Asia, coal-
ing stations are to be ours, at the very leas.. The flag of a liberal government
is to float over the Philippines. . . .

The opposition tells us that we ought not to govern a people without their
consent. I answer: Th: rule of liberty--that all just government derives its
authority from the consent of the governed--applies only to those who are capa-
ble of self-government. We govern the Indians without their conseat. We govern
our territories witnout their consent. How do they know that our government
would be without their consent? Would not the people o, the Philippines prefer
the just, humane, civilizing government of this Republic to the savage, bloody
rule . . . from which we have rescued them?

Will you say by your vote that American ability to govern has decayed? . .
Will you affirm by your vote that you are an infidel to American power and
practical sense? . . . Will ycu remember that we do bu. what our fathers did?
We but pitch the tents of liberty farther westward, farther southward. We only
continue the march of the flag.

In this debate, the Expansionists captured the public’s imagination and support. The
youthful Senator Beveridge represented a new and ambitious generation; the older Senator
Hoar represented a more guarded and cautious generation that was passing from the
scene. Those opposed to expansion had emphasized justice and morality in international
relations. They called on the nation not to abandon the principle on which it was foun-
ded, and warned of the consequences of its actions. The Expansionists, however, presen-
ted a more compelling argument of American strength, security, and economic growth
throi gh overseas expansion. When the debate was over, the United S:.ates had granted
Cuba its independence, but imposed certain conditions--written into the Cuban constitu-
tion--that kept Cuba as an American protecterate for the next thirty years. The United
States governed the Philippine Islands until making them independent in 1946. Puerto
Rico reraains an Ameriran Commonwealth, or territory.

Interpreting Evidence in Document
1. Review Senator Hoar’s speech to find the answers to chese questions.
a. What kind of a world did Senator Hoar see growing out of imperialism?
b. What American doctrine did he believe imperialism violated?

¢. Why did he interpret the statement "We shall give them a better government than
they had before” as an insult?

d. What was Hoar’s definition of "good governmeni?"
UA nerican History - 15 l
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e. How was such government achieved?

2. Review Senator Beveridge's speech to find the answers to these questions.
a. Towards what did Senator Beveridge beheve the American people were maiching?
b. How was America 70ing to reap 1ts rewards?

¢. How did Beveridge answer the argument that the United States should not govern
a people without their consent?

d. What kind of ; government did he think the Philippines preferred?
e. What did Beveridge mean by "the march of the flag?"
3. Use the Decision Tree to help you answer the following questions.
a. What was the situation facing the United States that stimulated this debate?
b. What were the goals of each side in the debate?
¢. What alternatives were identified by each side?
d. What were the likely consequences of each alternative?

e. Which alternative did the American people choose? Why?

f. What is your judgment of this choice? Was it a good or bad decision? Why?
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DECISION TREE

3 GOALS/VALUES

|
CONSEQUENCES
GOOD : T
BAD
|
ALTERNATIVES

|
OCCASION FOR DECISION

The decision-tree device was developed by Roger LaRaus and Richard C. Remy and is used
with their permission.

Q
. ]:MC American History - 15 103

120




American History - 16 104

Shaping the "Open Door Polizy”

by Donald A. Ritchie

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson uses a humorous poem to demonstrate British influence on the American
Open Door policy, and encourages closer examination of a fundamental policy of the
United States that long defined American national secunity policy in the Far East.

Connection to Textbooks
All American history textbooks devote considerable attention tu the Open Door notes.

This lesson is desigred to supplement that coverage and to present some of the issue’s
complexity in an entertaining but meaningful format.
Objectives
Students are expected to:
1. interpret the cbjectives of the Open Door policy;

2. understand British influences on the Open Door policy, and the larger issue of
mutuality of interests among nations; and

3. understand the consequences of the Open Door policy on Amencan national security
interests.

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

o Require students to read sections in their textbook relating to the Open Door policy
before beginning this lesson.

o Then have the students read the introduction in the Handout and discuss with them--
drawing from both their textbwks and the introduction--the reasons behind the Open
Door policy: American economic expansion, concern over colomalism, belief n
self-determination, etc. List the reasons that the students suggest on the board.

Developing the Lesson

o Have the students read the poem to themselves. Then pick two students tw read 1t
aloud, one taking John Bull’s part and the other Uncle Sam'’s.

0 Discuss the students’ reaction to the poem, and have them answer the accumpanying
questions, either orally or in writing.

0 Ask the students to discuss the Open Door policy from the poet’s perspective. (You
can note that the poet was a Canadian, somewhat of a neutral figure between Britain
and the United States.) How does the poet’s perception differ from the reasons
which the students suggested earlier and which are written on the board?

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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Concluding the Lesson

o Tell the students that some historians have argued that the Open Door policy shaped
< merican nauonal security interests in the Far East well into the twentieth century.
It influcnced American policy-making during the Russo-Japanese War in 1905, the
Washington Naval Conference of 1921, the Japanese invasion of Manchuria i the
1930’s, and the Chinese civil war in the 1940’s. Historian Wilham Appleman Williams
has argued that the Open Door policy "defines American perspectives and objecuives,
and hence those who criticize or oppose the policy have been viewed as problems if
not enemies. Germany was thus a troublemaker long before Adolph Hitler, Japan long
before Hideki Top, and Russia long before Josef Stalin.” Discuss Williams' argument.
Does 1t sugrest that the Open Door policy was an example of an unrealistic or over-
ly ambitious national pohicy? Did the Open Door policy have implications beyond its
original intentions? What lessons should modern-duy policymakers learn using the
Open Door policy as an historical medel?

Suggestions for Additional! Reading

Two brief but helpful additional readings to which students might be directed are
Richard W. Van Alstyne. "The Open Door Policy,"” and William Appleman Wilhams, "Open
Door Interpretation,” Encyclopedia of Amencan Foreign Policy, Vol. 1I, ed. Alexander De
Conte (New York: Scribner, 1378).

Answers to Questions in Handout
1. To win his support for an Open Dour in China
2. Trade walls and other economic barriers.
3. To obtamn markets to support tis population.

4. As peaceful and beaevolent, "to spread the hght,” and t share his "cahe" (or
markets) with the werld.

To come to blows 1if the United States jomned those raising taridT barriers,

(54 ]

6. The other colonial powers.

7. By encouraging him o take a leading 1ole in world affairs, "to show the Path on
which world trade must go.”

8. He agrees.

9. Sam’s dialect makes him sound like a rustic who sees this adventure as a "ruthe:
grand affair.”

10. He suggests that the B-sh had raost o gair from the Open Door policy, and that
the Americans were enticed into it by visions of becoming a global power.
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Shaping the "Open Door Policy”

Introduction

Secretary of State John Hay's "Open Door” notes of September, 1899, called on the
great powers of the world 0 maintain free and equal access to Chinese markets. The
"Open Door" notes signaled that the United States would not seek to claim territory in
China, as other nations were attempting. But the United States did want to increase its
share of Chinese trade.

Secretary Hay sent his notes to Great Britain, Germany, France, Italy, Russia, and
Japan. He did not consult or inform China. Although the Open Door policy’s major objec-
tive was to obtain free trading privileges for American enterprise, it also advocated the
"territorial integrity and administraiive independence” of China. The idealistic tone of
Hay’s notes was very popular among the American people.

What motivated the "Open Door" notes? At that time, American business had only a
tiny share of the Chinese markets. By contrast, Great Britain controlled eighty percent
of China’s trade. While the United States wanted to enter the market, Britain was wor-
ried about losing its advantages to competition from other powers--especially Germany
and Japan. The British also advocated an Open Door approach and encouraged the United
States to adopt a similar policy.

The Open Door policy in China offered the United States an alternative to the policy
that it was pursuing in the Philippines. As a result of the Spanish-American War in 1898,
the U.S. gained control of the Philippines, and occupied it with military troops. But it
encountered strong resistance from Philippine nationalists. In China, the U.S. was
attracted to the British model of securing econoinic influence without political control.

A Poetic Appeal

On September 3, 1898, the New York Times published a poem, "The Oper Door,"
showing how John Bull (Great Britain) appealed to his cousin Sam (The United States).

THE OPEN DOOR
by J.W. Bengough

Jdohn Bull spake out in accents clear,
With something of the lion’s roar,
(Fis cousin Sam was standing near)--
"Hello! You there on China’s shore,
There’s got to be an Open Door!
What say you, Sam?"

Cries Sam, "Encore!"

"This wholesale changing of the map
By the great powers everywhere
May be all right--and I'm the chap
Who takes the cake, they all declare,
But with the world my cake I share,
What say you, Sam?;

Cries Sam, "Ah, there!"
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"The 'Open Door’ for one and all,
Free trade in every blessed spot
Where I am ruicr--at the pole

Or in the tropics; cold or hot--
Fair field for all the blooming lot--
What say you, Sam?"

Cries Sam, "That’s what!"

I've got some millions to be fed,

And markets I must somehow get;
My life depends on my trade:

All round the world I spread my net,
And for free commerce I am set,
What say you, Sam?"

Cries Sam, "Why sure!"

"My policy all around is Peace,

My mission is to spread the light,

I rule the waves that war may cease,
But in my arm’s resistless might,
And for free markets I will fight!
What say you, Sam?"

Cries Sam, "That’s right!"

"Say ’sphere of influence’ if the phrase
More diplomatically flows

Than ’Open Door’--but don’t you raise,
My friends, lest you become my foes,
Trade barriers: we may come to blows--
What say you, Sam?"

Cries Sam, "That goes!"

The Gang--Ah, pardon me--the Powers
Retire to think a season, so

John returns to Sam and says; "This ours,
Not mine along, but ours, to show

The Path on which world trade must go,
Hey, Sam?"

Cries Sam, "Jt-is-you-know!"

"In fack, I calkilate," says he,

"Twould be a ruther grand affair

If out thar on the Yellow Sea,

With your old flag and mine should appear;
My duty in this thing seems clear,

What say you, John?"

Cried Bull, "Ear! Ear!"
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Questions for Interpretation and Review

1.

2.

10.

Why was John Bull calling Uncle Sam?

What did John Bull oppose?

Why did John Bull want an Open Door in China?

How did John Bull describe his policies?

What threat did John Bull make against Uncle Sam?

Who were “the Gang?"

How did John Bull entice Uncle Sam?

Whatv was Sam’s decision?

What kird of an image of Uncle Sam (the United States) does the poet create?

What implications does the poet suggest about the origins of the Open Door policy?
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The Ethics of the Panama Canal

by Donald A. Ritchie

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson describes the events which led to American suppori for the Panamanian
revolution in 1903 and eventually to the building of the Panew 1al. It explores Theo-
dore Roosevelt’s frustration with the Colombians, and his be. *hey had "no right
to block a passageway so vitzl to the interests of civilization." .. also attempts to show
the Colombian side of the issue, and raise questions about the ethics of a large state
imposing its will on a smaller state through force. The lesson also connects events of
1903 with the Senate debate over the Panama treaties of 1978.

Connection to Textbooks

The Panama Canal is featured in all American history textbooks, generally in the
chapters dealing with Theodore Rooscvelt or with foreign policy in the early twentieth
century. This lesson expands upon textbook material and focus2s on events leading up to
the revolution, that made it possible for the United States to build the canal. It can also
be taught in connection with the 1970’s, when a new canal treaty was negotiated and
ratifie2,

Objectives
Students are expected to:

1. know the historical background to American involvement in the Panamanian
revolution;

2. understand the motivations of both sides in the dispute;
3. evaluate the ethics of American actions with regard to Colombia and Panama; and
4. assess the results of those actions.
Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

0 Suggest to the students the following scenario: a developer planning a multi-million
doilar project has acquired all the land necessary to begin building the project with
the exception of one small plot of land with an unassuming house on it. The owner
refuses to sell, but the house is so centrally located that no work can begin until
the house is demolished. The planned project will benefit the community and will
increase the number of jobs in the town, if it can get started. What should the
developer do? Open this question for debate among the students. Answers might
range from negotiating with the house owner to pay him considerably more for his
property, to court actions, to harassment. DOraw a parallel between such a situation
and the situation in Panama in 1903.

o Preview the main points of the lesson for the students.
Developing the Lesson

o Have the students read the Handout. Then ask them to respond to the review ques-
tions at the end of the lesson. The essay question can either be done in class or
assigned as a homework project.

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987 .e Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columkus, OH 43201.
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o Review the student’s answers to the questions.

o Ask the students to evaluate Theodore Roosevelt’s actions and his later justifications
for his actions. Discuss with the students the long-range implications of Roosevelt’s
decisions, particularly those expressed by James DuBois.

Concluding the Lesson

o One of :he Senate opponents of Roosevelt’s policies in Panama, Senator Johr Tyler
Morgan of Alabama, said after the Panamanian revolution: "I fear that we have got
too large to be just." Ask the students to evaluate that statement with regard to
relations between large nations and small nations in general.

o Ask the students to speculate about situations in the future that might resemble the
Panamanian situation. How might the United States respond? How might we learn
from history?

Suggesticns for Additional Reading

This lesson was drawn from David McCullough, The Path Between the Seas: The
Creation of the Panama Canai, 1870-1914 (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1977). This is a

well-written and colorful account of the events leading to the completion of the canal.

Another source students might <ynsuit is Walter LaFeber, T Pan anal; Th
Crisis in Historical Perspective (New York: Oxford University Press, 1978).

Answers to Questions for Review and Interpretation

1. To speed passage from the East Coast (Atlantic) to the West Coast (Pacific), which
became more desirable after experiences during the Gold Rush.

2. It focused attention on the length of time needed for a warship to round South
America during an emergency.

3. He wanted a canal as a military and commercial passage, to help protect American
interests in the Philippines, and to make America a dominant power in the Pacific.

4. They wanted to retain sovereignty over the canal zone and to receive a fair share of
the U.S. payments to the French for their property and rights in Panama.

5. By threatening to negotiate a canal treaty with Nicaragua and by negotiating with
those involved in a Panamanian revolution.

¢ Dr. Amador was leader of the Panamanian revolution; while Bunau-Varilla was its
spokesman and s.ecial negotiator in the United States.

7. Roosevelt felt he had said nothing to encourage a Panamanian revoiution; Bunau--
Varilla felt Roosevelt would protect a revolutionary government once the revolution
occurred. Roosevelt’s support may have peen implicit rather than explicit.

8. The sending of the Nashville to Panama served as a signal to the revolutionaries of
American support; the United States also prohibited Colombian troops from landing in
Panama, and sent other warships to protect the new government.

9. Roosevelt argued that the U.S. had acted only to protect the railroad and prevent
bloodshed; that Colombia had no right to block a canal needed by the rest of the
world; and that the United States had acted in a "straight-foreward" manner.

10. That it disrupted American relations with Colombia, and aroused indignation and
distrust of the United States throughout Latin America.
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The Ethics of the Panama Canal

Both history and ethics played major roles in the long Senate debate over the
Panama Canal in 1978. That emotional debate lasted 38 days, the longest in the sixty
years since the debate over the Treaty of Versailles. At stake were two treaties which
would turn the U.S.-built and operated Panama Canal over to the Panamanians in the
year 2000. They would also provide for the neutrahity of the canal and allow U.S. troops,
if necessary, to keep it open.

Opponents of the treaty argued that the original treaty that the United States had
signed with Fanama in 1903 had guaranteed it control of the canal "in perpetuity,” that
is forever. They beiieved that only U.S. occupation of the Canal Zone would keep the
canal open and safe. Supporters of the treaties believed that passage would heal old
wounds dating back to American intervention in the Panamanian revolution of 1903.
Panama, they insisted, had a right to control its own territory and to collect revenues
produced by ship traffic in the canal.

Both sides cited hislorical evidence to support thawr case. The ethics of American
treatment of Colombia and Panama also became a central focus of the debate. Had a
large and powerful nation intimidated and abused a smaller nation? What events had
forced the United States into action? Finally, in April, 1978, the Senate adopted the
Panama Canal treaties by just one vote more than the needed two-thirds margin.

How America Became Involver ‘n Panama

The American dream of easy transit from the Atlantic to the Pacific Oceans across
the Isthmus of Panama (an isthmus is a narrow strip of land that connects two larger
bodies of land), was an old one. In 1846 an American diplomat had signed a treaty with
New Granada (later called Colombia), which gave the U.S. rights to free and open transit
across Panama. Such transit became especially desirable after gold was discovered in
California in 1849. During the Gold Rush, many people made the dangerous journey over-
land across Panama rather than take the longer and slower voyage around South America.
By the 1850’s an American-built railroad linked the two oceans.

Ship traffic, however, still had to circle South America. The problems this posed
became dramatically clear during the War with Spain in 1898. The battleship Qregon was
in San Francisco harbor when ordered to t. Caribbean at the outbreak of war. The
whole nation followed the Qpegon’s progress as it steamed 12,000 rules around South
America, a trip it completed in what seemed an amazingly short 67 days. As one poet
wrote:

When your boys shall ask what the guns are for,
Then tell them the tale of the Spanish War,

And the breathless millions that looked upon
The matchless race of the Qregon.

Had there been a water route at the Isthmus of Panama, the Oregon’s voyage could
have been shortened from 12,000 to 4,000 miles, and the number of days cut
proportionately.

Theodore Roosevelt, Assistant Secretary of the Navy and a hero of the Span.sh-
American war, was one of those who saw the need for a canal, both as a commercial and
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a military pathway. A canal would help America hold and protect the Philippine Islands,
which it had taken in the war, and would help make the United States "the dominant
rower on the shores of the Pacific Ocean." Three years after the war, Theodore
Roosevelt became President of the United States. He used that position to achieve his
¢ .am of a Panama Canal.

Negotiating the Panama Treaties

During the 1880’s, the French had tried and fuiled to build a canal across Panama.
Tropical diseases rather than engineering difficulties had halted their efforts. As a result
of that failure in Panama, some observers thought Nicaragua a more likely place to build
a canal. Although longer to cross, it was closer to the United States, and seemed a
healthier place than the Panamanian jungles. President Roosevelt, however, was won over
to a Panamanian route, and the Congress followed his lead.

Before any work could begin, the United States needed to reach an agreement with
Colombia, which controlled the Isthmus of Panama. For the Colombians, a chief issue was
their sovereignty over the canal zone--that :s5, their independent right to govern the
area. They had objected, during a recent civil war in Colombia, when Poosevelt sent U.S.
Marines to protect the American railroad in Panama, without first consulting them. The
Colombians also objected to American moves to purchase French property and rights in
Panama. Since they had granted those rights to the French, then the Colombians should
receive part of the payment. Tensions ren high, and the Colombian ambassador to Wash-
ington resigned rather than follow orders from his own government to sign a treaty. It
was only when the United States threatened to build a canal in Nicaragua, that the new
Colombian ambassador agreed to a treaty.

Neither the U.S. payments to Colombia, nor the sovereignty rights granted by the
treaty, satisfied the Colombians. When the Colombian government delayed ratifying the
treaty, Secretary of State John Hay sent a tough message: "If Colombia should now reject
the treaty or unduly delay its ratification, the friendly understanding between the two
countries would be so seriously compromised that action might be taken by the Congress
next winter which every friend of Colombia would regret." Shortly afterwards, newspaper
stories appeared indicating that President Roosevelt was outraged over "the greed of the
Colombian Government,” and that he would be willing to suppor. a revolution of the
people ¢f Panama against Colombia as a way to gain rights to build the canal. The
President did not deny these stories.

Support for a Paramanian Revolution

Journeying to the United States at this time were several advocates of a revolution
to make Panama independent of Colombia. Dr. Manuel Amador represented the Panamanian
revolutionaries. A French adventurer, Philippe Bunau-Varilla, who stod to gain
financially by an American settlement ‘ith France, also supported the Panamanians.

In October 1903, Bunau-Varilla met with President Roosevelt and predicted a revolu-
tion in Panama. Roosevelt would not say whether the United States would support such a
revolution. He did say that Colombia’s refusal to ratify the treaty had fo.feited any claim
it might have on the United States. Afterwards, Rooseve u.sisted that he had made no
remark that would encourage the Panamanians to revolt. Bunau-Varilla, to the contrary,
was now sure that Roosevelt would support a revolution. He assured Dr. Amador that the
United States would protect a revoluticnary government in Panama.
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Dr. Amador returned to Panama to lead the revolution, and Buna-Varilla returned to
Washington to urge American officials to send a warship to Panama. That same day, the
gunboat Naghville was dispatched from Jamaica tw Panaina. Its captain later received
orders to use troops if necessary to hcep the railroad operating, and to prevent "any
armed force with hostiic intent, either government or insurgent" from landing. Arrival of
the Naghville served as a signal to the Panamanians of American support. Their revolu-
tion was quick, bloodless and successful. Ten other American warships soon arrived to
protect the revolutionary government. Dr. Amador told his supporters: "yesterday we were
but the slaves of Colombia; today we are free. . . . President Roosevelt has made good. .
. . Long live President Roosevelt! Long live the American Gove: nment!"

The United Sta®  immediately recognized the new Republic of Panama. Bunau-Vanlla
became its special minister to Washington, where he speedily negotiated a treaty enabling
the Americans to purchase French rights in Panama and gave the U.S. perpetual control
of the Canal Zone. Then began the hard labor and engineering genius required to cut a
canal through Panama. By 1914 ships were sailing through the Isthmus from ocean to
ocean.

Cri’icism and Defense of American Actions in Panama

In his report to Congress that year, President Roosevelt declared that the United
States had acted only to prevent the landing of military forces that might have disrupted
the American railroad in Panama, and that the presence of American troops had helped
prevent bloodshed between the Colombians and the Panamanians. In later years, Roosevelt
wrote in his Autobiography that "Colombia had no right to block a passageway s¢ vital
to the interests of civilization. . . . From the beginning to the end our course was
straight-forward and in absolute accord with the highest standards of international mor-
ality. Criticism of it can come only from misinformation, or else from a sentimentality
which represents both mental weakness and a moral twist." In a speech in 1911, Roose-
velt suggested that Congress would still be debating the issue if left to itself. "For-
tunately the crisis came at a period when I could act unhampered. Accordingly 1 took the
Isthmus, started the canal and then left Congress not to debate the canal, but to debate
me."

The American minister in Colombia, James DuBois, told another side of the story ip
1912: "By refusing to allow Colombia to uphold her sovereign rights over a territory
where she had held dominion for eighty years, the friendship of nearly a century disap-
peared, the indignation of every Colombian, and millions of other Latin-Americans, was
aroused and is still most intensely active. The coafidence and trust in the justice and
fairness of the United States, so long manifested, has completely vanished, and the
[harmful] influence of this cendition is permeating public opinion in all Latin-American
countries, a condition which, if remedial measures are not invoked, will work inestimable
harm throughout the Western Hemisphere."

Question for Review and Interpretation
1. Why were Americans interested in a passage through Panama?
2. What impact did the Oregon’s voyage have on public upinion?
3. What were Theodore Roosevelt’s goals in this case?

4. What did the Colombians want from a treaty with the U.S.?
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5. How did the U.S. Government respond to Colombian objections?
6. What were the roles of Dr. Amador and Bunau-Varilla?
7. In what ways did Theodore Roosevelt and Bunau-Varilla interpret their meeting
differently? Could both have been correct?
8. Did the United States support the Panamanian revolution? How?
9. In what ways did Theodore Roosevelt defend his actions in Panama?
10. What did James DuBois see as the results of American intervention in Panama?
Essay Question
11. Drawing from the information in this lesson, and any other sources available, what
historical evidence supported the supporters and opponents of the Panama Canal
treaties in 19787 What evidence worked against their positions? How did the treaties
of 1978 resolve the disputes of 1903?
L 3
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American Intervention in the Mexican Revolution, 1914
by James R. Leutze

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson emphasizes U.S. policy toward Mexico during the early years of the
twentieth century. President Wilson’s decision to intervene in the internal affairs of
Mexico is examined.

Connection to Te books

This lesson can be used in conjunction with standard textbook treatments of Ameri-
can imperialism and policies toward Latin American countries during the last part of the
nineteenth century and the early years of the twentieth century. Most textbooks include
a page or two about Wilson’s Latin American policies. This lesson can be used to
elaborate upon the brief textbook coverage.

Objectives
Students are expected to:

1. know about American protectionist policies toward Mexico and other Latin American
countries during the years before World War I;

2. interpret the Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine in terms of traditional
United States policy about Latin America;

3. explain President Wilson’s decision to intervene in the internal affairs of Mexico; and
4. appraise President Wilson’s foreign policy toward Mexico.
Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

o Ask students to read the opening paragraph of the Handout. Invite them to speculate
about answers to the questions at the end of the paragraph about the conditions and
consequences of President Wilson's intervention in the Mexican Revolution.

Developing the Lesson

o Have students read the case study (in the Handout) of United States policy toward
Mexic~  Ask them to check their speculations about the opening questions against the
information in the case study.

o Require students to answer questions at the end of the Handout in preparation for
classroom discussion.
Concluding the Lesson

o Conduct a classroom discussion in terms of the questions at the end of the case
study.

0 Answers to questions 1-3 involve review of facts and main ideas in the case. Answers
should be checked directly against information in the case.

From American History and Naticnal Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershan Center, The Ohio State University, Columbua, OH 43201.
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o Answers to questions 4-5 nvolve opinion and judgment. Thus, vanations in responses
are acceptable. However, students sull should be asked to justify answers with
references to the content of the case study.

Suggestions for Additional Reading

Following is an annotated list of books about the ideas in this lesson. These books
are presented as additional sources of information for teachers and very able students.

Clendenen, Clarence C. Blood on the Border: The U.S. Army and the Mexican Irregulars.
London: Macmillan, 1969.

Clendenen covers the series of skirmishes and undeclared wars along the Mesican
border from 1848 to 1920, devoting more than half of the pages to the 19C0-1916 period.
The author attempts to shed light on this neglected aspect of American military history.

Chne, Howard F. The United States and Mexico. 3rd ed. Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1963.

A classic, it is somewhat mistitled because most of the book deals with Mexican
history since 1910. Cline’s two chapters on the period 1914-1917 provide a soung, f
dated, general introduction to the topic.

Gilderhaus, Mark T. Diplom; n lution; -Mexi ] ns r Wil
Carranza. Tucson, Arizona: University of Arizona Press, 1977.

Gilderhaus presents a competent synthesis of Wilson’s Mexican policy. Initially hope-
ful that a free government and free markets would be established in Mexico, Wilson’s
commitment to self-determination shifted to limited U.S. intervention when limited
political reform grew to challenge sociai and economic tradition.

Haley, P. Edward. Reyolution and Intervention. The Dipl¢macy of Taft and Wilson with
Mexico, 1910-1917. Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press, 1970.

Haley describes the American reaction to turbulence and "revolution" in Mexico. Taft
ignored Mexico due to what he saw as the futility of intervention. Wison chose to send
in the troops until his attention was diverted to war in Europe. Witl. the U.S. looking
elsewhere, Mexico promulgated the revolution.

Quirk, Robert E. An Affair of Honor: Woodrow Wilson and the OQccupation of Verg Cruz.
Lexingion, Kentucky: University of Kentucky Press, 1962.

An Affair of Honor presents a critical exammation of Wilson and U.S. ntervention n
Mexico. Wilson emerges from the study as inflexible, dictatornal, and uninformed about
conditions in Mexico. Quirk argues that there was little public opposition mn the United
States to mihtary action at Vera Cruz.
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American Intervention in the Mexican Revolution, 1914

On April 21, 1914, armed forces of the United States seized the customs port at
Vera Cruz, Mexico. There was fighting and several Americans and Mexicans were
wounded or killed. U.S. President Woodrow Wilson claimed that important national inte-
rests were at stake. Why? What caused this violent interve:tion into the affairs of a
neighboring nation? Was it justified? What were the consequences for the national
interests and security of the United States?

Background Information or U.S. Relations with Mexico

The United States had traditionally acted as protector and police power with regard
to uther countries in the Western Hemisphere. Since proclamation of the Monroe Doctrine
in 1823, Americans had acted to keep European powers out of the Western Hemisphere.
The U.S. also acted to maintain order and stability in response to numerous internal
disorders, inrluding several rebellions or revolutions in Latin American countries. The
United States government wanted to protect investments of American businesses and to
prevent European vcountries from using the instability or indebtedness of Latin American
countries as an excuse for taking over these countries.

There were periodic crises that led to new policies such as the Roosevelt Corollary
to the Monroe Doctrine. This policy was announced in 1904 when a debt crisis in
Venezuela threatened to bring German occupation. In a statement descrbing the pohcy
Theodore Roosevelt derlared:

Chronic wrongdoing, or an impotence which results in a general loosening of the
ties of civilized society, may in America as elsewhere, ultimately require
intervention by some civilized nation, and in the Western Hemisphere the
adherence of the US. to the Monroe Doctrine may force the United States,
however, reluctantly, in flagrant cases of such wrongdoing or :mpotence, to the
exercise of an international police power.

One of the places where the U.S. had specital interest was Mexico. Not only did the
two countries share a long border, but by the early twentieth century American investors
had poured almost §1 billion into Mexico. Like many other Latin American countries,
Mexico had a violent past. Such violence often disrupted American business enterprises
and threatened Am:rican lives. During the administration of President William Howard
Taft, who followed Theodore Roosevelt, the United States had followed a generally non-
interventionist policy throughout the Caribbean and Latin American regions, although 1t
strongly supported American investment in the area. Taft’s policy has come to be called
"Dollar Diplomacy."

In 1913, however, a2 bloody revolution occurred in Mexico. By 1911, the revolution’s
leader, Francisco Madero, became president. Madero called foreign financial activity “ex-
ploitation” and he expressed an intention to lmit investment. Foreign investors did not
like that attitude. Madero also announced his intention to crack down on corruption and
limit the power of the Catholic Church. These statements irritated many politictans and
army officers and made some church officials unhappy. There soon was another revolu-
tion. Madero was thrown out of office by General Victorianno Huerta and then, in
February 1913, assassinated, no doubt at Huerta’s command.
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Wilson’s Mexican Policy

This was the situation that faced President Woodrow Wilson when he took office in
March of 1912. He was appalled at the developing situation i Mexico. Wilson also 1e-
vered the traditions of free government developed in Britain and practiced in the United
States. He quickly decided that he would undertake to teach the Mexicans, as he said,
"to elect good men." He also decided that instead of allowing the usual practice of re-
cognizing the existence of the Huerta pgovernment diplomatically (the formal polcy of
exchanging ambassadors and in other ways establishing diplomatic contact with a foreign
country), the U.S. would signal its displeasure with Huerta by not diplomatically recog-
nizing his government. In this and other ways, Wilson indicated his unwillingness to deal
with a "bloody handed dictator" as he called Huerta.

The problem was that Huerta wouldn’t go away, as the U.S. wanted him to. But there
were Mexicans who questioned his authority and some took up arms to oppose his gov-
ernment. These included another general, Victorianno Carranza, and the bandit Pancho
Villa. Violence brought more violence, and the fragile civil system of law and commerce
seemed about to collapse completely.

American citizens and businesses i the country suffered in the general chaos. As
reports of attacks on citizens and losses n property mounted, sentiment inside the Uni-
ted States increasingly called for some kind of retaliation or intervention. In Congress,
several influential members threatened independent action if the President could do
nothing to msure the protection of American lives and property. Other spokesmen implied
that the U.S. had a moral obligation to bring a halt to the blocdshed. Qtviously, thc fact
that the U.S. did not have diplomatic ties with Mexico limited our options.

Conflict at Vera Cruz

In April 1914 an unfortunate incident occurred m the harbor at Tampico. A group of
sallors from an American warship had gone oshore . purchase supplies, as often had
been done in the past. On this occasion, however, they were arrested and held for sever-
al hours. When they were released, an informal apology was made for what Mexican
authorities described as a misunderstanding. Admiral Mayo, the commander of the U.S.
fleet 1in the area, was not satisfied. He demanded that within 24 hours the Mexican
general at Tampico:

. send me, by suitable members of your staff, formal disavowal of and apology
for the act, together with your assurance that the officer responsible for it will
receive severe punishment. Also that you publicly hoist the American flag in a
prominent position on shere and salute 1t with twenty-one guns, which salute
will be duly returned by this ship.

The Huerta government would not meet all of Admirai Mayo’s demands. A formal apology
was issued, but they would not agree to salute the American flag.

Honor was now at stake, and war sentiment swept the U.S. Wilson seized upon the
mcadent as a way to force Huerta from power. If funds for the government could be cut
off, Wilson reasoned, opposition would mount and one of Huerta’s opponents, v whom
American suppliers were now providing arms, would drive him trom office. In pursunt f
this goal, on April 20 the President went before Congress to seck the authority to int.-
vene militanily in Mexico. After two days’' debate Congress granted him the authonty he
sought.
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Handout

The oppericmty to intervene actually occurred before the final vote. A German ship
loaded with arms was approaching the port of Vera Cruz oa tne Eastern coast of Meaico.
If the ship docked it would provide Huerta with badly needed weapons, which would
potentially make it more difficult fuor the United States to foice the solution it sou~ht.
Furthermore, Vera Cruz was the main customs port in Mexico. If it were seized by che
United States it would deprive the Mexican government of muc’ needed revenue, ihus
precipitating th2 economic crisis Wilson sought.

Moving quickly, Wilson ordered the occupation of Vera Cruz by American troops on
April 21, 1914. The fighting was intense but tref, by the end of the day Vera Cruz was
in American hands. We suffered approximately one hundred casualties, but many more

Mexicans were killed and wounded.
Consequences of American Intervention

The Mexicans initially united in opposition to the outside enemy. For a while it
looked as though the United States might find itself in a full-scale war that would have
pleased many Americans, but would have made a joke of Wilsun’s highly publicized policy
of non-intervention. Finally several Latin American countries got together and proposed
international arbitration of the disafreement between the U.S. and Mexicn; Wilson,

probably greatly relieved, accepted.

Soon after an agreement was proposed, Huerta left office only to be replaced by
another dictator. Throughout the rest of Wilson’s term in office, Mexico was wracked by
violence which sometimes spread across the border. In 1916, with the agrecnent of the
Mexican government, an American military expedition crossed the border between M.xico
and New Mexico in pursuit of Pancho Villa who had killed several Americans in a raid
into the Umted States. Wilson’s policy toward our immediate Southern neighbor had not
been successful, nor had his morality been any more popular with Latin Americans Jhan
Roosevelt’s "big stick" or Taft’s "dollar diplomacy.” With the best intentions in the world,
Wilson brought the U.S. and Mexico to the brink of war over an incident that today
seems trivial.

Reviewing and Interpreting Main Ideas
1. What was the Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine?

2. What did the Roosevelt Corollary indicate about the traditional pownces of the U.S.
toward Mea.ico and other Latin American nations?

3. What events prompted President Wilson o intervene in Mexican affairs in 19147
4. Does ithe United States have any right or responsibility w intervene in the internal

affairs of other countries, such as Mexico n 1914? If so, what should be the limits
on intervention?

5. What 1s your judgement of United States pohcy toward Mexieu, as indicated by the
Roosevelt Corollary and by Wilson’s actions?




SECTION V

AMERICA AND TWO WORLD WARS

List of Lessons

The six lessons in this section deal
with ideas, policies, and events about
national security and American history
associated with World Wars | and 1I, and
the years between the wars. The lessons
are:

19. Preparing the Public for the Draft
20. Failure of the Treaty of Versailles

21. National Security Through Air Power:
Ideas of Biily Mitchell

22. Public Opinion and iNationdl Security
Before World War 11

23. B-17s: Development and Use of a
Weapons System

24. Deciding to Use the Atomic Bomb,
1945

Overview for Teachers

With the onset of Woild War 1 in
Europe in 1914 U.S. security policy
entered a critical period of transition.
For all nations, World War I marked a
significant turning point in the conduct
of modern warfare. For the United
States, however, there was a further
impact. By entering that war, the U.S.
altered forever the nature of 1ts involve-
ment in international affairs. The transi-
tion that followed was a long and trou-
bled one that continued until 1941 when
the United States entered the Second
World War. Although a return to isola-
tionism replaced America’s recent
activism, the patterns of the gast had
been irrevocably changed. In the period
between the Wars, the debates that
developed over policy--foreign and
domestic--were often Dbitter and conten-
tious. Many of those debates revolved
around the same issues of security in a
democracy that had always concerned
America’s leaders.

One persistent issue in this regard
was how to provide military manpower
necessary to provide for the nation’s
security needs. That issue had arisen
when the Constitution was drafted. It
arose again during the Civil War, when
the imposition of a wartime draft had
produced angry, sometimes violent oppo-
sition. The problem lay in the contradic-
tion between American distaste both for a
large standing force and for conscription
(draft) and the need to raise an army in
order to fight a war. In anticipation of
America’s entry into World War 1, the
same issue had once again to be
addressed. As Lesson 19 shows, President
Wilson’s answer was a draft to raise the
necessary force, but that in turn required
a change in public attitude. Wilson was
successful, ntroducing the Selective Sor-
vice Act in 1917, but the issue would
remain,

Entry into the war brought the Uni-
ted States more firmly into the active
realm of world politics than ever before.
In order to reconcile this conduct with
our past disdain for the "power politics”
of non-democratic nations, the U.S.
approach to the outcome was characteris-
tically moralistic. Woodrow Wilson had
declared U.S. participation as a way "to
make the world safe for democracy" in a
"war o end all wars."”

Wilson advanced the League c¢f Na-
tions as an international organization that
could achieve such an end. The League,
in Wilson’s view, was based on institu-
tional principles found in a liberal demo-
cracy such as the United States. The
League was designed to use "collective
security," the commitment of all nations
to the security of the others, as a means
to ensure that aggression would be
stopped and that all nations would be
able to live in peace. The League Cove-
nant, contained in the Treaty of
Versailles, though accepted by most na-
tions was rejected by the United Sates
Senate. As discussed in lL.esson 20, Wilson
tried, and failed twice to have his ideals
realized through U.S. participation in the
League. The problem was an unwillingness
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on the part of American Senators to
commit the United States in advance to
the protection of other nations from
aggression.

Another issue of the inter-war period
had broader implications. Lesson 21 pre-
sents the case of General Billy Mitchell,
an army officer who foresaw the outcome
of the technological trends in warfare
that had been introduced in World War I
Mitchell was a staunch advocate of air
power, drawing effectively upon the crea-
tive work of a new generation of strate-
gic thinkers who anticipated the use of
jong-range bombing behind enemy lines to
affect the outcome of a war. Mitchell met
resistance as much for his zomewhat
bombastic style as for the substance of
his ideas. Mitchell was one of many mili-
tary thinkers in the United States and
around the world who studied the lessons
of World War I in anticipation of the
next conflict. This new generation of
strategic thinkers would have a profound
impact on the conduct of warfare in the
Second World War not only in airpower
but also in the develecpment of sea and
land warfare as well.

The impending war in Europe became
a deepening political issue in the United
States as the 1930’s got underway. For
the United States the political and econo-
mic aftermath of World War 1 had been
disillusioning in and of itself; now there
were the severe effects of the Depression
at home to contend with as well.
Consequently there was little inclination
to move away from the relative safety of
isolationism despite the growing evidence
that American values and interests were
increasingly at stake. The U.S.
approached the events that were leading
Europe toward war with grave concern,
insisting on neutrality. Many lecaders,
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especially President Roosevelt (who had
run for re-election opposed to American
involvement in the European conflict)
were equally concerned that real Ameri-
can interests were at risk. After the
outbreak of World War 1II at the
beginning of September 1939, the issue
became inescapable for the American
people. Lesson 22 demonstrates the effect
of imminent war on U.S. public opinion.

As World War Il began it became
evident that the kind of warfare that
strategists such as Billy Mitchell had
envisioned was indeed going to come
pass. From its opening campaigns, it was
clear that technology would play a defi-
nitive role. Not only did the scope, tempo
and destructive power of war increase
with introduction of new technology, the
rate of increase accelerated as the war
advanced. The United States was closely
linked to these changes. Through the
style of warfare it had introduced in the
Civil War and through the creative devel-
opment of technology having military
application, America contributed material-
ly to the transformation in World War II1.
Lesson 23 presents one example of tech-
nology applied to warfare--the introcuc-
tion of the B 17, a long-range strategic
bomber.

However, technology often carsied
with it more difficult questions. World
War Il ended with the most complete
expression of the concept of strategic
bombing, the detonation of two atomic
bombs over the Japanese cities of
Hiros..ima and Nagasaki. The technology
of warfare now entered a new phase and
the United States accepted a sense of
international responsibility and involve-
ment. America and the world L.d entered
the nuclear age, and the p.oblems of
secunty had acguired 1 whole new dimension.

138

121



American History - 19 122

Preparing the Public for the Draft

by Doncld A. Ritchie

Lesson Plan and Notec for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson is about the Wilson Administration’s efforts to win approval of the Ame-
rican public for a military draft in 1917. It describes effortc of President Wilson and
Secretary of War Newton D. Baker to devise and implement programs to discourage the
type of violent opposition to the draft that occurred during the Civil War, and to create
a more positive and patriotic spirit in favor of conscription. The lesson demonstrates how
the federal government may try to shape public opinion to create more favorable
attitudes for potentially unpopular programs believed necessary for national security.

Connection to Textbooks

This lesson can be used to supplement standard textbook treatments of the draft and
the government’s role during World War i. It can also be used in connection to, and
comparison with, textbook treatments of the draft during the Civit War and the Vietnam
War.

Objectives
Students are expected to:

1. recognize the way government can act to change public opinion;

2. understand and explain how public attitudes on the diaft were changed during World
War I; and

3. appreciate the need for winning public support for potentially unpopular and
disruptive programs.
Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson
o Ask students their opinions of the military draft. Are they in favor or opposed? If
people are patriotic, shouldn’t they volunteer for military service rather than be

drafted? Why do they think people might have opposed the draft in the past, as
during the Civil War or the Vietnam War?

0 Preview the main points of this lesson.
Developing the Lesson

0 Have students read the case study mn the Handout. Then conduct a discussion of the
review questions at the end of the lesson t¢ make certain they have understood the
main ideas of the lesson.

o Was it ethical for government to conduct a campaign to shape and change public

opinion? What other instances might they suggest in which government would attempt
such a campaign?

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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Concluding the Lesson

o In what ways do we learn from history? How was the draft handled differently, for
example during the Vietnorn War? Why was 1t more controversial than during the
First World War?

0o Today the United States relies upon an all volunteer military, but young men are
required to register when they reach eighteen for a potential draft. Conclude the
lesson by asking students to discuss their opinions of mandatery military service.
Would it improve the quality of enlisted men and women and officers (bring in better
educated people)? Would 1t be fair? Does every man have a responsibility to serve
his country? What about every woman? Should people be forced t serve against
their will? Should alternative (non-military) forms of service be offered?

Suggestions for Additional Readings

This lesson was drawn from Mark Sullivan’s chapter "Conscription,” mn Qui_Times:
The United States, 1900-1924, Volume 5: Qver Here, 1914-1918 (New York, 1933).

Students interested in the subject should also cunsult Martin  Anderson, ed., The

Military Draft; Selected Readings on Conscription (Stanford: Hoover Institution Press,

1982). An informative study on the draft during the Vietnam war is Lawrence M. Baskir
and William A. Strauss, Chance and Circumstance (New York: Knopf, 1978).

Answers to the Questions

1. Because there was deep-rooted opposition to forced conscription in the U.S., dating
back to the Civil War; because many people, including Wilson himself for a while,
believed armies should be made up of volunteers; and because there was a laige

number of Americans with German ancestry opposed to war with Germany.

2. By requiring all eligible men w appear at poling places to register, rather than
sending out soldiers to compile lists of eligible draftees.

3. To accomplish the draft before any opposiion could organize.

4. Shenffs and other local officials in the communities.

o

They reflected their constituents fears and opposition to forced conscription, they
thought it would give too much power to the President; and they were afraid it
would cause great domestic un,est.

6. By enlisting Governors, Mayors and Chambers of Commerce tw give speeches, hold
parades, and treat those registering for the draft as heroes.

7. 1. made them feel as if the war would be a grand adventure.

8. They were called "slackers" and subject to public abuse, prosecution and
imprisonment.

9. Yes, according to a unanimous Supreme Court ruling in 1918,

10. They achieved their goals of winning the approval of the public and the di aftees.
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Handout
Preparing the Public for the Draft
Background Information

Early in 1917, when it became clear that the United States was moving toward war
with Germany, President Wilson and his military advisors realized they would have to
establish a military draft. The existing military forces were too small, and modern wai-
fare required too man; soldiers for the government to rely on volunteers. But there was
a probiem: within the country there existed a deep-rooted opposition to foiced
conscription, otherwise known as the draft.

President Wilson had earlier expressed dislike of a draft. If men did not volunteer to
serve their country, he said, then "it is not the America that you and 1 know; something
has happened. If they did not do it, | should be ashamed of America." As a historian,
Wilson also knew that there h.ad been riots against the draft durng the Civil Wai. And
he was aware that a large percentage--perhaps thirteen percent--of all Amerncans were
of German descent, who migit not want to fight in a war against Germany.

Still, if the United States had to enter the war, it had to raise an army. The prob-
lem then became: how could the government change public opmion w a moie favorable
attitude toward the draft?

Secretary Baker Devises a Plan

Wilson’s Secretary of War, Newton D. Baker, set about, secretly, to devise a plan to
make the draft acceptable to the American people. He began his activities before he was
even sure that Congress would pass a draft act. Baker’s first concern was to give con-
scription as much of the appearance of volunteering as possible. He would not send uni-
formed soldiers out to communities to list all men of draft age. Instead, the government
would require these men to come out to register for the draft in the same places wheie
they voted. Instead of having the federal government choose draftees, local officials
would make the decision as to who would be drafted and who would be exempt. In this
way, the community would assume a large share of the responsibility m the diafting
pro.ess.

Secretary Baker wanted w put the draft into effect as speedily as possible, before
any opposition could be oigamzed. Well before any public announcerient was made, Baker
ordered millions of draft registration forms printed. He had these foims distributed to
local sheriffs throughout the nation. Each sheriff received enough blank foims for his
community, and was asked not to reveal their existence until the federal government
made a formal announcement. Remarkably, they all kept the secret.

An Angry Debate in Congress

While these activities were going on, Congress was heatedly debating the draft. Muny
Congressmen reflected ihe opinions of their constituents when they spoke out against
conscription. The Democratic Speaker of the House, Champ Clark, declared: "I protect
with all my heart and mind and soul against having the slur of being a con.cript placed
upon the men of Missouri; in the estimation of Missourians there is precious little dif-
ference between a conscript and a convict." Some members of Congress compared the
draft to slavery, and said that it would "destroy democracy at home while fighting for it
abroad.” Senator Robert LaFollette of Wisconsin warned that once the Preside.t was
granted the power to draft, then that power would be "exercised so long as the Nation
shall last, by every successive incumbent, no matter how ambitious or bloody-minded he
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may be." Senator James A. Reed of Missouri told Secietary Baker that: "You will have
the streets of our American citics running red with blood on Registration day." Sull, on
May 18, 1917 both houses of Congiess by wide margins passed the Selective Service Act
(the very name avoided the terms "draft” or “conscription").

Implementing the Draft

Now that the diaft was the law, Secretary Biker wanted it implemented “under such
circumstances as to create a stiong patriotic feeling." He enhsted Governors, Mayors, and
local Chambers of Commerce to make registration day "a festive and patriotic occasion."
This way he hoped to reduce any popular hostility to the draft.

When President Wilson signed the Selective Service Act he also issued a proclama-
tion, "Call to Arms." It was important, Wilson said in the proclamation, that registration
day be treated with national honor. "Carried in all our hearts as a great day of patriotic
devotion and obligation, when the duty shall lie upon every man to see to it that the
name of every male person of the designated ages is written on these lists of honor."

So it was, on June 5, 1917, millions of young men between the ages of 21 and 30
registered for the draft, and were treated as heroes. As the journalist Mark Sullivan
wrote, “"Speeches from the mayor, the clergyman, and the Chamber of Commerce head,
congratulations by staiy-eyed committees of women, more mtimate attentions fiom young
girls, turned most of the draftees to feeling that the war would be grand adventure.” By
contrast, those who did nct ,cpiswer were called "slackers"” and came in for consideiable
public abuse, as well as being subject v .unishment by the government.

One of those who did not register, Joseph Arver, was sentenced to one year m pri-
son. The Supreme Court reviewed his case, and others, mn Selective Draft Law Cases
Arver v. Uni States). In 1918 the Court ruled unanimously that the Selective Service
Act was constitutional. In the case of the draft, however, this final legal approval weas
perhaps not as important as the approval President Wilson and Secretary Baker woirked so
hard to achieve: the approval of the great mass of draft age men, and of the American
public as a whole.

Questions for Review and Interpretaticn

1. Why did President Wilson and his advisors believe 1t would be difficult to convince
Americans to accept the draft in 1917?

re

How did Secretary Baker plan o make conscription appeas snnilar to +olunteering?
Why did Baker want to put the draft into effect so speedily?

Who did Baker want to implement the draft laws?

Why were many members of Congress vpposed to the draft?

In what ways did Baker plan to make draft registration a festive occasion?

What was the effect on the draftees?

How were those who did not register treated?

Was the Selective Service Act constitutional?

S L ® N oW

[y

What were Wilson’s and Baker’s chief goals? Did they achieve them?
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Failure of the Treaty of Versailles

by Donald A. Ritchie

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Pcints

This lesson uses editorial cartoons to illustrate the struggle between President Wilson
and Congress over the Treaty of Versailles. It also provides a means for examining and
discussing how public opinion was shaped and the changing public perception of the
treaty and the League of Nations.

Connection to Textbooks

This lesson goes beyond the standard textbook accounts of the Treaty of Versailles
with four visual representations of the fight between the executive and the legislature, in
the form of editorial cartoons. This lesson should be used in connection with textbook
materials on Woodrow Wilson: and the First World War.

Objectives
Students are expected to:
1. analyze editorial cartoons;

2. understand the differences between those for and agamnst the treaiy and the League
of Nations; and

3. recognize the ways editorial cartoons help shape publi: perceptions.

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

o Show the class an editorial cartoon from a recent newspaper or news magazine.
Discuss with them the ways to interpret such cartoons: how they choose human
figures to symbolize political ideas or institutions, how they present those figures in
exaggerated situations and expressions, and how they present many visual messages
to influence people’s opmion. Books by editorial cartoonists such as Herblock or Jeff
McNally might be circulated to reinforce these ideas.

Preview the main parts of this lesson found in the Handout (the students should
already have read appropriate passages from their textbooks concerning the struggle
over che Treaty of Versailles, although a summary is provided in their lesson).

Developing the Lesson

o Discuss with the students the reason why the Senate rejected the treaty of
Versailles, and the fears about the League of Nations. America’s absence weakened
the League, which proved ineffective in preventing the rise of aggressive nations
during the 1930’s and the eventual outbreak of World War II. Discuss with the class
the more favorable attitude in the United States and in Congress toward the United
Nations after World War 1II, contrasting it to earlier fears. Do we learn by our

mistakes? 1 4 3

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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Concluding the Lesson

o Conclude by giving students one or the other (or a choice) of two assignments: Write
a brief essay on the {ight over the Treaty of Versailles based on the four editorial
cartoons in this lesson’s Handout or draw an editorial cartoon reflecting why the
United States did not enter the League of Nations.

Suggestions for Additional Reading
The cartoons in this lesson are included in A Cartoon History of United States

Foreign Policy, 1776-1976, by the Editors of the Foreign Policy Association (New York:
Morrow, 1975).

Students interested in this subject should also be directed to Thomas A. Bailey’s
study, Woodrow Wilson and the Great Betrayal (Chicago: Macmillan, 1963 [originally pub-
lished in 1945]), which also makes considerable use of editorial cartoons from that period.
Answers to Review Questions
A. "Getting a Taste of IL"

1.  Woodrow Wilson is serving a soup representing the League of Nations.

2. Memuers of Congress.

3. Some don’t want any "furrin" (foreign) dishes, "even 1f it smells good,” others
find "it’s not so bad,”" and want more.

4. There is a resistance to new ideas such as the "League” until people carefully
examine them (or get the taste of it).

5. The cartoon implies that the "League" will become more acceptabie the raore
people are exposed to it, and that Congress will eventually pass the Treaty of
Versailles.

B. "The League of Nations Argument in a Nutshell®
6. Congress and Woodrov: Wilson as soldiers in WWI.

7. The League of Nations t¢ Prevent Wars.

8. Because there is firing all around and the hole does not seem to be sufficient
protection.

9. By saying if they know a better idea (can find a better hole) then try it.

10. The cartoon supports the "League" by suggesting that there isn’t a better idea
available.

C. "The Prescription That Went Astray"”
11. Wilson is a doctor (he had actually earned a doctorate in history and govern-

ment, but here is presented as a medical doctor); Congress is his delivery boy
for prescriptions.
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14,

15.

The medicine represents "self-determination." The League of Nations was de-
signed to protect nations’ right to independence and self-determination.

The medicine gives the Senate its own sense of self-determination, drives it
wild, and makes it rebel against the doctor.

That the Senate would follow an independent course from Wilson’s wishes.

The cartoonist neither supports nor opposes the "League" in this carton, but
suggests that Wilson will have ¢ hard time getting 1t passed.

D. "The One Animal That Wouldn’t Go Into the Ark®™

16. By comparing the fight over the Treaty of Versailles to Noah building an ark to
save living creatures’ destruction.

17.  As Noah, who built the ark.

18. The treaty compromise is seen as a strange and unruly ammal, a combination of
Republican elephant trunk and Democratic donkey ears, with an ungainly body,
which has broken loose from its supporters.

19.  That Wilson will either have to abandon the trip or build a new ark.

20. They have lost control of the compromise and been thrown aside.

21. That the compromise is doomed and that Wilson will have to start all over
again.
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Handout
Failure of the Treaty of Versailles
Background Information

No American President suffered a more serious defeat on a national security issue
than Woodrow Wilson did in 1919-1920, when the Senate rejected the Treaty of
Versailles, and with it America’s participation in the League of Nations.

The issue was Wilson’s insistence on peace through collective security. Wilson had
won its inclusion in the peace treaty that ended World War I But many Americans, and
their representatives in Congress, were afraid that such an "entangling alliance” would
force the United States into future wars against its will. The key provision, for both
sides, was Article 10, which read: "The members of the League undertake to respect and
preserve as against external aggression the territorial integrity and existing political
inlependence of all members of the League. In case of any such aggression or in case of
any threat or danger of such aggression the Council shall advise upon the means by
which this obligation shall be fulfilled."

The Senate split into three groups: 1) Those who supported Wilson and the treaty; 2)
those "irreconcilables” who opposed the treaty in any form; and 3) those "reservationists"”
who would accept the treaty with certain reservations. The chief reservations were that
the United States would be the sole judge as to whether its obligations to the League
had been met, and that it could withdraw frem the League when it wished. They also
provided that the United States was under no obligation to preserve the territorial integ-
rity or political indeperdence of any other nation; and that the Congress would maintain
its constitutiont 1 ole of Geclaring war, regardless of any League actio.:.

President Vilson found these reservations uuecceptable and advised his supporters to
oppore them. .is a 12sujt, the Senste failed to ratify the Treaty of Versailles, and the
United States never entered the Leagn. ¢f Nations. Alhough there was considerable
public support fur a Teague at the 9eginning of the Senace fight, public opinion soon
shifted. In 19279, voters cverwhelmingly elected ca:didates opposed to American erntry into
the League and the issue was dead.

The issue of collective security versus independent action, ¢ isolationismi--as it was
sometimes called by both its critics and supporters--was fundame 1 to A.racican nation-
al security policy in the period between World War I and Worlkk War Il Failure of the
Treaty of Versailles significantly influenced public upinion throughout the 1920’s and the
1930’s. The battle raged through the press rs well as in the halls of Congress, and
editorial ¢ artoonists helped sh-.pe public perceptions.

What follows are four editorial cartoons concerning thc Treaty of Versailles and the
League of Nations, originally published in newspapers i, 1919 and 1920. Study these car-
toons carefully to determine who and what they represent, and answer the questions
beneath them

American History - 20 129
@ From American History and Natio nal Security. Mershon Center, The Ohio State University.

IToxt Provided by ERI

ERIC 14¢




Handout

A.

Getting a Taste of It

J. H. Donahey. The Plain Dealer (Cleveland), c. 1919.

1. Who is serving the soup, and what does it represent?

2. Who is he serving the soup to?

3. What are the different reactions of those around the table?
4. Explain the differences in their reactinns?

5. Does the cartoonist think Congress will pass the Treaty and the League?
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10.

B.

The League of Nations Argument in a Nutshell

“vet dgrenoy’

Jay N. Darling. The Des Moines Register, c. 1919,

Who are the figures in the foxhole?

What does the fuxhole represent?

Why 1s Congress complaining?

How dov s the President respond to those complaints?

Does this cartoon support or oppose the League? Why?
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11

12.

13.

14.

15.

C.

The Prescnptlon That Went Astray

>
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Jay N. Darling. The Des Motnes Reguster, ¢ 1919.

How are the President and Congress portrayed in this cartoon”
What does the medicine represent?

What effect does the medicine have on Congress?

What message is the cartoonist suggesting?

Does this cartoon support or oppose the League?
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The One Animal That Wouldn’t Go Into the Ark
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Jay N. Darung. The Des Mones Register, c. 1920

16. How does the cartoonist employ a Biblical story in this cartoon?
17. How is President Wilson portrayed?

18. What is the image of the treaty compromise?

19, What does Senator Lodge recommend?

20. What has happened to the treaty’s supporters (former President Taft, former
Secretary of State Bryan, and Senator Hitchcock)?

21. What does this cartoon suggest about the treaty’s fate?

American History - 20 150 133




American History - 21 134

National Security Through Air Power:
Ideas of Billy Mitchell

by James R. Leutze

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lessor: treats the ideas, influence, and controversies associated with Colonel
William E. Mitchell’'s views on air power and national security. Mitchell’s ideas were
ahead of his time, and they caused a stir among leaders of the military establishnient in
the 1920’s and 1930’s. However, subsequent events showed that Mitchell’s position on air
power was substantially ccrrect.

Connection to Textbooks

This lesson can be linked to textbook content about the military and foreign policies
of the United States between the end of World War I and the outbreak of World War 11

Objectives

Students are expected to:

1. know Mitchell’s ideas about the use of air power to achieve military preparedness
and national security;

2. .dentify and interpret alternative positicns on the controversy that Mitchell gene-
rated about the use of air power iz nat.onal defense and warfare;

3. assess the means and ends of Mitchell and his adversaries;

4. discuss strengths and weaknesses of Mitchell’'s ideas and thewr applicability to World
War II and to the contemporary world; and

5. evaluate the efforts of Billy Mitchell to change military policy concerming the use of
air power.

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

o Write the name of Billy Mitchell and the title of his famous book, Winged Defenge;
The Development and Possibilities of Modern Air Power, on the chalkboard. If pos-
sible, obtain a copy of Mitchell’'s book to use as a prop for the opening of this
lesson.

o Tell studenws that Mitchell’s ideas on air power, expressed in his book, created a hot
controversy. Ask them to speculate about what Mitchell’'s ideas on air power were
and why they were controversial. Ask them also to speculate about the consequences
of Mitchell’s ideas: to what extent did they influence the policies of the United
States? How did they affect his career?

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus. OH 43201.
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Developing the Legson

0 Ask students to read the case study in the Handout about Billy Mitchell. Tell them
to check their speculations about his ideas, expressed in the opening phase of the
Handout, against information in the case study, which is the heart of this lesson.

o Assign the questions at the end of the Handout. Tell students to prepare answers to
these questions, which will be discussed in ciass.

X Concluding the Lesson

o Conduct 2 classroom discussion about the ideas of Billy Mitchell in terms of the
! questions at the end of the case study in the Handout. These questions require inter-
pretation and evaluation of the ideas and actions of Mitchell and his opponents.
Therefore, there is rvom for variation in students’ responses. However, require stu-
dents to ground their responses in the information of the case study. They should be
asked to refer to parts of the case study to explain or support their answers.

i 0 You might want to select two groups of students to represent the positions of
' Mitchell and his opponents in the military. Have each group present its case on the
' Mitchell controversy w the rest of the class. Then require each side to the con-

troversy to defund its position in response to questions or criticisms from classmates

, and from you, the teacher.

Suggestions for Additional Reading

Followuig is an annotated list of books about the ideas in this lesson. These books
are presented as additional sources of information for teachers and for very able

students.

Davis, Burke. The Billy Mitchell Affair. New York: Random House, 1967.

The majority of this book focuses on the 1919-1926 period when Mitchell devoted
himself to developing American airpower. World War I had demonstrated to hun the stra-
tegic importance of the airplane. Davis supports the notion that Mitchell and his reforms
were undermined by conservative superiors.

Hurley, Alfred P. Billy _tchell; Crusader for Air Power. New York: F. Watts, 1964.

Hurley, an Air Force major and history Ph.D., presents a cntical assessment of this
air strategist. Mitchell emerges from this book not as an origmal military thinker, but a
man dcdicated to developing American airpower according to the most modern theories.
His effectiveness was undermined by his own pugnacity, vanity, and ambition.

Levine, Isaac Don. Mitchell, Pioneer of Air Power. New York: Duell, Sloan, and Pierce,
1958,

Levine presents a sympathetic narrative geared for popular consumption. Mitchell
emerges as a military prophet and hero overwhelmed by reactionary forces.

Miichell, Willam. Winged Defense: The Development and Possibilities of Modern Air

Power. New York: G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1925.

This is the book with which Mitchell established his reputation as a pioneering air
theorist. It is most interesting as a primary source since lots of the ideas and concepts
are now either familiar or obviously outdated.
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National Security Through Air Power: Ideas of Billy Milchell

Billy Mitchell believed that aircraft would be the dominant military weapons of the
future. He held this belief as early as 1915, only twelve years after the historic flight of
the Wright brothers, which launched the air age in America.

Mitchell campaigned to build up the air forces as a major arm of the United States
military forces. He advised leaders in the military and the federal government that the
only way to maintain national security was the development of air power.

Why did Mitchell hold these views? Was Mitchell correct? Did others agree with him?
What were the consequences for Mitchell and the United States of his campaign to
achieve national security through air power?

Background Information About William E. Mitchell

Colonel William E. "Billy" Mitchell was a very unusual army officer. By 1925, he had
spent twenty-seven years in the United States Army.

Born to a prominent, Wisconsin family, Mitchell had joined the Army in 1898 to
serve in the Spanish-American War. Although he had not seen combat service in Cuba, he
stayed in the Army after the war and had an opportunity t serve in a variety of loca-
tions. While at Ft. Leavenwosth he had his first experience with airplanes and almost
immediately decided that they were the war instrument of the future. At that time, the
few military aircraft were attached to the Army Signal Corps, since their priliary role
was to facilitate communications; and that was how Mitchell first worked with aviation.
However, after this brief experience, he wrote in 1906 that "conflicts no doubt will be
carried on in the future in the air, on the surface of the earth, and under the water."

It wus not until nine years later (1915), thougl, that he took his first trip in a
plane; 1t was love at first fhight. For the next year and a half he took flying lessons
regularly, largely at his own expense. With American participation in the war virtually
certain. by early 1917 Mitchell was a logical choice to send to France as an observer of
French aviation manufacture and combat techniques. Perhaps not incidentally, it was also
a convenient time to get Mitchell out of Washington where he had proved to be a
surprisingly outspoken critic of American military preparations.

Mitchell was soon caught up in the excitement of the awr war i Europe. His early
arnival on the scene, his experience with the French, and his own flying abilitics made
him a natural to serve as the American Expeditionary Force’s Aviation Officei. He filled
this post for only a short time before becoming involved in a bitter clash with other air
officers sent over from Washington. Mitchell ended up as Chief of the Air Service, First
Army, aviation’s top combat command. He saw extensive combat experience and com-
manded large air fleets in both the American attacks at St. Mihiel in September and in
the final American offensive on the Meuse-Argonne front in November 1918. By the end
of the war, Mitchell was a highly decorated Brigadier General with a dazzling record of
air combat achievements. He was the epitome of the daring, dashing air officer, who
caught the public’s imagination and the loyalty of many of the best young pilots in this
the newest of the military services.

New Ideas About Air Power

But Mitchell returned from Europe with more than a chest full of medals and a pos-
sibly increased scnse of his own importance. Billy Mitchell had become convinced of the
future of air power and of the threat it posed to the United States. In his opinion,
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nations would race to build air fleets that would dominate the battlefield, the seas and
the air over civilian capitals. No one was safe from the new weapons, not even the
population of the United States, which had always before been able to rest secure,
protected as it was by the two occans that washed its coasts. If he were right, and
there was little to indicate in what he wrote and said that there was any doubt, the only
recourse was to build a modern air force. Many leaders disagreed with Mitchell and he
soon was engaged in public debates about American defense. Mitchell felt very strongly
about the issues he was putting forward, and he was not very tolerant of dissenting
opinion. It was not only a matter of who was right or wrong, it was also a matter of
style. Mitchell knew how to get his ideas into the press, and he played upon his diamatic
experiences to try to beat down opposition. Furthermore, he argued with superior officers
in the Army and often came close to implying that they did not know what they were
talking about when it came to modern war.

Mitchell also was critical of the Navy’s view that big ships were invulnerable to air
attcck. He enthusiastically challenged the Navy to test their theory by holding a series
of demonstrations off the coast of Virginia. Mitchell was not only interested in the theo-
ry, he was also interested in proving that the aircraft could dominate the ship, and
thereby iay claim to a larger share of the nation’s defense dollars. The highly publicized
tests were held in June-July 1921. In the public mind, Mitchell won, because he suc-
ceeded in sinking two battleships, as he said he wouid. However, for a variety of techni-
cal reasons, experts could, and did, disagree zbout what had actually been proven. There
is one thing about which there is no doubt; from this point forward Mitchell and leaders
of the Navy became bitter enemies,

Conflict Over Mitchell’s Ideas

Wkhile that controversy was simmering, Mitchell opened an attack on a new front. It
was his view that the air service would never get its just share of funding or authority
under the current military command structure. Therefore, he publicly called for the crea-
tion of a Department of National Defense in which air would be an equal with land and
sea commands. Moreover, he suggested that since the aircraft had proven its superiority
over the sea craft, the air service should take over coastal defense up to two hundred
miles out to sea. This was a very clever argument intended to justify appropriating
money to the air service at a time when the government was willing to think only in
defensive terms. It also was an argument intended to see money transferred from the
Navy, which had traditionally handled coast defense, to the air service.

Mitchell had embarkc3d on a course almost tailor-made to make him unpopular with a
number of powerful people. He was talking about a future war which nany people did not
want to think would ever come. He was saying that war would be different and conse-
quently that many of the people, weapons, and ideas that had been in control earlier
would not. or should not, be in control then. He had taken on the Navy and embarrassed
it. Furthermore, he was playing, very obviously, to public opirion by using the press to
air his ideas. And finally, his flamboyant, confident, and "slick" manner, offended many
senior officers, who. believed that arguments about strategy, tactics, weapons, and so on
should be handled like gentlemen within the military family. So some of the argument
had more to do with the way Mitchell went about making his arguments than with the
substance of what Mitchell was saying.

Over the next several years Mitchell studied and perfected his theories about the
offensive role of air power--in other words how would planes be used in an attacking
role in the war that he was more and more convinced was coming. By 1924, he was pre-
pared to launch another publicity campaign to propose that the U.S. needed a strong
bombing force, because strategic bombing was going to play a great role in the next war.
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Since strategic bombing included boumbing civilians, this argument brought Mitchell into
contention with a new group of critics, who saw him as proposing an immoral type of
warfare.

Mitchell framed and presented his ideas to get the most publicity and stir up the
greatest controversy. He was convinced that the country was vulnerable to air attack--
particularly in the Pacific area. He had done a study of Pearl Harbor’s air defenses and
found them woefully inadequate. He also was alarmed, with good reason, about the state
of the nation’s existing air arm. By his calculation we had only nineteen aircraft fit for
combat out of our 1,500 planes (Even Mitchell knew that these figures were somewhat
exaggerated. He was trying to capture public attention and, as was not unusual for him,
he was willing to bend the truth. More accurate figures were probably presented later by
one of his supporters who testified that we had only 59 modern aircraft fit for duty out
of 1,830.)

Most of the other aircraft were obsolete at best or at worst threats to the lives of
the pilots who attempted to fly them. Maintenance and safety procedures were inadequate
and perhaps worst of all the "brass" (high ranking officers) in the War Department knew
little and cared less about the Air Service. In this situation, Mitchell portrayed the U.S.
as a great big sitting duck at the mercy of any nation that could put together a truly
modern air force. The only way to solve the problem and save the nation was to pour
money into modernizing the air service and in other ways follow the lead of "Billy"
Mitchell.

The Trial of Billy Mitchell

Not surprisingly, the "brass" and the President, Calvin Coolidge, did not appreciate
Mitchell saying the things he said, and most of all they did not appreciate his publishing
his views in popular rational magazines. As a general rule, superior officials do not like
junior officials questioning their judgment--especially in public. In the case of the mili-
tary, this sensitivity is actu:ally covered by military law. "Insubordination" is the name
given to openly questioning a superior’s judgment; if the superior chooses to charge you
with insubordination and bring you before a military court (a “court martial"), the
penalty can be very severe.

Mitchell was clearly questioning the judgment of those officers, military as well as
civilian, who set U.S. air policy, thereby risking--some would even say inviting--court
martial. But his superiors weie not ready to haul the popular Mitchell before a court, not
yet. Instead Mitchell was removed from his post as Assistant Chief of .he Air Service
and sent to Texas, where it was assumed that he would be cut of the public eye and not
so accessible to the press.

The exile to Texas worked for a while, but two air disasters occu.red in early Sep-
tember 19225 that gave Mitchell the examples he needed to again charge into print. First,
a miliay aircraft disappeared while trying to fly from the West Coast to Hawaii, and
the Navy dirigible Shenandoah crashed during a thurderstorm over Ohio. In hindsight,
both of these tragedies were avoidable; moreover, both involved bad judgment by the
senior military personnel involved. Mitchell, however, was willing to go much further
than questioning judgment. He immediately called a news conference, handed cut a nine-
page statemient, and charged that the disasters proved the points he had been trying to
mane earlier. Furthermore, he said that the crashes were the result of attempts to save
money and were examples of "the incompetency, criminal negligence, and almost
treasonable administration of the National Defense by the Navy and War Departments."

To no one’s surprise, Mitchell’s superiors decided the time had come to bring the
rebellious officer before a court; President Coolidge shared this view. There were eight
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charges against Mitchell, but they almost all could be grouped under the heading that
Mitchell was guilty of conduct likely to undermine “"good order and military discipline
land]. .. conduct of a nature to bring discredit on the military service."

Some observers thought that a trial was just what Mitchell wanted, because 1t would
give him an opportunity to air his ideas before an eager public. But if Mitchell read the
charges carefully, and he must have, he should have felt a little uneasy. The question
was not whether Mitchell was right about the air disasters, or even about the state of
American sir power, or most of all about the future of air warfare. Rather, it was
whether Mitchell had been insubordinate and brought discredit on the military.

The trial began on October 28, 1925, and ran for more than six weeks. Presumably to
avoid charges of unfairness, the court allowed Mitchell to fully state his views whether
relevant or not. The trial took on the air of a public forum on the future of air power
with the audience applauding or sneering at various witnesses. Many of those witnesses,
and apparently most of the audience, was for Mitchell. However, one’s feelings about
Mitchell ‘were irrelevant. The only legal question before the Court was whether Mitchell
had made the inflammatory statement in San Antonio and whether it had the effect noted
in the formal charges.

On 17 December the Court found Mitchell guiity. He was sentenced to five years’
suspension from active duty without pay or allowances. This penalty was slightly reduced
by President Coolidge, but Mitchell preferred to resign from the Army on 1 February
1926. He spent the last ten years of his I'fe writing and speaking on the themes he had
popularized during his service career. But other evenis distracted public and governmental

attention from Mitchell’s pioneering ideas.

Conclusion

It remained for others to build the modern Air Force that would enter and fight
World War I Mitchell died in February, 1936, well over five years before the U.S.
entered the war. He was a pioneer who had seen far more clearly than most the future
of air power. He also had been right about the neglect of the nation’s air arm by his
superiors in the post-World War I period. Mitchell was a man ahead of his time, not a
truly original thinker, because he often was building upon the ideas of others, but stiil a
creative, innovative pioneer and prophet.

Reviewing and Interpreting Main Ideas

1. What do you think of Mitchell’s methods? Is this how you would have handled a
situation such as he found himself in? Can you think of a situation like this where
you have had to choose to speak out or be silent?

2. Do we neced people like Mitctell in big organizations like the military? Would anyth-
ing creative or different ever get done if everyone went by the book? (In this case,
most officers kept their mouths shut but they were the ones who got the Air Corps
ready for World War II) If you disagree with policy, are you better off inside an
organization where you can change things or outside where you can criticize?

3. What is you reaction to the way the military "brass" handled Mitchell? Had you
been hic boss how would you have reacted? Did they really have a choice after
Mitchell’s statement in San Antonio? How can big organizations handle people like
Mitchell and get the benefit of their ideas?

' 4. Why does the miilitary tend to be conservative or slow to change? People someiimes
say "the generals are always preparing to fight the last war." Why? Does it take
someone like Billy Mitchell to shake people up, get people thinking, and get things done?
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Public Opinion a.1d National Security Before
World War 11

by Donald A. Ritchie

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

The lesson introduces students to public opinion polls as a means of gauging public
sentiment 1 American history, and raises the issue of what role public opinion should
play in determining national security policies. The students are required to examine the
polls from a policymaker’s perspective, and to draw conclusions on the political and
national security implications of the polls.

Connection to Textbooks

Most textbooks discuss the "great debate" between interventionists and non-interven-
tionists before World War II, and describe the slow steps that America took toward
ending its official neutrality and supporting the Allies, in the years before Pearl Harbor.
This lesson expands upon textbook treatment of these issues by presenting actual public
opinion polls from 1939, showing students the nature of the division, and the shifts in
public sentiment.

Objectives
Students are expected to:

1. recognize the importance of public opinion in the shaping of American national
security policy;

2. recognize the connection between political considerations and international policy;
3. understand how to read and interpret a public opinion poll; and
4. identify and chart public opinion toward changing American neutrality legislation.
Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

o Review with the students the key steps in America’s entry into World War I: the
strong isolationist impulse before the war, Woodrow Wilson’s campaign slogan, "He
Kept Us Out of War,"” and the eventual decision to go into the War. Then discuss
American disillusionment after the war: the failure of the Senate to ratify the Ver-
sailles treaty, the secret treaties thet redrew European borders, the harsh treatment
of Germany, the rise of isolationism in America and the desire to return to "normal-
cy" in the 1920’s. In the 1930’s, a Senate investigation suggested that American mu-
nitions manufacturers had influenced the United States’ entry into the war to
increase their own profits. People came to believe that America should never have
fought in World War I, and tried to enact legislation to prevent the nation from
making the same mistake a second time.

o There seems to be a natural tendency to try to prevent the last war from happening
again. In the 1930’s, people passed neutrality acts to keep Americans off of suips of
warring nations and to preveat sales of war material to them, acts which might have

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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kept the U.S. out of the First World War. After World War I, leaders frequently
promised to avoid another "Munich," an appeasemert of an aggressive force Lyndon
Johnson often referred to "Munich,” in the early years of the Vietnam War. In recent
years, leaders and public opinion have demanded "no more Vietnams."

o The creation of a general, pervasive attitude shapes public opinion and makes it
difficult for leaders to change policies to meet new crises. Strong leadership and
dramatic world events can change public opinion, but the process is usually gradual.
Leaders in a democratic society need to stay carefully attuned to public opinion and
not move out too far ahead of it. Thus Franklin Roosevelt’s remark in the 1930’s:
"It's a terrible thing to look over your shoulder when you're trying 1w lead--and find
no one there."

Developing the Lesson

o Have the students rcad the introduction to the lesson in the Handout. Then have
them examine the first poll on the European war found in the Handout. Make sure
they understand how to read the poll. (Note: All tables in the lesson report
responses only for those who expressed an opinion.) Ask the students to comment on
the regional nature of opinion. Which regions most strongly believed the U.S. would
be drawn into the war? (East Central and West Central) Which section believed it
least? (New England) Remind them to compare those regional breakdowns with smilar
regional breakdowns in other polls. Ask the students if there was a significant dif-
ference in the way Republicans and Democrats answered the question (there was
not).

0 Now have the students examine the remaining polls and do the two exercises, a
memorandum to the President and a graph in the Handout. You may wish to assign
the memorandum as a take-home project, or in shorter version it can be done in the
classroom.

Concluding the ! esson

o Draw the graph on the board, and have a student plot the changes in public opinion
on neutrality laws between August and November, 1939.

September September October October November
3 24 4 23 3
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o What trends do you observe? That public opinion, which started out evenly divided
before war broke out in Europe (on September 1) at first shifted sharply in favor of
repealing the mneutrality laws and aiding the Allies, but then began to drif. back in
favor of keeping the neutrality laws, although the majority still supported .cpeal. ‘

o What conclusions can you draw from this chart? While sympathetic to the Allies,
American public opinion was very fluid in the opening months of the war. Tt
generally supported the Allies, but isolationism held a strong grin in the public’s
consciousness.

they raised? Answers should vary considerably, but ask the students to refer to
specific polls wherever possible. These might note that Roosevelt’s political support
remained strongest i the South and West, regions which took an internationalist
position, and weakest in New England, where isolationism was strong. The American
people still reacted strongly against anything that seemed to repeat their experience
before World War I (September 15: 82% opposed allowing Americans to travel on
belligerent ships; November 8, 68% thought it a mistake to have entered WW [, and
December 3, 34% thought the U.S. was drawn into WW I as the "victim of propaganda
and selfish interests™). Public sentiment was on the side of the Allies and against
Germany, but also 84% (September 18) opposed sending American milivary forces to
fight in the war. However, this number fell to 56% if it looked as if England and
France might be defeated. Men were more in favor of repealing the neutrality laws
than women, 64 to 58% (October 4), and lower incomes more than upper incomes (62
to 59%), and older people more than younger people (63 to 56%). The war in Europe
seems to have helped President Roosevelt’s voter appeal, (56% cn August 23,
almost 65% on October 26).

o Students might conclude that while isolationist impulses were strong, and Americans
dearly wanted to stay out of the war, that support for the Allies and opposition to
Germany were equally strong, that public opinion supported repealing the neutrality
laws to aid the Allies, and that President Roosevelt enjoyed strong public support
which he might translate into leadership on these issues. In conclusion, while policy
makers might have been ahead of public opinion in support of the Allies (see the poll
of people listed in Who’s Who, on November 3), public opinion in general was manag-
ing to move beyond its preconceptions from World War I and to look at the realities
of World War II. Public opinion would support the internationalist program that
President Roosevelt would slowly adopt ¢ ring the next two years before Fearl

Harbor.

o Ask the students to discuss their memoranda to the President. What major points had

The polls in this lesson came from George H. Gallup, The Gallup Poll: Public Opinion
1935-1971, Vol. I (New York, Random House, 1982). Students might be referred to this

book, or to Gallup’s <arlier book, The Puylse of Democracy (1940). An entertaining and
readable study of this issue is Thomas A. Bailey, The Man in the Street: The Impact of
American Public Qpinion on Foreign Policy (New York: Macmillan, 1948).

Suggestions for Additional Readings
|
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Public Opinion and National Security Before World War I1
Introduction

What role should public opinion play in determining America’s national security poli-
cies? In a democracy, public opinion expresses itself through votes cast at the polls,
letters and petitions to office br'ders, and public opinion polls. Majority sentiments tend
to o-evail, but the public rarely speaks with one voice. Political leaders and policy--
makers need to be sensitive to the si.iws of opinion among the many subgroups of the
general public. Effective leadership requires bringing public opinion behind a particular
policy, often a very difficult process. As President Franklin Roosevelt remarked during
his efforts to alert the nation to Axis aggression, "It's a terrible thing to look over your
shoulder when you're trying to lead--and find no one there."

When Europe plunged into the Second World War, following Germany’s attack on
Poland, on September 1, 1939, most Americans wanted to stay out of the war. Bu’ Ame-
rican public opinion was divided between those who favored non-intervention (sometimes
called isolationists) and those who favored giving all aid short of war to the British and
the French in their struggle against Germany {interventionists, also called inter-
nationalists). The Roosevelt Administration moved cautiously in the early months of the
European war. President Roosevelt was considering running for a third term in 1940, and
gauged his policies on prevailing public opinion.

The following are actual Gallup poll results from 1935. Study these polls from the
perspective of a presidential aid, and be prepared to advise the President on the
directions of American pclicy toward the war in Europe.

AUGUST 20 AUGUST 23
EUROCPRAN WAR PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT'S VOTER APPRAL
If England and Prance have a war with In general, do you approve or
Germany and Italy, do you thkink the disapprove of Franklin Roosevelt as
United States will be drawn in? President?
Yes. . . . . . . . o . v . . . . 768 Favor. . . . . . . +« « « « « . 56.6%
No . . . . . ¢ v o v v o0 ... 24 Oppose . . . .+ + « . « « « . . 43.4
By Region By Region

Yes No Favor Oppose
New England. . . . . . . . 69% 31% New England. . . . . . . 51% 49%
Middle Atlantic. . . . . . 74 26 Middle Atlantic. . . . . 54 4%
East Central . . . . . . . 78 22 East Central . . . . . . 51 49
West Central . . . . . . . 178 22 West Central . . . . . . 55 45
South. . . . . . . . . .. 175 25 South. . . . . . . . . . 170 30
West . . . . . .. . . .. 15 25 West . . . . . . . . . . 64 36

By Political Affiliation

Democrats. . . . . . . . . 76% 24%

Republicans. . . . . . . . 78 22

Others . . . . .. . . .. 1 29
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SEPTEMBER 3
NEUTRALITY

Should Congress change the present
Neutrality Law <£0 that the United
States could sell war materials to
England and Prance?

YeS. ¢ v ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ o o« o o o« o o 50%
No -1

By Political Affiliation
Yes No
Democrats. . . . . .« . . . 56% 44%
Republicans. . . . . . . . 47 53

By Region
New England. . . . . . . . 49% 51%
Middle Atlantic. . . . . . 52 48
East Central . . . . . . . 45 55
West Central . . . . . . . A9 51
Scath., « o o .+ ¢ ¢ . . . 60 40

West . . . +. + « + + .« . . 51 49
By Sex

MEM. « ¢ « ¢ ¢« « « « o« « « 53% 47%

WOMSN. « « « « « « « « « « 47 53

By age groups, persons 21-29 years
0ld were the 1least in favor of
changing the Neutrality Law.

SEPTEMBER 15
NEUTRALITY

Should the United States allow its
citizens t»n travel on ships of
countries which are now at war?

Yes. . « « « « + . . .« . . 18%
NO . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ « o o« « « « o 82%

By Region

Yes No
New England. . . . . . . . 16% 84%
Middle Atlantic. . . . . . 19 81
East Central . . . . . . . 14 86
West Central . . . . . . . 18 82
South. . . . . . . . . . . 16 84
West . . . . . . . .. . 22 78
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By Political Affilistion
Democrats. . . . . . « . . 17% 83%
Republicans. . . . . . . . 19% 8.%

SEPTEMBER 18
EUROPEAN WAR

Should we send our army and navy
abroad to fight Germany?

YeS. v v v ¢ ¢ e« o « « « « + « . 16%
NoO . . . . .. v v . . 84

By Income
Yes No
Upper. . . . « « « « « « . 12% 88%
Middle . . . . . . . . . . 15 85

Lower (including reliefers) 20 80
Reliefers only . . . . . . 21 79
By Sex
Men. . . « + « v « « « « . 19% 81%
Women. . « « « « « « « o« o 12 88

By Political Affiliation
Democrats. . . . . . . . . 18% 82%
Republicans. . . . . . . . 13 87

If it 1looks withisi the next few
months as if England and France might
be defeated, should the United States
declare war on Germany and send our
troops abroad?

YeS. v v v v o o o o o« o o o« « « 442
NO v« + v « o« o« « « « « o« « « « . 56

By Political Affiliation
Yes No
Democrats. . . . . . . . . . 46% 54%
Republicans. . . . . . . . . 42 58

Which side do you think will win the
war?

Allies . . . . . . « « . . . . . B2%

Germany. . .« « « « « « o « o« « o 1
Qualified, no opinion. . . . . . 11
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About how long do the

present war will last?

you think

One year or less . 49%
More than cne year . . . . . . . 51

SEPTEMBER 22
PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT'S VOTER APPRAL

In general, do you approve or
disapprove of Pranklin Roosevelt as
President?

Approve. . 51%
Disapprove . . . . . . . . . . . 59

By Region
Approve Disapprove
New England. . . 53% 47%
Middle Atlantic. . . 58 42
East Central . . . . 59 41
West Central . . . . 60 40
South. . . . . . . . 72 28
West . . . . . . . . 65 35

How strongly do you feel about this?

Approve scrongly . . . . . . . . 33%
Approve wildly . . . . . . . . 28
61%

Disapprove strongly. . . . . . . 24%
Disapprove mildly. . . . . . . . 15
39%

SEPTEMBER 24
NEUTRALITY

Do you think the Neutrality Law
should be changed so that England and
France could buy war supplies here?

Yes. . . . . . . . . .. .. 57%
NO . . . . « . ¢ v ¢ v v v« . .43

American History - 22

OCTOBER 4
NEUTRALITY

Do you think Congress should change
the Neutrality Law so that England
and France could buy war supplies
here?

Yes. . . . .« . .+ o 4 4 0 . . . 62%
No . .. ... .. ... ... .38
Strongly in favor. - D & )
Mildly in faver. . . . . . . . . 21

Strongly opposed . . . . . . . . 25
Mildly opposed . . . . . . . . . 13

By Region
Yes No
New England. e« .« . . 56% 44%
Middle Atlantic. . . . . . S 35
East Central . . . . . . . 57 43
West Central . . . . . . . 55 45

South. . . . . . . . . . . 17 23
West . . . . . . . . . . . 65 35

By Sex
Men. . . . . . . . . . . . 64% 36%
Women. . . . . . . . . . . 58 42
By Incoae

Upper. e« e+ e« o+ o« . . 59% 41%

Middle . . . . . . . . . . 64 36

Lower. . . . +« +« . . . . . 62 38
By Age

21-29 Years. . . . 56% 44%

30-49 Years. . . . . . . . 64 36
50 Years and over. . . . . 63 37

OCTOBER 23
EUROPEAN WAR

Which side do you want to see win the
war?

Allies . . . . 34%
Germany. . . . . .+ .+ 4 4 4 .o 0. 2
N¢ opinion, neutral. . . . . . . 14

What should be the policy of the

United States in the present Europea”
war--Should we declare war on Germany
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and send our army and navy abroad to
fight or should we not send our armed
forces overseas?

Should fight . . . . . . . . . . 5%
Should not fight . . . . . . . . 95

Do you think the United States should
do everything possible to help
England and France win the war,
except go to war ourselves?

YES. o o o o o o o o o o+ + +« « - 62%
NO . « v v o & o « o « « « « + . 38

Do you think Congress should make
changes in the Neutrality Law so that
England and PFrance or any other
nation can buy war supplies,
including arms and airplanes, in the
United States?

YES. <« o o o o o o o o + + + « . 60%
NO . « v v e v« o « v o « « « .+ . 40

By Region

Yes No
New England. . . . . . . . 56% 44%
Middle Atlantic. . . . . . 59 41
East Central . . . . . . . 57 43
West Central . . . . . . . 60 40
South., . . « « « « « « « . 15 25
West . . . . .+ + + . . . . 68 42

Do you think the United States should
do ev~rything possible to help
England and France win the war, even
at the risk of getting into the war
ourselves?

YES. v v v o o« 4 o e e e e e . . 34%
NO . . v « « + o « « o « + « « . 66%

OCTOBER 26
PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT'S VOTER APPEAL

In general, do you approve Or
disapprove of Pranklin Roosevelt as

President?

Approve. . . . . . « + . . . . 64.9%
Disapprove . . . . . . . . . . 35.1

Americar History - 22

By Region
Approve Disapprove

New England. . . 59% 41%
Middle Atlantic. . 65 35
Bast Central . . . 61 39
West Central . . . 63 27
South., . . . . . . 76 24
West . . . . . . . 67 33

By Income
Upper. . . . . . . 46% 54%
Middle . . . . . . 62 38
Lower. . . . . . . 18 22

NOVEMBER 3
NEUTRALITY

Do you think Congress should make
changes in the Neutrality law so that
England and FPrance, or ~ny other
nations, can buy war materials,
including arms and airplanes, in the
United States?

YES. « o o o o o o 4 + o + » « . 56%
NO + v v v v v v v e e e e ... 44

Special Survey

Asked of persons listed in Who's Who
in America: Do you think Congress
should make changes in the Nontrality
Law so that England and France, or
any other nations can buy war
materials, including arms and
airplanes, in the United States?

YES. + « + o o o o« o o o « « - 18%
NO o« v v v v o e e e e e e e . 22

BOVEMBER 8
WORLD WAR 1

Do you think it was a mistake for the
United States co enter the World War?

YeS. « + 4 4« o « o 4+ 4+« . . . 68%
NO « v v v e e e e e e e e e e 32
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NOVEMBER 12
ARMED FORCES

Do you think the United States should
increase the size of the army?

YeS. « « v v v 4« o o s + + + . . 8B6%
NO . . . v + v v v v e v v+ . . 14

Asked <{ those who replied in the
affirmative: Would you be willing to
pay more money in taxes to support 1
larger army?

YeS. v v v « v v s+ 4+ s o+ e+ . . B4%
No . . . . . ¢« . v v v ... <. .36
DECEMBER 3

WORLD WAR I

Why do you think we entered the last
war?

America was the victim of
propaganda and selfish

interests. . . . . . . . . . . 34%
America had a just cause . . . . 26
America entered for its safety . 18
Other reasons. . . . . . . . . . R
No opinion . . P

DECEMBER 8
WAR WITH GERMANY

Should the United States declare war
on Germany and send her army and navy
abroad to fight?

Y@S. « « o+ o o o o « o o o s+ o+ . 4%
NO . . « « v ¢« v v« v v v + « +« . 96
DECEBMBER 27

PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT'S VOTER APPRAL

In general, do you approve Or
disapprove today of Pranklin
Roosevelt as President?

Approve. . . . . . . .« . . 63.5%
Disapprove . . . . . . . . . . 36.5
By Income

Approve Disapprove
Upper. . . . . . . 42% 58%
Middle . . . . . . 6] 39
Lower. . . . . . . 176 24

Using the information you have gathered from the above polls, write a memorandum
to the President, as one of his special advisors. In your memorandum, describe the re-
sults and trends of the polls, and give your interpretation of what these polls mean for
the conduct and future planning of American national secunty policy toward the war in

Europe.

December 31, 1939

MEMORANDUM

TO: President Roosevelt
FROM:
RE: Public Opinion and the War in Europe

American History - 22
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NEUTRALITY (Should Congress change the Neutrality Law so that the United States

could sell war material to England and France)

60%

50%

40%

30%

September September October October November
3 24 4 23 3

NO

1. On the above chart, plot the percentages of those who supported and opposed

changing the neutrality laws, as recorded between September and November, 1939.

2. What trends do you observe?
3. What conclusions can you draw from this chart?

Discussion Questions

4. What 1s the relationship of public opinion to foreign policy in a democracy?

5. Should public opinion influence foreign policy? Take a position in response to this

question and be prepared to defend it.
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B-17s: Development and Use of a Weapons System

by James R. Leutze

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson deals with the relationship of technology to modern warfare through the
exaraple of the development of the Flying Fortress--B-17 by the United States before and
during World War II. Furthermore, the moral issue raised by choesing major cities and
large civilian populations as targets of strategic bombing is considered. This lesson will
have a challenging reading level for many students.

Connection to Textboeks

This lesson can be used with standard textbook chapters on World War II.
Objectives
Students are expected to:

1. know about the development and use of the B-17 (Flying Fortress) by the U.S.
before and during ¥ .rld War II;

2. comprehend the relationship of advances in technology and national security;
3. know about the central role of aircraft 111 modern warfare;

4. understand the moral issue of selecting cities and civilian populations as the targets
of air raids; and

5. develop and defend a position about the issue of selecting cities and civilian
populations as the targets of air raids.

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

o Explain to students that the main point of this lesson 15 W examine the development
and use of the B-17 bomber in World War II.

Developing the Lesson

o Have students read the case study in the Handout on the development and use of the
B-17. Ask students to r:spond to the questions about technology and modern warfare
at the end of the case study in the Handout.

0 Conduct a classroom discussion about the questions on technology and modern
warfare.

Concluding the Lesson

0 Ask students to study the last segment of the case study in the Handout, which
raises an issue about the selection of cities and civilian populations as targets of air
raids in World War II. Ask students to think about the questions and alternative
positions presented in response to them in the section titled "A Concluding Moral
Issue." Conduct a classroom discussion of the questions at the end of the case
study--"Concluding Questions About Targets of Air Raids."

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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o As an alternative or additional conciudin, activity, have students complete "A Con-
cluding Exercise" at the very end of the Handout. Divide the class into small groups,
from 4-7 persons in a group--depending upon the size of the class. ldentify a leader
for each group. This person is responsible for making and defending a decision about
selection of bombing targets, which is the problem presented in the activity. Other
members of each group are to serve as advisors to the leader, who plays the roie of
commander of 1,000 B-17s in World War I1.

o Have students deliberate in their small grouos about how to resolve the problem
presented in the concluding exercise. Then have each group leader make a decision in
response to the problem of the concluding exercise. Finally, have each of the group

leaders report and defend his or her decision in front of the class.
Suggestions for Additional Reading

Following is an annotated list of books about the ideas in this lesson. These books
are presented as additional sources for teachers. Howeveir, very able students might
profitably use one or m.orz of these books.

Copp, Dewitt S. Forged in Fire: Swategy and Decisions in the Air War over Europe,
1940-1945. Garden City, NY: Doubleday and Co., 1982.

Forged in Fire is a comprehensive overview of Allied bombing in Europe. Whereas
Hastings evaluates Britain’s Bomber Command, Copp e¢xamines the Combined Bomber
Offensive, its strategy and implementation.

Craven, Wesley Frank, and Cate, James Lea. The Army Air Forces in World War 1l 7
vols. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1948-1958.

This lengthy publication covers a wide variety of topics. The first five volumes ar:
concerned largely with combat operations. The sixth focuses on the home front while the
final volume deals with various subjects including service organizations, women in the
AAF, medicine, demobilization, and aviation engineers.

Hansell, Haywood S. The Air Plan that Defeated Hitler. Atlanta: MacArthur/Longine &
Porter, 1972.

Hansell, an air planner in the World War 1l period, outlines the development and
refinement of the American daylight bombing offensive against Germany. The objective
was to cripple Germany and her economy by destroyi.g carefully selected targets.

Hastings, Max. Bomber Command. New York: The Dial Press, 1979.

Hastings does not present an exhaustive comprehen: ve study of Britain’s Bombe:
Command. He does attempt to relate the experiences of the pilots flying missions over
Germany, but th book focuses on strategy, the decision-making process behind it, and
the effectiveness of its implementation.

Maclsaac, David, ed. Strategic Bombing in World War II: The Story of the United States
Strategic Bombing Survey. New York: Garland, 1976.

This study traces the evolution of the strategic bombing doctrine as well as the
organization and operation of the United States Strategic Bombing Survey.
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Overy, R.J. The Air War, 1939-45. London: Europa Publications, 1980.

In this ambitious study, Overy examines the impact of airpower on the outcome of
the Second World War. Although aircraft played an important role, the Allies’ victory was
due mostly to their ability to occupy land and supply troops. Allied airpower was more
effective than that of the Axis because it was not restricted to a supporting role.

Quester, George H. Deterren fore Hirgshima: The Airpower B
Strategy. New York: Wiley, 1966.

Quester reviews the history of the ideas and practices of aeiial war. The author
warns that the post-1945 threat of nuclear destruction does not appear much more
terrifying than the prewar perceptions of aerial bombing. Significantly, the latter did not
prevent the coming of war or bombing.

Webster, Sir Charles, and Frankland, Noble. The Strategic Air Offensive Against Germany,
1939-45, Vois. I-IV. London: His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1961.

These volumes cover a wide v-riety of topics and material concerning awpower
during the Second World War: British planning and operations, Anglo-Amerian coopera-
tion and combined bomber offensives, friction over policy, and types of bombing. The
first volume is a collection of appendices, documents, and statistics.
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B-17s: Development and Use of a Weapons System

This case-study describes the development of the B-17 bomber, the Flying Fortress,
and its use for strategic bombing during World War Il. The story of the B-17 illustrates
the key role technology plays in creating the best weapons systems during wartime. It
also illustrates the difficult moral questions raised by choosing major cities and large
civilian populations as targets of strategic bombing raids.

Development of the B-17 in the United States

The United States began in the 1930’s to build planes for a modern bomber force.
The most important of these planes was the R-17. It was a remarkable aircraft. Its four
engines would carry it over 2,000 miles while loaded with 4,000 pounds of bombs. It had
a crew of ten, some of whom manned 1ts five, .30 caliber machine guns. So powerful was
its armament that it was nicknamed the "Flying Fortress." In the B-17, America believed
it had found the margin of victory in any war, the proof of the doctrine that the
bomber would always get through.

Problems, however, were not long n surfacing. Before the United States entered the
war, she provided some B-17s to the British who were eager to get their hands on this
war-winning machine. To their distress, the British found that the B-i7 was not as
fortress-like as its press notices claimed. The most immediate problem was that its .20
caliber machine guns were too hght to bring down the fighter aircrait the Germans sent
up against it. Furthermore, there were not enough machine guns to adequately protect
the B-17 itself. Consequently, a distressing number ~7 B-17s were shot down.

Within a few months after the U.S. entered the war, a new and improved plane, the
B-17E ("E" meaning it was the fifth model) entered service. It had increased armor pro-
tection, eight, .50 caliber machine guns and only one, .30 caliber gun. Some 400 of these
planes were built, but it was soon recognized that more improvements needed to be made.
Higher powered engines were added to the B-17F that was brought into service in 1943;
these increased its range and made it possible to carry a maximum load of 13,000 pounds
of bombs. Also, three more .50 caliber machire guns were added. A year later the final
variation was produced, the B-17G, which could carry as much as 17,600 pounds of bombs
for relatively short distances and 6,000 pounds for 3,400 miles. More than 8,000 of these
planes were built, and it proved to be the workhorse predicted by its early supporters.
But it took long, painful, wartime experience and many lives before a satisfactory design
was achieved. By the end of the we., the jet aircraft had been discovered. Before long
all bombers with conventional engines were obsolete.

Protecting the B-173. What has been outlined above was the engineering response to
the problems of the B-17; there are many cther factors to he considered when thinking
about protecting your bomber forces. One cbvious way to add to their protection would
be to send fighter aircraft with them. The problem here was several fold. For one thing,
early in the war German fighter aircraft were better than American fighters. Neither the
P-39 nor the P-40 were matches for the German ME109. For another, the American
fighters did not have the range to fly all the way to the target and back with the
bombers. Remember, the -ange of the B-17 was 2,000 miles; it was 600 miles from London
to Berlin or 1,200 miles round trip. Therefore, bombers on long missions would have to
fly at least part of ‘he way without fighters t help protect them; the German fighters
would wait until the Ameacan fighters had turned back and then pounce on the bombers.
The longest range for an American fighter in 1942 was 750 miles; by mid-1943 we had
the P-47 with a range of just 1,260 miles. Not until early 1944 did the P-51 become
operational with a range of 2,080 miles, enough to escort and protect the B-17 to and
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from the target. The bor " er pilots had also by this time learned to fly in formation so
that the guns from one plane could protect the other planes in the formation. They flew
in a so-called "box" and it helped considerably in cutting their losses.

German Responges to the B-17s. As we improved our bombers and increased the

range of our fighters, the Germans countered with changes of their own. They improved
their already quite good fighter aircraft increasing its speed, armor, armament and
maneuverability. By late 1944 they had brought out nine different models of the basic
ME109 as well as the heavily armed FW190. They also had experimented with and actually
introduced into combat the first operational jet fighter. Had they been able to bring
many of those off the production line, they would have made things even more difficult
for the B-17.

The Germans also did other things like increasing the number and the effectiveness
of their anti-aircraft guns. By improved anti-aircraft fire, the Germans could not only
shoot down more bombers, but they also could force the bombers to fly higher and to
take evasive action, thus making it more difficult to hit targets on the ground. By the
end of the war, B-17s were flying at 20-25,000 feet which required the air crew to
breathe through masks and wear heavy flying suits to protect them from the below zero
cold at that altitude. One of the most effective devices the Germans perfected was radar
which helped them aim their guns and track the bombers as they approached their tar-
gets. In response to the German radar, .he bombers began to throw strips of aluminum
foil out into the air. These strips showed up on the radar scopes and made it difficult to
tell what was a bomber and what was a piece of aluminum. And so it went, move for
countermove.

Problems with Finding and Hitting Targets. But protecting the bomber was not the
only probl.m to be solved. Although no one had done a lot of thinking about it before

the war, a very simple and basic problen1 was finding the targets you wished to hit. Even
big cities could be difficult to find if you had no navigational aids to help you. Normally,
airports send up signals to help planes find them, but in wartime they do not want the
enemy to find them. Consequently, they shut down their identifying signals. If you have
good aerial maps and good weather you can identify some things visually, but what if it
is cloudy? And actually it is often cloudy during fall and winter over northern and cen-
tral Europe where many of the targets were located. It was a problem finding the target
as the British learned early on in the war. In 1941 only one-tenth of their bombers
found their way to within five miles of their assigned targets.

The answer was to improve their navigational aids. The first of these was ealled GEE
and was quite helpful if used by a good navigator. The difficulty was that it only had a
range of 300 or 400 miles. The system was to have three ground stations sending signals
to the plane. The navigator timed these signals and translated them into distance and
direction by plotting them on a map. Later we came up with Loran, which was similar to
GEE but with a range of 700 miles, Then in March of 1943 a still better system called
OBOE was put into operation. By this time it had also been decided to use a Pathfinder
system. This meant organizing a special unit of pilots and navigators who would fly in
ahead of the main bomber force to mark or identify the target. In this way the Path-
finders would lead the other planes to their objective. The Pathfinders used OBOE and
also sometimes H2S which enabled the navigators to differentiate between water and land
and builtup areas. H2S emitted a signal v hich kit the ground and then bounced back to
the plane where a fuzzy image of what was below was projected on a screen. It was
useful, but the Germans learned to jam 1it, or worst of all, learned to use it to locate
planes so they could be shot down. Despite these difficulties, by the end of the war
pilsts were much more successful at finding their targets. This should not be interpreted
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to mean that all planes found their targets, but they did much better than they had at
the start of the war.

But protecting the bomber and finding the target were not the end of the problems;
there was also the matter of hitting the target once you got there. Early in the war the
British did a study of their success in hitting their target and they found that there was
a five mile average error. In other words, on average, bombs fell five miles away from
where they were aimed. Combined with the fact that the British were losing many bom-
bers in their raids against Germany, this inaccuracy convinced the British that the best
solution was to change their tactics and their targeting. They decided to fly at night so
as to make it harder for the Germ - fighters to find them and to target what they could
hit--cities. From 1942 onward the British dropped a very high percentage of their bombs
on cities, making little distinction between military and civilian targets. In 1943-44, 53%
of the RAF bombs were targeted on -cities and towns. By 1944 they had reduced their
average to a three-mile margin of error.

The Americans were more confident of their targeting ability. They had what was
considered to be a state-of-the-art bombsight, the Norden. At the beginning of the war
American air officers bragged that they could drop a bomb into a barrel from 20,000
feet. The Norden sight was good, but not that good. Furthermore, dropping a bomb when
someone was shooting at you and enemy fighters were zooming around was more difficult
than practices over the desert in peacetime. The Americans chose w bomb during day-
light and try to hit specific, usually military targets. They lost more men and planes this
way, but they slowly improved their equipment, their technique and their accuracy. By
1944 they could boast a two-mile margin of error. Obviously it helped them when their
fighter protection improved and aerial photography .nd experience helped them identify
targets more precisely. Furthermore, as Alled bomber and fighter forces increased in
numbers and effectiveness, there was a corresponding decrease on the German side. By
mid-1944 the Allies had gained command of the air. From this point forward, bombing
became more effective.

Strategic Bombing: Making Decisions About Targets

However, once you can protect your bomber, find yo.. targe. and hit your target,
there still remains the issue of which target you select to hit. This was not an easy
issue and throughout most of the war debate raged.

Before going into specifics on the various targets, let’'s make one technical distine-
tion clear. When talking about targeting here we are talking about targeting for "stra-
tegic® bombing. he other kind of bombing targets are "tactical” bombing targets. The
distinction is between things that are close to or directly connected t¢ the battlefield
(tactical) and things that are far from and only indirectly related to the battlefield
(strategic). Strategic targets are related to the production of war materiel and to the
enemy’s ability to conduct war. Objectives for strategic bombing include reducing the
enemies’ political will to continue the fight. Reducing the enemies’ political will is the
justification for bombing civilian targets, although some would argue that this is not a
justification.

Now, back to the debate about whut to bomb. The British and the Amei.cans were
working together, but the British were not making much of a pretext of bombing any-
thing other than the cit.es where manufacturing was going on. The Americans were try-
ing to hit specific factories, roads, bridges, and the like.

From 1942 through mid-1943 the U.S. Eighth Air Force, made up primarily of B-17s,
aimed at submarine yards and bases. The submarines were sinking hundreds of ships in
the Atlantic and it was vital to try to criople that industry. Then, in the fall of 1943,
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the Eight' Air Force targeted ballbearing factories, arcraft production facilities and
transportation. The objective was tc knock out at least two heavily concentrated in-
dustries that were vital to the German war effort. The problem was, both the ball-bear-
ing factories and the aircraft industry were heavily defended. For instance, when the
Eighth Air Force went after the ball-bearing factories in Schweinfurt in October 1943,
they lost sixty-two out of the 288 bombers sent and 138 others were damaged. Further-
more, the Germans could disperse the factories to other areas and even heavy damage
was quickly repaired. As for bombing transportation, it was difficult to put out of opera-
tion because it was so spread out. Railroad tracks damaged by bombs could be repaired
or trains routed around the damage. Bridges were hard to hit. In any case, measuring the
effect of raids was difficult, so the Eighth Air Force decided to concentrate on aircraft
production and this they did throughout the winter and spring of 1944. Then from May
to September, they were ordered, somewhat to their distress, to shift back to transporta-
tion systems to make it more difficult to move equipment and men to France to oppose
the Allied landings which took place in June. This bombing was more tactical than the
advocates of strategic bombing liked although many of the raids were conducted deep
inside Germany.

Then in September they were ordered to bomb German oil production facilities. By
September 1944, oil production facilities looked to many like the German Achilles heel.
But the oil refineries were very well protected and located a long way from Allied bases.
Usually they were located outside of cities and had to be hit very accurately in order to
be knocked out of production. But by now the Germans’ problems were multiplying. They
could not defend everything and the Geiman planes that rose to defend vital targets
were now encountering better American aircraft manned by more experienced pilots. The
more planes the Germans sent up to be shot down, the more they played into Allied
hands. By late 1944 the Germans were playing a losing game, almost everything they did
contributed to Allied air superiority which was the ultimate objective.

Then in the spring of 1945 the Eighth Air Force went back to attacking transporta-
tion, especially railroads. Allied armies were .aow inside Germany so the distinction *
tween tactical and strategic bombing hardly applied. Moreover, planners had learned of
more effective ways to attack railroads; concentrate on the routes leading into and out
of marshalling yards. If trains could not switch from one track to the next, and if spare
cars and engines in the yards were knocked out, ithe system would grind to a halt. With-
out fuel, plants could not operate, planes could not fly, and tanks could not roll.

e

Despite these succer s in bombing various industries, there continued to be large
raids on cities. Between January and May 1945 the RAF dropped 36.6% of their Lombs on
cities and towns versus 26.2% on transportation targets.

The most famous, and in some ways most questionable, raid was in February 1945
against the beautiful old university rity of Dresden. Previously Dresden had been left off
the lLst of appropriate targets, but in the wintzr of 1945, for reasons still not fully
known, it was decided that Dresden would be bombed. The raid was a continuous one,
the British bombed during the night of 13-14 February and Americans during the day of
14 February. By this time the Allies had learned how to bomb so that a fire storm was
started. These storms generated intense heat and hurricane force winds thus increasing
destructiveness. Almost 800 British bombers and over 300 American bcmbers participated
in the raid. The fires burned for four days and the raid was so destructive that no one
knows how many people were killed--probably more than 100,000. Some 60% of the built-
up area was destroyed with 85% of the inner city leveled. Yet within 48 hours the rail-
road, tne primary military objective in the city, was running. So poorly defended was the
city that only five British planes were lost. Many people in Europe think that the
Dresden raid was more morally questionable than the dropping of the atomic bombs on
Hiroshima and Nagasaki.
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A Concluding Moral Issue

Now, it seems appropriate to raise a moral 1ssue. Are civiians appropriate targets in
modern war? Those who favor bombing cities say that civilians work in war-related in-
dustries and in other ways actually contribute to a nation’s abiity to wage war; there-
fore, killing them, or cotherwise taking them out of action is just as helpful in gaining
victory as is targeting soldiers. In modern war the will to fight is an appropriate target;
if the people in a nation lose their will to fight the war will ead. In practical terms,
cities are relatively easy targets to hit; they also are often not as well protected as
industries like oil, so your ris of losing your uwn men and planes is lower.

Those who argue against bombing cities say that the rules of war have always made
a distinction between civilian and military targets. Women, children and non-combatants
are not appropriate targets for a civilized nation to aim at. In totalitarian states what
the public wants is of very little concern, so attacking the public will is ineffective.
Experience has shown, that although cities are easy to hit, they are hard to destroy,
rebuilding takes place quickly, people put out of work in service industries (restaurants,
theaters, etc.) are quickly put to work in the war industry. Firebombing raids, or mas-
sive, continvous raids can destroy a city, but the industries located there can be
relocated.

What do you think about the alternative responses, presented above, to the moral
issue about civilians as targets of bombing raids in a war?

Concluding Questions About Technology and Modern Warfare
1. What was the B-17?
2. Why did the United States dewvelop the B-17?
3. What technological responses did the Germans make to development of the B-17?
4

How did responses of the enemy influence further deveiopment of the B-17 and its
use as a weapon of war?

5. What is the relationship between technological advances and national security?
Concluding Questions About Targets of Air Ra:ds

6. Should German cities and their civilian residents have been targets of American air
raids in World War 11?7

7. In genera!, is it ever justified for a nation to use aircrafi to bomb cities of the
enemy and the civilians who live in them?

A Concluding Exercise

Assume that you are the commander of 1,000 B-i7s, which are based in England. It is
October 1943. Based on information in this lesson, what places would you select as your
main targets and why? Would your main targets be major cities of the enemy and their
civilian populations? Or would your main targets be military airfields, nsval hases and
other military targets? Or would your main targets be industries producing weapons of
war or resources used in war, such as oil and steel? Or would you use your aircraft
mair. ; to bomb enemy troops or naval craft engaged in battie? You may, if you wish,
target anything under control of the enemy, not just what is listed above. Consider the
alternatives and consequences of your decision about selection of main targets. What is
your decision and why?
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Deciding to Use the Atomic Bomb, 1945

by James R. Leutze

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

In this lesson, students have an opportunity t0 examine factors involved in President
Truman’s decision to use the atomic bomb against Japan in 1945. The lesson shows that
the decision-making process is very complex and that there are limits upon the choices
of a President, including the ideas and actions of advisors and predecessors. This lesson
has a challenging reading level.

Connection to Textbooks

This lesson can be used with standard textbook chapters on World War II. All of the
textbooks mention Truman’s decision. None of them, however, treat the decision-making
process in detail, as this lesson does.

Objectives
Students are expected to:
1. know when and where the IJnited States used an atomic bomb in World Wa I,

2. discuss major factors that influenced President Truman’s decision to use the atomic
bomb to end World Wa: 1I;

3. explain why President Truman decided to use the atomic bomb in preference to other
options open to him in concluding the war with Japan; and

4. make defensible judgments about President Truman’s decision to use the atomic bomb
against Japan.
Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson
o Inform students about the objectives of this lesson. Next, ask them to read the case

study in the Handout on Truman’s decision to drop the Atomic bomb.

Developing the Lesson

o Afler students read the case study, have them answer the questions at the end of

the Handout in preparation for classroom discussion.
Concluding the Lesson

o Conduct a classroom discission on the questions at the end of the lesson. Emphasize
that answers to questions 1-4 in the Handout can be checked directly against infor-
mation in the case study. Answers to question 5 might varv. However, students
should be required to ground their answers to question 5 on information in this
lesson and to provide sound reasons for their judgments.

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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o It is useful to ke°p two issues regarding the use of the atomic bomb against Japan
in perspective. These issues are (1) the question of whether the Japanese were
attempting to surrender before the bombs were used, and (2) the question ¢ whether
Truman’s prime motivation in using the bombs was to scare the Soviets and mhibit
Soviet adventurism in Europe and Asia.

o As to the first issue, it has become common now to see authors saying that the
JJapanese government was trying to surrender during the spring and summer of 1945.
In fact, this is not correct. Some memuers of the Japanese government, particularly
within the diplomatic corps, were very eager to find out whewher surrender was
por -ible. They did not approach the United States directly, instead going to govern-
men.s, most notably the Soviets with whom tl.ey were not at war. We knew of these
efforts, though, because we were reading the Japanese codes. But knowing was not
the issue. The issue was that the Japanese never signaled a willingness to surrender
unconditiorally which was a vital precondition for the Americans. It is ironic, and
sad, that eventually the Japanese were allowed to retain th¢ Emperor as a figurehead
acting under the supervision of the American cominander. Had we been willing to
accept that condition in the spring of 1945, who knows what might have happened.
But the point is that no one, on either side, thought of the solution until afler the
bomhs were dropped. Furthermore, it is important to recognize that there were pow-
erful elements inside the Japanese government who did not -want to surrender
before--or after--the bombs were dropped. There was an attempted military takeover
of the government when it was learned in Tokyo that surrender was being consider-
ed. Thus it is incorrect to say that the Japanese government was trying to surrender
but that the U.S. ignored these efforts.

o As to the second issue, the point has often been made that the U.S. dropped the
bomb not to end the war, but instead because of our relationship with the Soviets.
This is a complicated issue. First, decisions are seldom made for a single reason,
there are usually lots of reasons and sometimes it is even difficult to tell which 1s
the most important out of the agreed upon list of whys. In this case it does not
seem that difficult. Far and away the most logical, most often stated reason was to
end the war quickly and spare Ameiican lives. At the same time it is true that some
Americans wanted to end the war quickly so that the Soviets, who were beginning to
be troublesome in Europe, would not have an opportunity to get deeply involved in
Asia and gain thereby an opportunity to be troublesome there. This does not mean
that those same people did not have as their highest priority the saving of American
lives.

Students should realize two additional things about this argument between histolians
(those who emphasize the Soviets and those who do not). First, there 1s an argument
between historians about who is responsible for starting the Cold War. The first
people to suggest the U.S. dropped the bomb to warn or impress the Soviets were
those historians who were trying to prove that the U.S. had started or significantly
accelerated the Cold War. Second, because the issue of U.S.-Soviet relations came to
dominate the world after the war, there is a very natural tendency to look at things
in the U.S.-Soviet context even in 1945. Some historians would point out that this
overlooks the fact that in 1945, rightly or wrongly, the U.S. had to be more
concerned with U.S.-Japanese relations than with U.S.-Soviet relations.

Suggestions for Additional Readings

Following is an annotated list of books that might be used as additional survey
information about this lesson.
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Alperovitz, Gar. Atomic Diplomacy: Hireshima and Potsdam. New York: Vintage, 1967.

Alperovitz challenges the traditional view that the atomic bomb was dropped in order
to bring a speedy conclusion to World War II. The Soviet Union, not Japan, was the
focus of Harry Truman’s decision. The President resorted (o intimidation, "“atomic
diplomacy," to gain Russian compliance with American plans for postwar Euiope.

Bernstein, Barton J., ed. The Atomic Bomb: The Critical Issues. Boston: Little, Rrown,
1976.

Since the use of the atomic bomb in 1945, scholars have offered a wide range ol
explanations for the decision. Bernstein presents selections from the major works on the
atomic bomb and American fcreign policy.

Bernstein, Barton J. "Roosevelt, Truman, and Atomic Bomb, 1941-1945: A

Reinterpretation.” Political Science Quarterly 90 (1975): 23-69.

Bernstein argues that the United States contributed to the ornset of the Cold War.
Truman, inheriting Roosevelt’s foreign policy, accepted the bomb as a legitimate weapon
and realized its potential for influencing postwar negotiations. Possession of this
devastating weapon reduced flex:bility and incentives for compromise.

Giovannitti, Len, and Freed, Fred. The Decision to Drop the Bomb. New York: Coward-
McCann, 1965.

Considering the reasons and alternatives for dropping the bomb, Giovannitti and
Freed conclude that the deaision to use the atomic bomb was well calculated and de-
signed to end the war quickly.

Schoenberger, Walter S. Decigion of Destiny. Athens: University of Ohio . <ss, 1969.
Schoenberger traces the development of the atomic bomb and the polic:  concerning

its use. Truman’s decision to drop the bomb was a logical culmination oi .he earliest
asrumptions concerning its purpose.
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Deciding to Use the Atomic Bomb, 1945

In the summer of 1945, President Harry Truman faced a difficult decision. whether o
not to drop an gztomic bomb on 2 target in Japan. What was the occasion for decision?
How was the decision made? What factors infi"enced the President’s choice? To what
extent and how was the President limited in his alternatives 1n making this critical
decision?

Background to a Difficult Decision

The war in Europe was moving toward its close and ended en Mav S, 1945. By allied
agreement, the war in Europe had been the primary activity--Germany first, Japan second
had been the priority list. This list reflected tne fact that for the Umted States Europe
was more important than #/. .. Now, with the war over in Europe, there was the tremen-
dous problem of rebuilding a war-torn continent. This was not a simple problem, there
were many issues to be decided and the consequences of failure to act quickly and effec-
tively were very serious. Not only would millions of people suffer terribly from hunger
and lack of housing, but also out of war might grow revolution and even new war. There
was reasonable concern that communists might seize power in France, ltaly and Greece
and it seemed possible that the Soviets might help them. Policy-makers believed the hest
way to deal with these problems would be to bring the war in the Pacific to a clove as
quickly as possible so that attention could be turned to rebuilding Europe.

At the same time there was growing awareness that ti.2 wartime cooperation vith
the Soviets would not last long after the end of actual hostiities. There were already
disturbing indications that the Soviets would be difficult to deal with in Eastern Europe
and that they interpreted some agreements entered into with the allies differently than
the allies interpreted them. The Cold War had not really begun yet, but a chill was
already in the air.

One agreement the Americans believed the Soviets would honor was the agreement
entered into at Teheran and confirmed in writing in Yalta. This "Yalta Agieement” stated
that tae Soviets would enter the war against Japan within 90 days after the war ended
in Europe. At the time the greement was made, U.S. military authorities had wanted all
the help they could get :n defeating the Japanese. The problem was the larger the role
the Soviets played in defeating Japan, the larger the role they would claim in settling
the future of Asia. Since they were proving difficult to deal with in Europe, would it not
be wise to limit their role in Asia? In the summer of 1945 the invitation to erter the
war in the Pacific could not be withdrawn since that would stir Soviet suspicions and
make them even more difficult to deal with. The best solution was to end the war
against Japan as quickly as possible.

Basic to dealing with all of these issues was the military course of the war. By the
summer of 1945, the U.S. had been fighting for three and one-half years. There has
already been more than one million casualties and significant losses of materiel. During
recent fighting i1n the Pacific there had been some disturbing developments. When the
Marines had assaulted Iwo Jima in February of 1945, only 212 Japanese soldiers chose
surrendes over death. In April, the Japanese had begun their suicidal Kamikaze attacks on
American naval ships. At Okinawa they had again put up fanatic resistance, fighting
virtually to the last man before finally being overrun. What this meant to many American
planners was that the planned assault on the Japanese home islands would be an
extremely bloody afair. There were hundreds of taousands of Japanese soldiers on the
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main 1slands and if they fought a¢ the soldiers had fought on Iwo Jima and Okinawa, sn
invasion of those islands would probably result in a millicn U.S. casualties as well as
untold military and civilian casualties on the Japanese side.

As always, there were personality and experience factors at play as well. harry
Truman had become President in April 1945 when Frankhn Roosevelt had dwed. Roosev R
the only president in U.S. history to he alected to the kighest office {our times, had left
very big shoes to fill. FDR had been a hero to many for sceming to cope successfully
with the Depression; then he had taken on the <war against the Axis Powers and by
spring 1945 seemed to be winning that as weli, Truman, on the other hand, was a wirtual
unxnown. Roosevelt had surprised most of the party 1<gulars, a:d large numbers of vo-
ters, when he had picked the obscure Senator frum Missouri to be his Vice-Presidential
running mate in 1944. Although T:uman had served in World War I and later became a
Judge, what many people remembered about him was that he had gone bankrupt as the
owner of a hat store. Whereas Roosevelt *ad looked presidential, Truman with his bow
ties and glasses looked like a schoolmaster; while Roosevelt had socalized with rings and
queens, generals and prirces, Truman seemed most comfortable in the presence of his
World War I buddies and the plain folks of Independence, Missouri. In the spring of 1945,
as Truman was getting used to the complexities of leading the nation and its allies
toward the conclusion of the greatest war in history, the American public was getting
used to a new kind >f icader. In this situation. the wisest thing for Truman to do if he
intended to lead successfuily vas to deviate as jiule as possible from the course set by
FDR.

Roosevelt had left Truman with al least iwo important legacies. First was an atomic
bomb prograzn that by 1945 had spest the almost unheard of sum of one billion dollars.
As Vice President, Truman had not even known of this program and it was not until
weeks after he became President that his Secretary of War filled him in on the details.
Building the weapon had been a grea. scientific challenge with the U.S. racing to beat
German scientists to be the first w have the weapon. During its develop.nent stages the
clear intent had been to use the bomb either against Germany or Japan once 1t was
developed. With Germany out of the war, Japan remained the sole target. No one knew
precisely when the bomb would be ready, but Roosevelt had apparently left Truman with
a weapon that might end the wvsar--if it were used properly.

The other thing FDR had left his successor was a policy regarding how countries
could surrender. At the Casaklanca Conference in 1943, Roosevelt had announced that the
only kind of acceptable surrender was "unconditional surrender.” In other words, a sur-
render in which the enemy could set no terms: they simply laid down their arms.
Germany had surrendered under those terms so there was already evidence that even
fanatical enemies could be forced to accept these very harsh terms.

The problem was that by summer 1945 the U.S. knew that some powerful elements
within the Japanese government were considering surrender, but they had terms that they
insisted spon. By means of reading secret Japanese codes, the U.S. knew that some Japa-
nese wanted to surrender but only if they could retain the Emperor. To some Americans,
the Emperor was seen as the cause of the war and hence that term was particularly
unacceptable; to others, probably most, any terms were unacceptable. In this case, had
Truman accepted any terms he would have been going directly against the policy set by
FDR, and seeming to ignore the success gained against Germany.
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Disagreement Among the President’s Advi.ors

The foregoir.,g were all major factors in the developing situation, but there are still
other influences to be considered. Governments are made up of many individuals with
many points of view. This multitude of opinions was certainly true in this case. The
senior Japanese expert in the Departmert )f Staie was former Ambassador to Japan
Joseph Grew; during part of the spring he was Acting Secretary of State. Grew believed
that it would be wise to aliow the Japanese to retain the Emperor because he would
bring much needed stability to a defeated Japan. Differing with Grew was Truman’s per-
sonal advisor who would become Secretary of State in July, James Byrnes. Byrnes be-
lieved that the Emperor icpresented much that was wrong with the Japanese government
and definitely should go.

If the Japanese were going to surrender unconditionally, the next question was how
to end the war. An obvicus option was to drop the bomb, but even among the scientists
who had worked on the weapon there were differences of opi>i..a. One group, the so-
called Chicago scientists, urged that the bomb not be used or t at a minimum it oniy
be used agcinst a military target after a demonstration. Anocher group, the so-called Los
Alamos scientists, believed that the bomb should be used first against a milnary target.
The issue of a demonstration aiso caused heuted debates. Some feared that if we
announced where we were going to demonstrate the bomb, the Japanese would move U.S.
POW'’'s there, thus making it impossible to drop the bomb. Others argued that we did not
have enough bombs to waste them in demonstrations. Since it was estimated that by
August we would have only two bombs, that was a pretty geod argument.

The deciding argument against a demuonstration, .nd one that has a bearing on other
parts of the story, seems to have been that no one really knew if a bomb could actually
be dropped successfully on a targe.. Fuithermore, there wa: uncertainty about how much
dsmage the bomb would do. If we held a highly publicized demonstration and the bomb
either did not go off or did comparatively little damage, the U.S. would end up looking
ridiculous and 1t might even increase Japanese will to resist. Since the primary objective
in using the bomb was to bring the war to a speedy conciusion, doing anything that
might uncermine that purpose was a fundamental question under consideration.

Finally, there were differences of opinion among the President’s seni. miltary ad-
visors. Admiral William Leahy, whko had been FDR’s and was now Truman’s personal mili-
tary advisor and chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Stafl, was opposed to using the
bomb on moral grounds. General George C. Marshall, the Army Chief of Staff and in
some ways the most influential military voice in Washington, was in favor of using (he
bomb because he believed that in the loeg run it would save lives. Some naval officers,
knowin, "at the U.S. was now sinking Japancse shipping virtually at will, believed the
bomb w. unnecessary beca.se soon Japan would be starved into submission. Some air
corps officc . hke Curtis LeMay believed that conventional fire bombing raids such as
the one in Muarch against Tokyo which burned out fifteen square miles and killed 83,000
people, would be sufficient to bring Japan to its knees.

Deciding to Use the Atomic Bomb

What should a President do when experts disagree? Truman Jid what many decicion-
makers do in such a situation: he appointer; a committee. The Iaterim Committee, as it
was called, was made up of sume of the wisest and most experienced men in American
government. Chairing it was Secretary of War Henry Stimson whe had fust come inw
promineace 1n 1911 as Secretary of War under William Howard Taf. Since that time he
nad served various Republican and Democratic Presidents, most notubly as Secretary of
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State from 1929-13,3. Included as advisors to the committee were some of A.nerica’s most
brilliant scientists. This was a group of very important men.

On June 1, 1945, the Interim Committee made its recommendation to Pres ut
Truman. They recommended that the bomb be used against the Japanuse as soon as
possible. Furthermore, they noted that “"we can propose no technical demcuastration likely
to bring an end to the war; we see no acceptable alternative to direct military use."

There was yet a final decision for Truman to make: when and where to drop the
bomb. But as for actually using it, Truman said: "[I] never had any doubt that it shouid
be used." Recent evidence suggests that there was more soul searching than this comment
would imply; however, by early summer the basic decision had been made. Soon thereafter
Truman decided where it should be used, against "a war production center of prinie
military importance."

Two additio.sal factors influenced Truman’s decision-making. After 1 June 1945, the
only way to keep the bombs from dropping would have been by Truman deciding not te
act on a decigsion that had already been made. In other words, he would have had to stop
a process in motion. That is a quite different thing than decding to put a process in
motion. One cov'd agree that from the very day the process of building tt . Yomb was
started, the legica! and likely thing to do was to go forward, not to stop. In any case,
by June the decision had been made and from that point forward things happened more
or less automatically. It would have taken an act of tremendous political courage for the
new President to have overruled his adviscry committee, even if Lz had disagreed with
them, and to run the risk of more American deaths. Can you see the headline: "President
Spares Japanese: A Million G.I’s Die." The alternative became very clear to him on 18
June when the Joint Chiefs of Staff forwardea him the plan for the invasion of Japan.
He approved it. Invasion would occur unless the war could be ended quickly.

Decisions are like stones volling downhill. The further they roll the more difficult
they are to stop. They pick up speed or, in this case, involve more and more people. At
some pcint they become almost impossible to stop. Only in movies or novels does a char-
acter step in at the last moment d stop the landslide. In real life, the fact that money
has been spent becomes an argument for spending more money, that one group has de-
cided something becomes an argument for others to go along, that une plan has been
made leads to the next plan being made. That is how it was in the sumnmer of 1945.

Another factor was chronology or the quick pace of events in 1945. Things happened
fast in the summer of 1945. Truman had become President on 12 April: less than a month
later, 9 May, Germany surrendered. Three weeks later, 1 June, the Intesim Committee
made its recommendation. Truman nad been President less than nine weeks. On 6 July
Truman left Washington for the first meeting he would bave with our wartime allies,
Churchill and Swlin. The meeting was at Potsdam outside Beilin. Truman would cross the
Atlantic by shig. The conference began on 16 July. The same day Truman received a
message that the test explosion at Alamogoirdo had been a su. ess. Truman and Churchill
immediately set to work on a document that came to be known as the Patsdam Proclama-
tien  which called on the Japanese to surrender--unconditionally--or face ccmplete de-
struction. The possession of a new weapon was hinted at but not spelied out. On 24 July,
orders were sent to the Air Corps Commander in the Pacific to drop the bomb on one of
four Japanese cities as soon after 3 August as weather would permit. When had now been
decided. On 28 July, the Japanese broadcast what was interpreted to be a rejestion of
the Potsdam Proclamation. On 1 August, the Potsdam Conference ended and Truman
begen the trip home. He was on board the cruiser Augusta when, on 6 August, the first
bomb was dropped on Hiroshima; Truman had been President for four .o
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Several other chronological points: the President had been out of the country and
consequently somewhat out of touch for the monti. preced..g the dropping of the bomb;
only three weeks separated the first test explosion and the actual dropping of the bomb
from a plane. (There was absolutely no assurance that an air drop would work; the test
had been a bomb fixed to the top of a tower, set off by remote control. Estimates were
that if it did work there would be far fewer casualtivs than there were. Finally, during
most of the two months between the time the origin.. decision was made (1 June) and
the actual drop {6 August), Truman’s mind was fully occupied preparing for and partici-
pating in a conference that would decide the fate of post-war Europe--an issue that
probably seemed more important than the issue of whether you killed Japanese by

dropping firebombs or by dropping this new atomic bomb.
Who Was Responsible?

In conclusion, 1t us turn to the matter of who, in the final analysis, was 1esponsible
for the dropping of the bomb. Obviously, Truman was in pdart responsible, because as the
famous sign on his desk said, "The Buck Stops Here." But Truman was in many ways a
prisoner of events and time. He was influenced by advisors and by decisions made by
others. Although easy for us to forget, the ghost of Franklin Roosevelt must have haun-
ted Truman. Roosevelt had made many of the decisions that propelled Truman down the
road he followed. Very significantly, FDR had made the decision not to inform his Vice-
President about the work on the bomb, thus insuring that Truman’s decision-making
would take plar2 without preparation in the first hectic weeks of his presidency. Finally,
Truman’s decision to drop *he bomb was a decision to try no. to do something els> in
this case invade the Japanese Home Islands. This points up the important fact that
decisions are often choices between unpleasant aiternatives.

But there was another group who might be charged v:ith at least some responsibility
for dropping of the bomb. The Japarese governmental leaders also made decisions that
bore on this event. In the first place, the Japanese made a positive decision in the win-
ter of 1941. They chose to attack the llruted States. Had there been no Pearl Harbor,
there would have been no Hirnshima The Japanese also made a negative decision in the
summer of 1945. They chose not to surrender unconditionally. Leaving aside the good
reasons for why they did not went to do this, and there were some, the fact remains
that they had the opportunity to surreader and they chose not to. By the summer of
1945, the Japanese we'e, in the words of an American general, being "bombed back into
the stone age." Their ships could not defend their harbors or brirg in the raw materials
necessary for survival. The war was lost, but the leadership would not give up. They
made a decision not to do something and that brought about Truman’s decision to do
something. Let us hope that other leaders at another time will not find th. -<elves so
trapped by events and previously made decisions.

Reviewing and Interpreting Main }deas
1. When did } -esident Truman decide to use the atomic bomb as a weapon in war?
2. Where was the first a ymic bomb dropped?

3. How did each of the following factors affect President Truman's decision to use the
atomic bomb against Japan?

a. actions of Truman’s predecessor, President Roosevelt
b. the end of the war against Germany
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a2

h.

the Soviet Union’s agreement with the U.S. to declare war on Japan

the response of the Japanese government to the U.S. demand for unconditional
surrender

the fighting abilities and resources of the J.t nese army
the number of atomic bombs available to the U.S.

the fact that the atomic bomb had neither been used in warfare nor dropped from
an aircraft

advice from top-level advisors

4. Why did Truman decide against the following alternatives?

a.

Demonstrating the power of the atomic bomb, and thereby influencing the
Japanese to surrender, by dropping it on an uninhabited island

using conventional weapons in an invasion of Japan

dropping the demand for unconditional surrender and negotiating a peace
settlement with the Japanese

5. What is your judgment of Truman’s decision to drop an atomic bomb against Japan?
Was it a good decision? Why?
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SECTION VI
AMERICA IS CHALLENGED BY THE COLD WAR

List of Lessons

This section contains six lessons
about national security policies of the
United States after World War II. These
lessons treat American policies associated
with the "Cold War" conflict between the
United States and the communist nations
led by the Soviet Union. The lessons are:

25. Mr. X and Containment

26. The Vandenberg Resolution and NATO
27. A Network of Alliances

28. The Domino Theory

29. Ex Comm and the Cuban Missile
Crisis

30. Why Was the Salt II Treaty Never
Ratified?

Overview for Teachers

World War II marked an important
trz 1sition for U.S. security policy. Both
the events leading up to 1t and the redis-
tribution of power that followed it con-
vinced American leaders that the United
States ust assume new responsibilities in
the world. It could no longer protect and
promote its interests by following the
isolationist principles that had guided the
nation in the inter-war security environ-
ment.

From this evaluation two conclusions
emerged that would form the basis of
U.S. conduct in the evolving post-war
order. The first was that it was impera-
tive for democrati nations to resist
aggression firmly and immediately or else
it would lead to wider conflict. This view
was kncwn as the "Munich syndrome”
because of the conviction that French
and British appeasement at Munich in
1938 by granting Hitler his territor'al de-
mands on Czechoslovakia, had emboldened
him to go to war.

The second conclusion was that th
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League of Nations had been a clearly
inadequate mechanism. There were two
parts to this view. First, the League had
been incapahle of acting decisively a-
gainst aggression (it "had no teeth").
Second, the United States itself had
falled in not taking part. Thus, American
policy makers began as early as 1939 to
design a new ‘"international security or-
ganization," the United Nations, intended
both to overcome the flaws of its prede-
cessor and to provide an effective leader-
ship role for the United States.

The security problems of the post-
war environment proved to be no less
difficult than those that had come before.
World War 11 had unalterably changed the
nature of security requirements. Nations
had engaged in "total war," using strate-
gic bombing to attack both .the economic
capacity and the "will to fight" of the
enemy. There were profound changes in
the scope, tempo and destructive potential
of conflict culminating with the onset of
the "nuclear age" at Hiroshima and
Nagasaki.

The post-war era was also marked by
the emergence of "bi-polarity." By war’s
end the former pattern of the Eurupean
balance of power was replaced by the
presence of only two powers, the United
States and the Soviet Union. These two
nations with opposing value systems,
great military potential and competitive
elobal interests became the core of a new
international systein. Other nations were
left to cluster around one or the other
pole of power. For the United States,
Soviet power was a major challenge and
definitive presence in the development of
its post-war security policy. Because of
the growing fear of Soviet expansion and
the immediacy of war introduced by the
advancements in weapons technoliogy, U.S.
security policy adopted a posture equival-
ent to wartime preparedness. America’s
new involvement in international affairs
was thus defined by a "cold war" with
the Soviet Union.

One of the first tashs of the "cold

war" for the U.S. was to provide a
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coherent framework for policy. American
leaders feared continuing Soviet expan-
sion. To counter that prospect, the Uni-
ted States sought to provide assistance to
nations threatened by communist
aggression. Such assistance required a
rationale that could attract politica’ sup-

port in Washington. As presented in
Lesson 25, the rationale came from an
analytical article on the nature of the
Soviet system by American diplomat
George Kennsn. In his article Kennan
recommended "the adroit and vigilant

application of counterforce” in order to
"contain" the Soviet Union, giving rise to
the prevailing post-war U.S. doctrine of
the "containment” of communism.

One of the first tests in the im-
plementation of this new doctrine came in
1949 with the establishment of the WNorth
Atlantic Treaty Organization (N.1TO).
NATO was designed to present a unified
front against the threat of Soviet expan-
sion in Eurcpe. Having committed itself
already to the defense of Europe, the
United States was an essential elenient in
the development of this alliance system.
However, U.S. participation in a peace-
time alliance was unprecedented. Since
Washington’s warning against "entangling
alliances," the United States had remained
clear of such commitments. Lesson 26
traces how President Truman worked
through the Sen:te leadership to lay the
groundwork for American participation in
the NATO Alliance, a successful though
often chailenging political and military
alliance that continues today as a funda-
mental part of American security. And, as
Lesson 27 shows. NATO became the model
for an effor to extend containment
around the periphery of the Coviet Union
through a system of alliances, interlinked
through the overlap of U.S. participation
(as well as that of other countries).

The U.S. commitment to preventing
communist aggression was affected by yet
another post-war development, the end of
the colonial period in it ternational af-
fairs. The former colonial powers were
either vanquished or so weakened by the
war that they could no longer maintain
their colonial rule. The 1940’s and 1950’s
witnessed the emergence of more and
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more new nations, often becoming inde-
pendent in the midst of internal turmoil.
For the United States these circum-

stances created grave concern about the

potential for communist expansion. Many
of the revolutionary forces seeking in-
dependence were communist and often

Soviet-backed. Lesson 28 discusses the
“dominc theory,” one of the consequerces
of this uneasy atmosphere. The domino
theory, held by some U.S. leaders, pre-
dicted that the fall of any state to com-
munism: would lead to the fall of others
in the same region, thus heightening
American concerns.

It was the nuclear age, however, that
provided the greatest level of concern for
the United States. Although *he United
States enjoyed a brief period of nuclear
monopoly followed by a longer period of
nuclear superiority, the Soviet Union
moved quickly to catch up. The 1960’s
and 1970°’s were characterized by increas-
ing arms competition. The most dramatic
incident in this period was the Cuban
Missile Crisis of 1962. The crisis began
when the United States discovered that
the Soviet Union had started placing
offensive medium and intermediate range
ballistic missiles in Cuba, ninety miles off
the American shore. Lesson 29 chronicles
how President Kennedy and his advisors
responded to this threat.

The nuclear confrontation of the
Cuban Missile Crisis illustrated the risk
contained in the prevailing nuclear
environment. It also brought increased
impetus to efforts by the superpowers to
define and stabilize their security rela-
tionship thiough direct negotiations for
arms control. By the 1970’s, the Soviev
Union had acquired nuclear capability at
least equivalent to that of the United
States ("parity") addirg further impetus to
this effort. In a series of continuing
negotiations ca..ed Strategic Arms Limita-
tion Talks (SALT), the United States and
the Soviet Union pursued agreement on
the quantity and quality of nuclear arms.
SALT 1 was negotiated {.cm 1969-72 and
SALT II was negotiated from 1372-79.
However, as Lesson 30 shows, the SALT
1 Treaty was never ratifiud.
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Mr. X and Containment

by Donald A. Ritchie

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson deals with the policy of containment of Scviet expansion by focusing on
one of its chief authors, George F. Kennan. Specifically, it deals with Kennan’s frustra-
tion over what he believed were the misperception and misapplication of the theory with
which his name was associated. The lesson deals with his famous "X article, with criti-

cisms of that article, and with Kennan’s own admissions of the article’s deficiencies
which led people to misuse it.

Connpection to fextbooks

This lesson should be taught in connection with the Truman Administration and the
origins of the containment doctrine. It can also be used in connection with the Vietnam
war, where containment was cited as a reason for American intervention, and where
George Kennan believed it was being misapplied.

Objectives
Students are expected to:
1. ideniify and explain the policy of containment;
2. understand the different reactions to the policy;
3. recognize the problems with imprecision in rational security policy; and
4

analyze the effects of chunging situations on established policy.

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

o Ask the stv? ts if they have ever found themselves unable to get a point across to
someone e' , or have ever been frustrated over their inability to make themselves

understood. Suggest the magnification of such problems when national policy issues
are at stake.

o Preview the main parts of the lesson for the students.
Developing the Lesson

o Have the students read the Handout. Then ask them to respond to the review
questions at the end of the lesson.

o Conduct a discussion of the review questions to be sure they have understood the
main points of the lesson.

0 Discuss the dialogue between Kennan and S-nator Lauche at the end of the Handout.
Point out why people, like the Senawr, might be puzzled why Kennan seemed to
have changed his mind; reinforce why Kennan felt so frustrated.

From Ame-ican History and National Sccurity: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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Concluding the J.esson

Read to students the following quote from George C. Herring’s America’s Longest,
War; The United States and Vietnam, 1950-1975 (New York, 1979), pp. 270-271:

Vietnam made clear the inherent unworkability of a policy of global con-
tainment. In the 1940’s the world seemed dangerous but manageable. The
United States enjoyed a position of unprecedented power and influence, and
achieved some notahle early successes in Europe. Much of America’s power
derived from the weakness of other nations rather than from its own
intrinsic strength, however, and Vietnam demonstrated conclusively that its
power, however great, had limits. The development of significant military
capabilities by the Soviet Union and China made it too risky for the United
States to use its military power in Vietnam on a scale necessary to achieve
the desired results. Conditions in Vietnam itself and the constraints imposed
by domestic opinion riade it impossible to reach these goals with limited
means. Vietnam makes clear that the Uanited States cannot uphold its own
concept of world order in the face of a stubborn and resolute, although
much weaker, foe. The war did not bring abeut the decline of American
rower, as some have suggested, but was rather symptomatic of the limits of
national power in an age of international diversity and nuclear weaponry.

Ask the students to discuss this ctatement in light of the lesson they have just read.
Ask them to speculate about how the United States might view the concept of
containment in the future.

Conclude with the discussion question at the end of the Handout. Ask them to spect
late about ways that idess and policies might get out of control and tumble wildly
away from their originator:

Answers to Questions

1. Because of his official pesition in the State Department.

2. Because it offered a reason and a solution for a majr problem facing the United
States, and because of the mystericus nature of its author "X."

3. That the United States should follow a policy of conwlmng Soviet pransxonlsm "at a
series of constantly shifting geographical and political points."

4. Lippmann believed the United States by itself could not cortain the Soviet Union
everywhere in the world.

5. Because of his official position in the State De; rtment.

6. That he did not make clear the difference between political and military containment;
and that he had not distinguished between geographic areas, limiting containment to
those areas that most directly influenced the security of the United States.

7. That the United States should not m:ke unilateral concessions to the Soviet Union,
but should inspire and support resistance efforts to Soviet expaniorusm.

8. After oStalin’s death and the division between China and the Soviet Union, world
communism was no longer monvlithic, which he believed invalidated the containment
policy.

9. For the popularity of the containment policy in the United States.

10. No, the situation had changed.

11. Answers will vary.
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Handout
Mr. X and Containment

The creation and implementation of national security policies are highly .omplex
matters, and so is the communicaticn of the intentions behind those policies. There are
grave risks involved in imprecision. One of the most distinguished architects of America’s
Cold War policies, former Ambassadm George F. Kennan, suffered much frustration over
what he considered the misunderstanding--and the misapplication--of his recommendations
for "containment” of Soviet expansion.

An Article by X

In July, 1947, the magazine Foreign AfTairs published an article on "The Sources of
Soviet Conduct," which was signed only by "X." Within a very short time it became
widely known that X was really George F. Kennan. Kennan was head of the State De-
partment’s Policy Planning Staff and one of the nation’s top Soviet specialists. Because
of his position, Kennan had not sigmed his name to the article. But in the long-run his
attempt to remain anonymous had only drawn more notoriety to hirself and his ideas.

Kennan’s X-article appeared at a time when U.S.-Soviet relations had reached a
breaking point. The wartime alliance between the two nations had torned into a postwar
rift, and they now confronted each other at trouble spots around the world. The
X-article drew much interest because it offered both a reason and a soluvon for this
problem. The Soviet Union had not moved into Eastern Europe just t build a buffer
zone (o protect its security, Kennan argued. Stalin’s policies, and the Soviet Union’s
Morxist-Leninist ideology, called for an aggressive, expansionist progran. The United
States must meet Soviet expanionism by vigilantly applying "counter-force at a series of
constantly shifting geographical and political points." This policy, known as containment,
became the mainstay of the Truman Administration’s programs to deal with events in
Europe and the Middle East during the late 1940’s.

Criticism of the X-Article

Kennan'’s X-article was widely read and highly influential, but it also came in for
strong criticism. The newspaper columnist Walter Lippmann devoted a series of columns
(later printed in a book ca'led The Cold War) to wuttacking Kennan’s article. Lippman did
not believe that tue United States by itself could contain the Soviet Union everywhere in
the world. Such a policy would require sending troops everywhere to every trouble spot.
Instead, Lippman advocated concentrating on the situation in Europe. He urged both the
United States and Soviet Union to withdraw their troops from European nations, to make
that continent a demilitarized zone.

Kennan did not see a sharp difference of opinion between Lipprman and himself.
Rather, he thought Lippman had misread or misunderstood tne article. But Kennan felt he
could not respond publicly to these criticisms because of his official position in the State
Department.

Kenran's Self-Criticism cf the X-Article

The contrcversy over his article in Foreign Affairs caused Geoige Kennan o .eevalu-
ate what he had written. In his memoirs he admitted to a number of deficiencies in the
article. The most serious of these was: "The failure to make clear that what I was
talking about when T mentioned the containment of Soviet power was not the
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Handout

containment by military means of a military threat, but the political containment of a
political theat." Some of the words used by Kennan were ambiguous--such as "a
long-term, patient but firm and vigilant containment of Russian expansive tendencies" or
"the adroit and vigilant application of counterforce at a series of constantly shifting

geographical and political points." Some readers misinterpreted these words.

Kennan also regretted that he had not distingwished between the various geographic
areas of the world, "and to make clear that the ’containment’ of which I was speaking
was not something that 1 thought we could, necessarily, do everywhere successfully, or
even needed to do everywihere successfully, in order to serve the purpose 1 had in mind."
Kennan believed that the United States must distinguish between those areas that were
vital to its security and those that were not.

Kennan’s chief peoint in writing the article had been to urge the United States not to
make unilateral concessions to the Soviet Union, but to inspire and support resistance
efforts and to "wait for the internal weaknesses of Soviet power" to moderate their
ambitions and behavior. "The Soviet leaders, formidable as they were, were not super-
men," wrote Kennan, looking back twenty years later. "Like all rulers of all grea’ coun-
tries, thcy had their internal contradictions to deal with. Stand up to them, I urged,

manfully but not aggressively, and give the hand of time a chance to work."
The Situation Changed but the Policy Did Not

To Kennan’s dismay, the policy of containment that he advocated in 1947 continued
in effect long after the situation had changed. When he wrote about "Soviet Power" in
the X-.article, Kennan had meant the monolithic power structure created by Joseph Stalin.
But Stalin had died, and China had broken from Soviet ieadership. Although the mono-
lithic structure had come apart, people were still trying to apply the doactrine of contain-
ment against some vague notion of "Communism,” without specifying what country and
system they meant. "If then, 1 was the author in 1947 of a "doctrine of containment,”
Kennan declared, "it was a doctrine that lost much of its rationale w.ith the death of
Stalin and with the development of the Soviet-Chinese conflict."”

Despite Kennan’s efforts to disassociate hir'self from containment and to encourage
Americans to exam'ne new situations realistically, he ecould not escape from his associa-
tion with the popular doctrine. A striking exainple of this was his testimony in February,
1966, before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Kennan testified in opposition o
the U.S. war in Vietnam. Senator Frank Lausche, an Ohio Democrat who supported the
war, then questioned him.

Senator Laucne: Ambassador Kennan, it has been said frequertly that you
were the designer and architect of the policy of the United States that we cuan-
not suffer the expansion of Communism, and, therefore, there must be adopted a
plan of containment. Were you a participant in the design of that plan?

Mr. Kennan: Senator Lausche, I bear a certain amount of guilt for the cur-
rency this word--"containment"--has acquired in the country. I wrote an article,
an anonymous article, in 1947 . . . in which this word was used, and the article
got much more publicity than I thought it wculd get, and it is true in this sense
I am the author, at lesst of this word with regard to our policy toward the
Soviet Union.
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Senator Lausche: Right. Now, then, isn’t it a fact that when this policy was
announced, it was [based] upon the belief that the security of the nation
required that there be a su.ppage of the aggressive advancement of C.mmumsm
into different areas of the world than those in which 1t was then prevalent?

Mr. Y.ennan: Yes, sir. At that time . . .

Senator Lausche: Now, then, if that is so, has your view changed?

Mr. Kennan: No, the situation has changed.

No wonder that George Kennan, in his Memoirs, described his reaction to the effect

of the X-article as "Feeling like one who has inadvertently loosened a iarge boulder from
the top of a cliff and now helplessly witnessed its path of destruction in the valley

below, shuddering and wincing at each successive glimpse of disaster.

(Fromm Memoirs,

Vol. I, pg. 356]

Questions for Review and Interpretation

1.

Why did George Kennan publish his article anonym  sly?

. Why did the article draw so much attention?

2
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
' 9.
\

What did the article advocate?

In what ways did Walter Lippman disagree with the X-articie?

Why didn’t Kennan respond to Lippman’s criticisms?

What deficiencies did Kennan see in his X-article?

What did Kennan say was the chief point he was trying to make?

How had changes 1n the world situation affected Kennan’s views on containment?

For what did Kennan accept "a certain amount of guilt"?

10. According to Kennan, had he changed his mind about containment?

11. Why might George Kennan compare his publicatiin of the X-artidle to “inadvertently
loosening a large boulder from the top of a cliti™? What does this analogy suggest
about the dangers or risks of decision-making?

|
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The Vandenberg Resolution and NATO

by Donald A. Ritchie

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson tells how Senaicr Vandenberg worked to achieve a consensus in the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the United States Senate, and the American nation,
to overcome historic suspicion against "entangling alliances" and clear the way for Amer-
ican participation in NATO. it uses a primary document--excerpts from the transcript of
a closed-door session of the Foreign Relations Committee--to show the students how this
consensus was achieved. It also demonstrates the role of Congress in national security
decision-making,.

Connection to Textbooks

This lesson can be used with standard textbook chapters on the Cold War. All text-
book accounts discuss NATO, and many give credit to the Vandenberg Resolution for
enabling American participation in NATO. This lesson highlights the legislative branch’s
role in the formulation of American national security policy, as well as the bipartisanship
of the Truman Administration (Democratic) and the 80th Congress (Republican majority)
on foreign policy and national Jecurity issues. Unlike most textbooks, this lesson em-
phasizes how decisions are made and consensus is reached, rather than only discussing
the outcome.

Objectives
Students are expected to:

1. explain the purp f the Vandenberg Resolution;

2. identify the conc. ns Americans had awout peacetime mutual security agreements, as
expressed by members of the Foreign Relations Committee;

3. identify the arguments used in defense of such ailiances; and

4. understand how consensus is reached on important national issues.
Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson

Opening the Lesson

o Begin by asking the students to recall earlier discussions of America’s entry into
World War I and World War II. Remind them of the isolationist impulse in the Umnted
States, the fears of "entangling alliances," a.d the desire to remain cutside of Euro-
pean wars, which delayed America’s entry into both global conflicts. Ask: What sus-
picions of the United States would these actions have created in the minds of Euro-
peans? Ask: How did the start of the Cold War raise these suspicions once again in
both the United States and in Eu-ope?

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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¢ Raise an open-ended question about how policy-makers might go about changing
American attitudes on issues where there has been longstanding hostility and suspi-
cion. Define .he term "consensus" (reaching a collective agreement on an issue) and
ask for ways consensus might be reached: perception of a common threat; presenting
information on an issue; finding prominent sponsors for one’s side; patient answering
of questions from those with concerns; construction of a logcal alternative to older
policies, etc.

Developing the Lesson

o Have the students read the introduction in the Handout. Remind them of the larger
setting, drawing from the Cold War chapter in thewr textbook: the U.S.-Soviet break
after World War II; the Republican majorities in Congress from 1947-1948 during the
Democratic Truman Administration; the "Iron Curtain” across Europe; the rebuilding
of Western Europe; containment; etc.

o Explain to the students that not all business of government is conducted in publc,
that much of it goes on in secret. Explain that the document they will read was a
secret, closed-door session of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, which was
conducted in 1948, but was not released to the public until 1973. Explain that they
will be reading excerpts from a much ionger transcript, but that these excerpts pre-
sent a sampling of the questions raised and the answers given. Have the students
read the document as presented in the Handout.

Concluding the Lesson

o Have the students answer the review questions, and then move on to t. interpreta-
tion questions. The last question--"How would you describe Senator Vandenberg’s
style of reaching a consensus?"--represents a summary of the lesson and the previous
questions. Discucs with them the importance of achizving consensus, and ask if they
can suggest types of national security issues where consensus was especially dif-
ficult--or impossib e--to reach (e.g., American involvemen! in Vietnam; the nuclear
freeze movement; tha SALT II treaty; etc.).

o Bring the students into a discussion of the arguments for and agamst bipartisanship
in foreign affairs. What might we sacrifice as a democracy (and a three-branch

government with competing parties) to agree that politics stops at the water’s edge?
Suggestions for Additional Reading

Those students wishing to pursue this issue can read Chapter 31, "The Vandenberg
Resolution,” in Arthur H. Vandenberg, Jr., ed., The Private Papers of Sepator Vandenberg
(Boston, 1952) and bg Ygxndgnt&[g thg uLiQn and &hc North A_ﬂwumﬁuﬁ

ion H _H jes (Washington,
1973). The latter volume can be found in fhe govemment documents section of most
larger libraries, and 1s also available in a reprint by Garlanc¢ Press, New York, 1979.

Answers to Reviewing the Facts

1. Because of historic opposition to ‘“entangling alliances, dating back to George
Washington’s farewell address and the terminating of the Alliance with France.

2. Because of Western European concerns that the United States would nut come W its
aid in case of a Soviet invasion.

3. As part of the collective self-defense provisions of article 51.
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Because they were afraid such agreements would drag the United States mw war
against its wishes.

By using his resolution to calm fears, build a consensus, and demonstrate that the
Senate would vote to ratify a mutual security treaty.

Answers to Interpreting the Document

6. By meeting for 3 to 4 weeks to draft the resolution as a starting poimnt for
committee discussion.

7. By answering other senators’ questions, sometimes separately and sometimes together,
to ease their concerns.

8. That they were trying to avoid arbitrary or automatic commitments; that the United
States’ involvement in such mutual security agrecements would only be to promote its
own national security interests; that the arrangements could be done under articie 51
of the U.N. charter, "which is outside the {Soviet] veto."

9. That any mutual security pact would be a treaty, requiring Senate approval, and not
an executive agreement.

10. That the United States did not necessarily have to become & member of any regional
collective security pact, and that membership in such a pac. would not automatically
involve the United States in warfare.

11l. By assuring him there would be no "opecn-ended obligations” that would involve the
United States unless it were in the interests of U.S. national security, and that the
United States would maintain its own right ¢f "self-determination."

12. He was concerned tnat the House would feel that the Senate was trying tw exclude it
and "assume a preroge‘ive."

13. By assuring Smith that he was willing to have the House join in the resolution.

14. By pointing out that the United Nations was referred to in an earlier part of the
resolution.

15. He wanted as many of the members as possible to be present tw hear individual
members’ concerns and questions and the answers they received.

16. Patient answering of individual questions until all concerns had been satisfied, assur-
ing members that the resolution and the mutual security agreements would be in the
national iaterest, and assuring them unat the United Siates would not lose its in-
dependence of action by joining such collective security pacts.
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Handout

The Vandenberg Resolution and NATO
Introduction

Recalling George 'Washington’s words in his Farewell Address, Americans had long
avoided any ‘“entangling alliances.” After the Treaty of Alliance with France was ter-
minated in 1800, a century and a nalf would pass before the United States entered into
another peacetime military alliance: NATO. (In 1947, the United States signed the Rio
Pact with Latin American nations, but this was generally accepted as an extension of the
Monroe )octrine.)

The Truman Administration became convinced that a mutual security agreement with
Western Europe was essential to American national security. The Soviet Union was putt-
ing pressure on West Berlin and the Western European nations needed assurances that the
United States would stand with them in case of a Soviet invasion. The United Nations
was not answering the problem either since Soviet vetoes wero blocking Security Council
decisions.

Article 51 of the United Nations Charter permitted nations to use “collective self
defense if an armed attack occurs." The Rio Pact had been created under this provision,
and Western Europeans wanted a similar military pact. But before such a treaty could be
negotiated and signed, both the Truman Administration and the Waestern allies needed
some assurance that the United States Senate would ratify it. Many Senators disapproved
of peacetime alliances and feared that they would drag the United States into future
wars against its will.

Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg, Republican of Michigan, was chairman of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee durine the 80th Congress from 1947 to 1949. A leading iso-
lationist before World War I1I, Vandenberg had made a dramatic conversion to inter-
nationalism and collective security during the war. Now he took the lead in encouraging
a mutual security arrangement with Western Europe. In 1948, Vandenberg sponsored a
resolution by which the Senate cou'd endorse participation in military alliances. Its
passage was far from certain.

Vandenberg needed to calm senatorial fears and build a consensus of support in favor
of his resolution. In the following excerpts from an executive session transcript (that is
a meeting held in secret, behind closed-doors), Chairman Vandenberg and Undersecretary
of State Robert A. Lovett, work to convince other members of the Foreign Relations
Committee to support the Vandenberg Resolution:

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Tuesday, May 11, 1948
United States Senate,
Committee on Foreign Relations,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met at 10 a.m. in the committee hearirg room, U.S. Capitol,
Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg, chairman, presiding.

Present: Chairman Vandenberg and Senators Arthur Capper, Wallace White,
Alexander Wiley, H. Alexander Smith, Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., Tom Connally,
Walter George, Elbert Thomas and Carl Hatch.
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The Chairman. . . . You are all familiar with the fact that we have a large
number of resolutions pending proposing one formula after another for dealing
with our United Nations attitude, and you are also familiar with the fact that
there is constant current discussion as to what our security relationships are to
be with Western Europe, and it seemed desirable, if possible, to bring both of
these subjects to a focus. . ..

In order to attempt to facilitate the work of the committee in that connec-
tion ! sat with Mr. Lovett off and on during the last 3 or 4 weeks attempting to
put a position on paper to which we at least could subscribe as a starter in the
direction of committee consideration. . . .

In connection with Defense for Western Europe, we were seeking most em-
phatically to avoid any arbitrary or automatic commitments, and to largely pro-
ceed on the same theory, that upon which we built the European recovery pro-
gram [the Marshall Plan]. Namely, that anything contemplated by us shoddd be at
our option as a result of the activities of these beneficiary countries in Europe
which might integrate their own security efforts in a fashion which would invite
some sort of cooperation on our part in our own interest. . ..

Ali we have reaily done . . . is ¢ remind ourselves and the world that there
is a means of using the United Nation Charter [Article 511 . . . [as] a means of
immediately proceeding to integrate international security in those areas which
involve our national security. and having emphasized the possibility of this
character, we are leaving it w others to initiate any such movements if they
desire, and we are ~imply saying that we are prepared to consider associating
ourselves with such efforts if we find that our national security is enhanced
thereby.

Secretary Lovett. That is absolutely correct, Mr. Chairman, and . . . any pacts
discussed within the terms of this formal proposal would, of course, require
congressional aciion [ratification]. . . .

Senator Wiley. There is no intention of vypassing, then, the constitutional provi-
sion or enlarging the scope of the ecxecutive ag.eements [agreements reached
with other nations by the president which do not require congressional approvall].

Secrelary Lovett. There is none whatsoever, Senator Wiley. . . .

Senator Connally. . . . You say, "Association of the United States with such
regional and other collective arrangements." That does pot necessari'y imply that
we are to become members of it.

Secretary Lovett. No, sir.

Senator Conally. But that we are sympathetic onlookers and we reserve the right
to support them if we decide to do so at the moment.

Secretary lovett. It would also permit, if it was in the nationai interest and
supported our national security aims, for this courtry, together with others, for
example, to join in a collective arrangement by, we will say, mutual agreeinent.
In other words, or to take an extravagant case, it would not be impossible for
the associates of the Rio Treaty to find themselves in a situation :ometime in
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the futire where they would wish to make &« common cause with, we will say, a
Western European region.

Senator Connally. They have an escape clause, of course, in the Rio Treaty.

What ! am getting at is, 1 don’t think we ought to go this far . . . to the
extent that we become a member of the regional association, that we would have
to go in whether we wanted to or not if the other nations so voted.

Secretary Lovett. That is clear, Senator Connally. Our position has been through-
out that we would take no engagement which automatically involved the entrance
of this country into war or into the giving of assistance. Second, that we would
not undertake obligations on the occurrence of a series of circumstances except
as we determined whether or not those circumstances constituted a threat to our
national security.

Senator Connally. Otherwise we know how anxious they are to put us in the
front ranks. A lot of little weak countries might, if we did not have those pro-
visions, vote, "Yes, we are going » war," and if we were to be drawn in as a
result of that action we would have the bag to hold.

Senator Lovett. Senator Connally . . . in this approach we most certainly would
not leave an open-ended obligation out which anyore could grasp as they welked
by. Nor would we accept the responsibility for engaging in any form of assis-
tance, whether it be supplied or otherwise except as we might determine that it
would be in the interest of our national security.

The Chairman. May 1 interrupt, Senator Connally, to say that . . . 1 have
persistently and relentlessly stood on the precise proposition you are talking
about, that there can be no open-ended obligation cof any sort whatsoever in
respect to military assistance to Western Europe; that we must maintan our
right of self-determination even as we grant it to others. . . .

Senator Smith. Why {does the resolution] cay that "the Senate reaffirms"?

The Chairman. Because it is written on the theory tha! this is under the advice
section of the Constitution. {Article 2, section 2]

Senator Smith. The House [of Representatives] will take that up and say we are
trying to assume a prerogative {an exclusive right].

The Chairman. If the House is willing to join in this resolution we will be glad
to have them do so. . . .

Senator Thomas. | would like to ask a question . . . Would it be desirable to
add, "and in accordance with the (United Nations] Covenant," so that we are not
in any sense trying to work outside the United Nations scheme?

Secretary Lovett. We say in the early part of this the equivalent, T think: ™.

to achieve international peace and security through the United Nations, and that
the President be advised of the sense of the Senate that this Government should
particularly pursue the following objectives within the United Nations Charter". . .
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The Chairman. . . . Suppose we call this off for today and meet at 10 o’clock
toinorrow morning. . . . unless you prefer to continue.

Senator Lodge. I have a number of questions.

The Chairman. I would . . . rather have more of the committee here when you
ask them, because, for any questions that anybody has, I want the full committee
to have the benefit of them. . . . {Whereupon a recess was taken, to reconvene

at 10: a.m. of the following day, Wednesday, May 12, 1948.]

After several more meetings, the Foreign Relations Committee voted unanimously in
favor of the Vandenberg Resolution. On June 11, 1948, the Senate voted 64 to 6 in sup-
port of the resolution, far more than the two-thirds majority needed to pass a treaty.
The Truman Administration immediately set to work creating the Ncrth Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO).

Reviewing the Facts and Main Ideas

1. Why werc Americans hesitant about entering military alliances?

2. Why did the Truman Administration feel it was necessary to enter mmto a peacetime
mutual security pact?

3. How would such a pact be consistent with membership in the United Nations?

4. Why were many Senators skeptical of such a pact?

5. How did Senator Vandenberg hope to aid the formation of a mutual security
arrangement with Western Europe?

Interpreting the Primary Document

6. How did Senator Vandenberg collaborate with Secretary Lovett before the Committee
met?

7. How did Vandenberg and Lovett work together during the hearing?

8. What points did Senator Vandenberg want to assure members about in his opening
statement?

9. What constitutional issues concerned Senator Wiley?

10. What issue troubled Senator Connally?

11. How did Secretary Lovett and Senator Vandenberg try to assure Senator Conally?
12. Why was Senator Smith concerned about the Hous: of Representatives?

13. How did Senator Vandenberg answer Smith’s concerns?

14. How was Secretary Loveit able to satisfy Senator Thomas’ difficulty with the
resolution?

15. Why did Senator Vandenberg recess the hearing?

16. How would you describe Senator Vandenberg’s style of reaching a consensus?
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A Network of Alliances
by Donald A. Ritchie

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson describes the network of alliances into which the United States entered
in the decade after World War II, aimed at containing Communist expansion. Students use
a map to study this network graphically. The map exercise is then followed by a
discussion of the strengths and weaknesses of the alliance system.

Connection to Textbooks

This lesson corresponds to standard textbook chapters on Truman, Eisenhower and
the Cold War. NATO and SEATO are mentioned in all books, and some also deal with
ANZUS AND CENTO. This lesson is designed to give the students a more visual image of
the strategies of the Truman and Eisenhower Administrations.

Objectives
Students are expected to:

1. understand the basic motivations behind America’s network of alliances in the
post-World War II era;

2. locate and identify those alliances on the map; and
3. interpret the strengths and weaknesses of the alliance system.
Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

o Have the students open to the map in the Handout. Have them identify and then
shade in the Soviet Union. Then ask them to name, locate and shade in the Eastern
European satellite nations (East Germany, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Rumania,
Bulgaria, Albania and Yugoslavia--although the latter twe nations maintain a more
independent stance than the others). With the exception of Yugoslavia and Albania,
these nations were occupied by Soviet troops immediately after World War II. Have
the students similarly shade in China, where Chinese Communist forces took power in
1949. Have the students draw upon their reading of the Cold War chapter in their
textbooks to discuss Western fears of Soviet expansion in the period after World War
II. Make sure that they recall correctly and understand the strategy of containment.
Ask them to speculate, again looking at the map, which areas of the world American
strategists might be most concerned about potential aggression by the Soviet Union
and its allies.

Developing the Lesson

o Have the students read the introduction to the lesson in the Handout. Be sure they
understand the material covered ir. the introduction and the instructions for working
on the map. Then have them locate the various networks of alliance as instructed.
Have the students answer the questions following the map, and review their answers
in class:

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.

197

Q




1. NATO and CENTO

2. SEATO and ANZUS

3. United States, Great Britain, France, Turkey, Pakistan, Australia ar d New Zealand
4. United States and Great Britain (3 each)
5. CENTO

6. Latin America (although most nations there wera part of the Rio Pact), Africa,
where many countries were still held as colonies, and much of South Asia

7. Fmland, Sweden, Ireland, Switzerland, and Austria

8. In South Asia, where Afghanistan, India, and Burma maitained their neutrality
between East and West.

Concluding the Lesson

o So far, the class has been talking about the 1940’s and ’'50’s. Ask the students, bascd
on current events, which of the American alliances are still the strongest (NATO and
ANZUS, although both have had recent disagreements with the U.S.), and which are
the wealest, or no longer in existence (CENTO’s effectiveness was demolished by
Arab nationalism after 1958, SEATO’s by Commurist victories in Vietnam, Cambodia
and Laos). Why did so much of the network of alliances prcve illusory?

o Point out that the strongest alliances were with countries that were economically and
militarily strongest. Alliances with weaker nations were not equal partnerships, but
made the weaker nations clients of the stronger nations. The alliance system also
caused the United States to align itself with autocratic and undemocratic govern-
ments, as in Iran and South Korea, a source of potential friction and weakness. In
addition, U.S. relations with China changed dramatically following President Nixon’s
visit in 1972 and eventual normalization of relations between the two nations, an act
which put new and different pressure on the Soviet Union.

The network of alliances, therefore, did not work as the policymakers of the Truman
and Eisenhower Administrations hoped and expected. American and Soviet tensions
have shifted beyond the chain of alliances to other areas such as Latin America,

Africa and the Middle East.
Suggesticas for Additional Reading

The rationale of the Truman and Eisenhower Administrations for their network of
alliances are explored in two lively vclumes by Robert Donovan, Conflict and Crisis; The
Presidency of Harry S. Truman. 1945-1948 (New York: Norton, 1977), and Tumultuous
Years: The Presidency of Harry S. Truman, 1949-1953 (New York: Norton, 1982), and in a

solidly-written account by Stephen E. Ambrose, Eisenhower; The President (New York:
Simon and Schuster, 1984).
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Handout
- A Network of Alliances

After World War II, in reaction to Soviet expansion in Eastern Europe and threats of
aggression elsewhere, the United States adopted a policy of "containment." Containment
was designed to hold the Soviet Union and its satellites in place and to check their
further spread. With bipartisan support, the Truman Administration abandoned the tradi-
tional Amer’ 1 policy of avoiding "entangling alliances” and began to negotiate collective
security agreements, that is, treaties promising mutual support to groups of nations,
usually in one region.

The United States reached its first collective security agreement with the nations of
Latin America in 1947. This was the Inler-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance,
better known as the "Rio Pact," for the city where it was signed. Although the Rio Pact
set the precedeni for other colective security agreements that would follow, it was
different in that the Latin American nations were geographically isolated from the Soviet
Inion. Afterwards, America’s collective security agreements were with the nations that
ringed Eastern Europe, the Soviet Union, and China.

The most important collective security agreement was the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, which was created in 1949. NATO included most of the Western European
nations and the United States. They agreed that "an armed attack against one or more of
them in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against all of then..” In

, 1951, the Truman Administration also signed the ANZUS pact, a collective security agree-
ment with Australia and New Zealand. Bilateral (or twu-couniry) agreements were signed
with Japan, the Philippines, South Korea, and Taiwan.

President Eisenhower and Secretary of State John Foster Dulles worked to complete
the chain of collective security agreements started by NATO. In 1954 they promoted the
negotiations that led to creation of the South East Asia Treaty Organization, or SEATO.
And in 1955 the United States gave its blessing to (although it did not join) the
“"Baghdad Pact,” later known as the Central Treaty Organization, CENTO, in the Middle

East.

On the following page are the countries that made up NATO, ANZUS SEATO and
' CENTO. Locate and identify these nations on the attached map. Identify NATO nations
with horizontal lines (===), ANZUS nations with vertical lines ( | | | ), SEA"7O natious
with right slashes (///), and CENTO nations with left slashes (\\\),
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NATO CENTO

Belgium Iran

Canada Pakistan

Denmark Turkey

France** Great Britain

Iceland Iraq*

Italy (*Member of Baghdad
Pact, but not of

Luxembourg CENTO)

Netherlands

Norway ANZUS

Portugal Australia

United States
Greece®
Turkey*

West Germany*

Spain*

New Zealand

United States

(*not original members;
joined 1n later years)

(* *later withdrew from
military membership)

Map Interpretation
1. Which alliances were a:med primarily against the Soviet Union?
Which were aimed against China?
Which nations belonged to more than one alliance?
Which nations belonged to the most alliances?
Of which alliances was the United States not 2 member?
What regions of the world were not included in ‘hese alliances?

Which Western European nations were not members of NATO?

N SR WD

Which were the largest gaps in the chain of alliances?

American History - 27
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SEATO
Australia
France
Great Britain
New Zealand
Pakistan
Philippines
Thailand
United States
Laos*

Cambodia*

South Vietnam?®

(* Not members, but
treaty extended
protection to)
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The Domino Theory
by Donald A. Ritchie

Lesson Plan and Netes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson focuses on how abstractions or slgans, spectfically the "domino theory,"
either illuminate or obscure national security problems. It presents, through o series of
quotations from primary sources the different ways in which the domino theory was
perceived, applied and evaluated from 1950 to the present. By presenting differing sides,
it raises questions whether the theory was a valid one, or whether it limited A.u rican
options in Vietnam.

Connection to Textbcoks

The Vietnam war is a major pare of the textbook accounts of the 1960’s and '70’s.
This lesson heips tie together the policies of the Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson
and Nixon Admumistrations, showing the continuities of events that are usually divided
into severa! textbook chapters. It also gives the students the first-person arguments for
and against a major element of American policy in Vietnam.

Qbjectives

Students are expected to:
'. identify and understand the don.ino theory;
2. recognize changes in the theory as it evolved;

3. distinguish between the different views of the theory; and

4. draw conclusions as to the validity and eflectiveness of the domio theory.
Y

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

0 This lesson can be taught in connection with the Vietnam war in ether the 1960°s or
"10’s, and students should have read relevant portwns of theirr t:xtbooks in advance
of the discussion.

0 Begin by citing some of the more familiar siogans and fighting phrases of American
national secunity history: "Millions for defense but not one cent for tribute;" “Fif-
ty-four forty or fight;" "Remember the Maine,” "Neutral in mind «s well as in deed;"
"America First;" "No More Munichs;" "Who Lost China?" In each <f these cases, a
few words captured much larger and more complex issues. Ask the students to ex-
plain what they think the image of “falling cominoes" suggests. You might perhaps
set up a row of dominoes w demonstrate. Why was this simple, graphic phrase so
effective in capturing the imagination of the public and the policy-makers?

From American History and National Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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Developing the Lessen

Have the students read the Handout. (Yuu rmight choose students to "role play" the
speakers by reading a selection out loud to the class or students can work
individually.) Have the students complete questions 1-10; question 11, an essay
qucstion, can be completed either in class or at home.

Discuss the selectiens and answers to the questions with the students. Point out the
different perceptions of which country poses the chief threat: the Soviet Union
(Dulles) or China (the Truman Administration, Kennedy, etc.). Note the differences in
the extent of the theory to different people, those who confine the domino theory to
Indochina, those who expand it to all of Southeast Asia, and President Johnson who
cited a global threat. Note how each President considered that he was cariying out
an inherited pledge, and how each accepted the domino theory.

Contrasts can be made between Schlesinger’s view that whether or not the domino
theory was valid in 1954, it had become valid by the 1960’s because other nations
had staked their futures on America’s ability to live up to its commitments, and
Nixon and Kissinger’s views that the domino theory meant most to the domino na-
tions, to Clark Clifford’s observations that other Asian leaders did not accept the
theory; and to the Post’s conclusions on why the dominoes did not fall.

Concluding the Lesson

Review the last selection in the Handout on the post-Vietnam period to be sure the
students understand it. The Reagan Administration official cited notes the strong
n..ionalist differences between the nations of Southeast Asia that the domino theory
overlooked. The <fiicial also sces the Indochina struggle limited to Indochina, without
implications for Southeast Asia or the rest of the world. Point out how gr _.ly
events had changed, especially with the Sino-Soviet split, American recognition of
China, and the strained and even hostile relations between Vietnam and China.
Finally, note that ten years after the Vietnam war, other nations cof Southeast Asia
have become more economically prosperous and poltically stable--with some
exceptions--and have grown more self-reliant.

Answers

Ll S

10.

N e,

President Eisenhower.

#c1,2 3,4,5,6, 8,10, 11.

#'s 7,12,

John Foster Dulles.

China.

That the appetite of aggressive nations is never satisfied.

The "domino"” nations, Japan, Thailand, and other Southeast Asian nations.

Schlesinger belived that the other nations of Southeast Asia had staked thewr futures
on the domino theory; Clifford found that the leaders of these nations did not seem
to believe in the domino theory.

That it would cim the prospects of freedom and national independence in Southeast
Asia and encourage China and the Soviet Union to puisue aggressive policies.

Recognizing the limits of American military power, they were forced to deal with
their own internal security prublems, and to become more seli-reliunt and therefore
more self-confident.
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a. Depending on whether this question is answered in class or as a take-home, in
which case, answers would be more extensive and inclusive. The answer should
cite the arguments of the Truman and Eisenhower Administration that Communist
aggression seemed imminent (following the Chinese Revolution and the Korean
war) an¢ needed to be contained. Indochina was the one area where armed
conflict was underway, originally involving French forces. Senator Gruening,
however warns against allowing the "dead hand of past mistakes” to continue to
determine policy. Clark Clifford and the Washington Post both cast doubts on the
continued validity of the domino theary and indicate that it masked the real
situation. Students might also take the opposite point of view, that the domino
theory might not have been valid from the start, but that it gained validity over
the passage of time, by citing Schlesinger, Johnson, Nixon and Kissinger.

b. This question requires more imagination and thought to answer. Essentially, it
raises the point that if the domino theory was true, then there seemed no way
for the United States to disengage from Vietnam withouv causing the rest of
Southeast Asia to topple. Therefore, it limited American options. John Foster
Dulles tried to qualify this in selection #4, and for different reasons Senator
Gruening (#7) also opposed the idea that there was no choice involved. Others
accepted the inevitability of the domino theory.

Citztions for Selections and Suggestions for Additional Reading

1. John Clark Pratt, Vietnam Voices; Perspectives on the War Years, 1942-1982 (New
York: Viking, 1984), pp. 6-8.
2. cited in Congressional Record. March 10, 1964.
2. cated in Ross Gregory, "The Domino Theory," in Encyclopedia of American Foreign
Policy, Alexander De Conte, ed. (New York: Scribner, 1978), vol. I, p. 275.
4. cited in Congressional Record, March 10, 1964.
5. Public Papers of President John F, Kennedy (Washington, 1964), pp. 657.
6. Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., A Thousand Days: John F, Kennedy in the White House
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1965), pp. 537-8.
7. cited 1in Congressional Record, March 10, 1964.
8. Pratt, Yietnam Voices, pp. 210-2.
9. Clifford interview in Herber. Y. Schandler, The Unmaking of a President; Lyndon
Johnson and Vietnam (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1977), pp. 129-130.
10. Gregory, "The Domino Theory,"” p. 279.
11. Henry Kissinger, Years of Upheaval (Boston: Little, Brown, 1982).
12. Lena H. Sun, "The 'Dominoes’ Are Svanding Tall,” Washington Post, April 26, 1985.
Also see George C. Herring, America’s Longest War: The United States and Vietnam,
1950-1975 (New York: Wiley, 1979).
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The Domino Theory
Background

Complex national security issues are sometimes reduced to an abstraction or slogan
to make them understandable to the public. Policy-makers also use abstractions as a form
of verbal shorthand for long and involved policy consideration. Although useful tools,
such abstractions and slogans can often obscure changing realities and divert attention
from what is actually taking place. Slogans designed to rally public support and unity can
themselves become symbols of public disagreement and debate.

The "domino theory" was the slogan most closely identified with American policy
toward Vietnam, from the 1950’s to the 1970’s. President Eisenhower first used the con-
cept at a press conference in 1954, when he warned that a Communist victory in In-
dochina (the French colony which included Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos) could set off a
chain reaction of Communist take-overs throughout Southeast Asia, like one domino
knocking down another and causing a whole row to fall. This theory actually had its
origins in the Truman Administration, and continued to be cited by Presidents Kennedy,
Johnson and Nixon.

As American involvement in Vietnam increased, many critics questioned the validity
of the domino theory. They argued that America should determine the best policy toward
Vietnam alone, and that Communist control of Vietnam would not inevitably lead to
Communist victories elsewhere in Southeast Asia. What follows are selections from both
sides of the debate over the domino theory and Vietnam.

Different Expressions of the Domino Theory

1. This secret National Security Council document established the Truman
Administration’s policy toward Vietnam, on February 27, 1950:

It is recognized that the threat of communist aggression against Indo-
ching is only one phase of anticipated communist plans to seize all of South-
east Asia. . . . (Indochina is] the only area adjacent to communist China
which contains a large European army, which along with native troops is
now in armed conflict with the forces of communist aggression. A decision
to contain communist expansion at the border of Indochina must be con-
sidered as a part of a wider study to prevent communist aggression into
other parts of Southeast Asia. . . . The neighboring countries of Thailand
and Burma could be expected to fall under Communist domination if
Indochina were controlled by a Communist-dominated government. . . .

2. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles explained his views in a press conference on
January 27, 1953, just a few days after the Eisenhower Administration took office:

Now the Soviet Russians are making a drive to get Japan, not only
through what they are doing in the northern areas of the islands and in
Korea, but also through what they are doing in Indochina. If they could get
this peninsula of Indochina, Siam, Thailand, Burma, Malaya, they would have
what is called the rice bowl of Asia. That’s the area from which the great
people of Asia, great countries of Asia, such as Japan and India, get in large
measures, their food. And you can see that if the Soviet Union had control

American History - 28 189
From American History and National Security. Mershon Center, The Qhio State University.

208




Handout

of the rice bowl of Asia, that would be another weapon which would tend to
expand their control into Japan and into India. . . .

3. President Eisenhower responded to a question at a news conference about why
Indochina should not be permitted to fall to the Communists; April 7, 1954:

First of all, you have the specific value of a locality in the production
of materials that the world needs. Then you have the possibility that many
human beings pass under a dictatorship that is inimical to the free world. . . .

Finally you have broader considerations that might follow what you would
call the "falling domino" principle. You have a row of dominces set up, you
knock over the first one, an¢ what will happen to the last cne is the certainty
that it will go very quickly. So you have a beginning of a disintegration that
would have the most profound influences. . . .

4. The domino theory stuck in the public imagination, but a month later, Secretary of
State Dulles tried to qualify the theory. At a news conference on May 11, 1954, he
was asked whether a collective security arrangement could succeed in Southeast Asia
if any part of that region was lost to the Communists. Dulles responded:

The situation in that area, as we found it, was that it was subject to
the so-called domino theory. You mean t. at if one went, another would go?
We are trying to change it so that would not be the case. That is the whole
theory of collective security. . . . What we are trying to do is create a
situation in southeast Asia where the domino situation will not apply. And
while I see it has been said that 1 felt that southeast Asia could be secured
even without perhaps Vietnam, Lcos, and Cambodia, I do not want for a
minute to underestimate the importance of those countries nor do I want for
a minute to give the impression that we believe that they are going to be
lost or that we have given up trying to prevent their being lost. On the
contrary, we recognize that they are extremely important and that the prob-
lem of saving southeast Asia is far more difficult if they are lost. But I do
not want to give the impression, either, that if events that we could not
control and which we do not anticipute should lead to their being lost, that
we would consider the whole situauion hopeless, and we would give up in
despair. We do not give up; in despair. Also, we do not give up Vietnam,
Laos, or Cambodia. . . .

5. Eisenhower’s successor, John Kennedy, both accepted and intensified America’s
commitment to Vietnam. On September 9, 1963, he was questioned about the domino
theory in a televised interview:

David Brinkley: Mr. President, have you had any reason to doubt this
so-called ’'domino theory,’ that if South Vietnam falls, the rest of southeast
Asia will go behind it? The President: No, I believe it. I believe it. I think
that the struggle is close enough. China is so large, looms so high just be-
yond the frontiers, that if South Viet-Nam went, it would not only give
them an improved geographic position for a guerilla assault on Malaya, but
would also give the impression that the wave of the future in southeast Asia
was China and the Communists. So I believe it. . ..

6. After Kennedy’s death in 1963, one of his aides, historian Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.,
gave this account of the domino theory in his book, A Thousand Days:
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Whether we were right in 1961 to make this commitment [to South
Vietnam] will long be a matter of interest to historians, but it had ceased
by 1961 to be of interest to policy-makers. Whether we had vital interests in
South Vietnam before 1954, the Eisenhower letter [pledging American support
to Vietnam] created those interests. Whether we should have drawn the line
where we did, once it was drawn we became every succeeding year more
imprisoned by it. Whether the domino theory was valid in 1954, it had ac-
quired validity seven years later, after neighboring governments had staked
their own security on the ability of the United States to live up to its
pledges to Saigon. Kennedy himself . . . who as President used to mutter
from time to time about our ’overcommitment’ in Southeast Asia, had no
choice now but to work within the sitvation he had inherited. . . .

7. Senator Ernest Gruening of Alaska disagreed that there was no choice. In a speech
in the Senate on March 10, 1964, Gruening urged the United States to get out of
Vietnam. Later that summer, Gruening was one of only two Senators to vote against
the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution:

The theory has been advanced that the United States has no alternative
but to remain in South Vietnam regardless of the course of action followed
by the people and the government of South Vietnam. This theory follows the
line that if we pulled our support out of South Vietnam now, it would
quickly be taken over by the Vietcong who in turn would be controlled by
North Vietnam which in turn would be controlled by Red China. The theory
then continues that if this happens then Cambodia and Laos would also fall
’like a row of dominoes’ to Red China. . ..

Recent actions on the part of Cambodia in seeking its own neutralization
cast considerable doubt on this theory. Cambodia, the middle der.ino, fell out
of its own accord. The $300 million we have spent there was totally wasted. . . .

takes to guide the course of our future actions in South Vietnam. .. .

8. President Johnson, who campaigned in 1964 against widening the war in Vietnam,
soon after became deeply embroiled in a vastly widened war there. In this speech at
Jchrs Hopkins University, on April 26, 1965, President Johnson explained why ti.«
United States was in Vietnam:

We are there because we have a promise to keep. Since 1954 every
American President has offered support to the oeople of South Vietnam. We
have helped to build, and we have helped to defend. Thus, over many years,
we have made a national pledge to help South Vietnam defend its independ-
ence. And I intend to keep that promise . . . . We are also there to
strengthen world order. Around the globe, from Berlin to Thailand, are peo-
ple whose well-being rests in part of the belief that they can count on us if
they are attacked. To leave Vietnam to its fare would si.ake the confidence
of all these people in the value of ar. American commitment and in the value
of America’s word. The result would be increased unrest and instability, and
even wider war. . ..

|
i
|
|
|
The United States should no longer permit the dead hand of past mis-
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9. Clark Clifford supported President Johnson in Vietnam, bnt as Johnson’s Secretary of
Defense in 1967-69, he developed doubts about the war and urged its de-escalation.
In this interview, given in the 1970’s, he told about the beginning ¢ his doubts:
|
I supported President Johnson on Vietnam. 1 believe in our policy. ! ac- ;
cepted the original domino theory--that is a simple way to describe it--and |
felt we had to oppose [Communist aggression in Vietnam]. Then in the sum- |
mer of 1967, Clifford visited Asian leaders at President Johnson’s iequest, to |
ask them to increase their troops in Vietnam. I came back with doubts. It |
bothered me that, as I discussed the domino theory, I found a unanimous |
attitude on the part of the leaders in the countries we visited that they just
didn’t accept it. This created doubts, but these doubts were not sufficient to
change my mind {at the time). . . .

10. President Nixon, who succeeded Johnson, sought new ways to solve American prob-
lems in Asia, both by opening communications with the People’s Republic of China
and by "Vietnamization" of the war, but he still defended the domino theory, in
these remarks in 1970:

Now I know there are those who say the domino theory is obsolete.
They haven’t talked to the dominoes. They should talk to the Thais, to the
Indonesians, to the Singaporans, to the Japanese, and the rest, and if the
United States leaves Vietnam in a way that we are humiliated or defeated .

. this will be immensely discouraging to the 300 million people from Japan
clear around to Thailand in free Asia; and even more important, it will be
ominously encouraging to the leaders of Communist China and the Soviet
Union who are supporting the North Vietnamese. . . .

11. Nixon’s National Security Advisor and Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger, agreed
that the original theories 1:ad been correct, despite the frustrations of the war in
Vietnam:

The rulers of Hanoi were anything but the benign nationalists so often
portrayed by gullible sympathizers: they were cold, brutal revolutionaries
determined to dominate all of Indochina. The impact or 2 North Vietnamese
victory on the prospects of freedom and national independence in Southeast
Asia was certain to be grave, especially on governments much less firmly
established than was the case a decade later: the much-maligned domino
theory--shared by all the Non-Communist governments in the area--turned
out to be correct. . ..

12. Ten years after Communist take-overs in South Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos, the
rest of the "dominoes" in Southeast Asia had not only failed to fall to communism,
but were more economically strong and politically stable than ever before. The Uni-
ted States had established relations with China, and Vietnam was at odds with China.
The Washington Post made this report on April 26, i1985:

The Vietnamese revolution was confined to Indochina, said une high level
[Reagan] administration official ’'There 1is little evidence that Vietnam was
supporting insurgents outside Indochina.’

The domino theory was not credible, in this view, because it was based
on an idea of an irrevarsible communist expansion. ’Nations with strong
nationalistic backgrounds don’t commit suicide,’ the official said.
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As for Laos and Cambodia, he said, ’'Laos was never a country and
Cambodia was part of the Indochina war.” The Vietnamese long have regard-
ed Indochina, including Laos and Cambodia, as their bailiwick. . . .

There is recognition, hov ever, that the wartime failure of U.S. policy in
Indochina dramatically demonstrated the limitations of American military
power in local Asian conflicts and, according to Tommy Koh, Singapore’s

ambassador to Washington, galvanized the economics of the noncommunist
countries. It also forced them to deal with their internal security problems,

resulting in greater Asian self-reliance and self-confidence. . . .

Questions Concerning the Different Views of tue Domino Theory

From your reading of the above selections, you have probably noticed that the
domino theory did not mean exactly the same thing to all people who cited it, and that
they disagreed over if and when it was ever valid. As a means of reviewing and
understanding these selections, answer the following questions:
1. Who first stated the domino theory?
2.  Which selections supported the domino theory?

3.  Which selections cast doubt on the theory?

4. Which Secretary of State considered the Soviet Union as a grave threat to the "rice
bowl!" of Indochina?

5.  Which nation did John Kennedy see as the greatest threat to Southeast Asia”
6. What did Lyndon Johnson think was the central lesson of our time?
7. Who did President Nixon cite as believers in the domino theory?

8. How did Clark Clifford’s observations about the domino theory differ from Arthur
Schlesinger’s?

9. What effects of an American defeat in Vietnam did President Nixon and Henry Kis-
singer fear?

10. In what ways did Singapore’s am.assador see the situation in Indochina strengthening
other nations of Southeast Asia?

11. Looking back on all these selections, write an essay on one of the following ques-
tions, citing specific selections in your answer. Do not hesitate to give your own

opinions.

a. Was the domino theory a case of a once-sound argument that lost its validity
over a period of time?

b. Did the domino theory limit America’s options in Vietnam?
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Ex Comm and the Cuban Missile Crisis
by Donald A. Ritchie

Lesson Plan and Notes for Teachers
Preview of Main Points

This lesson follows the decision-making process that led to a peaceful settlement of
the Cuban Missile Crisis, averting the greatest threat of nuclear war the U.S. had ever
faced. It outlines the way President Kennedy used Ex Comm (Executive Committee of the
Nativnal Security Council), a group of government officials, and former officials, who met
for a free and open discussion of the problem and the options, and how Ex Comm helped
the President to decide in favor of a blockade of Cuba.

Connection to Textbooks

All textbooks cover the Cuban Missile Crisis in their accounts of the Kennedy
Administration, but few have the space to explain how decisions were made during this
momentous event. This lesson can be used in connection with the Cold War, the 1960’s,
or to contrast with the ways in which other presidents made major decisions affecting
national security policy.

Objectives
Students are expected to:
1. identify the nature of the Cuban Missile Crisis;
2. identify and explain the various options facing the President;
3. analyze the way in which the President made his decision; and
4. evaluate the decision-making process in this crisis.
Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson

o Present the class with the following scenario. You are President of the United
States. The Director of the CIA brings word that an aggressive nation has been
placing offensive weapons in a small country near your borders. These offensive
weapons are not yet in place or operational, but within a matter of weeks they may
be. The purpose of the aggressive nation is not clear, but it could plan to use these
weapons as a threat to the United States, or as some form of blackmail: to make the
United States back down somewhere else in the globe. So far, the existence of these
weapons is a secret. The aggressive nation denies that they exist. What should you
do?

o Ask the students to respond, and note their suggested actions on the blackboard.
After gathering all the possible ways they might respond, ask them: How, as Presi-
dent, would you reach your decision on what to do? Discuss with them the ways in
which they think a President dnes, or should make decisions.

o Finally, point out that the above scenario is not far-fetched, but actually faced
President Kennedy in October 1962.

¥rem American History and Nutional Security: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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Developing the Lesson

o Have the stud~nts read the Handout. Focus their attention not only on the options,
but on the ways they were debated, and the way the decision was reached.

o Have the students complete the Decision Tree and respond to the questions at the
end of the Handout.

Concluding the Lesson

o Compare the students’ initial suggestions for action to the actual events of the
Cuban Missile Crisis. Ask them to note the differences, both in the actions they
would have taken and the ways they would have made their decisions. Ask them to
speculate on the consequences of their actions.

0 Remind the students that even after Ex Comm presented the options and the Pres-
ident made his decision, diplomatic negotiations had to take place with the Soviet
Union, and that the crisis was settled when both sides could agree to terms.

Suggestions for Additional Reading

This lesson was drawn from Robert F. Kennedy’s Thirteen Davs: A Memoir of the
Cuban Missile Crigis (New York: W.W. Norton Co., 1969). The book is written in a simple
and direct manner that most students should be able to grasp, and it expands upon the
issues raised in the lesson. Also see Richard E. Neustadt and Ernest R. May, Thinking in

Time: The Use of History for Decision Making (New York: The Free Press, 1986).
Answers to Questions

1. Soviet offensive missiles were being placed in Cuba.

2. Air strikes to destroy the missile bases, or a blockade to stop new missiles and
equipment from being delivered to Cuba.

3. Neither option could guarantee the destruction or removal of missiles already in
Cuba; air strikes might require a full-scale military invasion of Cuba; the Soviet
Union might respond militarily; Soviet ships might challenge a blockade.

4. To blockade Cuba.
5. Decision left to the class; answers will vary.

6. A variety of government officials were invited to express ther candid opinions,
criticize others’ suggestioi.s, and raise all possible objections to proposals.

7. Members of Ex Comm scttled on two likely options, prepared full reports, drafts of
the President’s speech, and responses to situations that might follow. Members also
warned the President what the consequences might be of either decision.

8. Diplomatic negotiations with the Soviets.

9. When the President chose to respond to an earlier proposal by the Soviet Umion, in
which they removed their missiles in return for a pledge by the U.S. not to invade
Cuba, and when the Soviets accepted that agreement and turned their ships around.
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Handout
Ex Comm and the Cuban Missile Crisis
Background to the Crisis

In October 1962, the world came verv close to nuclear war when the United States
discovered Soviet offensive missile bases on Cuba and demanded they be dismantled. For
thirteen days, between October 16 and 29, tensions mounted until the Soviets agreed to
remove the missiles and the crisis ended peacefully. During thuse tense days, President
Kennedy made use of a special group of advisors, known as Ex Comm (Executive Commit
tee of the National Security Council) to present, explore and debate all of the possible
options open to the President.

Ex Comm included the Secretaries of State and Defense and their top staff, the
director of the CIA, the National Security Advisor, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Swaff, and on some occasions the Vice President, the Ambassador to the United Nations,
and Congressional leaders. This group met almost continuously during the crisis and was
encouraged by the President to speak out openly and to argue forcefully for tieir differ-
ing proposals and opinions. From their deliberations, the President was able to grasp
fully all of the alternative courses of action open to him, and their possible risks.

This lesson will examine some of the arguments made in the Ex Comm, and how the
President used this mechanism to help solve the gravest challenge of his administration.

The Cuban Missile Crisis

On October 16, CIA officials presented the President and Ex Comm with high-altitude
photographs taken by U-2 planes flying over Cuba. These photographs demonstrated con-
clusively that the Soviets were plac..g missiles in Cuba, capable of firirg atomic weapons
at the United States. It seemed clear that the Soviets had lied when they promised not
to place such missiles in Cuba.

Alternatives Presented to the President

1. A small minority of Ex Comm felt that the missiles did not change America’s defense
capacity and that the U.S. should take no action against them.

2. Most members initially favored a surprise air strike to destroy the missile bases
before they could launch missiles against the United States.

3. Defanse Secretary Robe.t McNamara disagreed that air strikes could knock out all of
the bases, and believed that a full-scale military invasion would be necessary to
complete the job. Instead, he recommended that the U.S. conduct a naval blockade of
Cuba to prevent further missiles and equipment from reaching the island.

Debate Over the Alternatives

Those who wanted an air strike responded that a blockade would neither stop work
on the bases or remove the missiles already in Cuba. Members of the Joint Chiefs of

Staff unanimously favored immediate military action. o
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Hardout,

President Fennedy was skeptical of military views that the Soviets would not respond
to a mluary attack on Cuha. He believed that if the Soviets did not act in Cuba, they
would retaliat-: bv hlorhading Berlin.

Former Secretary of Stece Dean Achesan argued that the President must protect the
security of the United States by cestroying the micsiles in Cuba.

Attorney General R bert Kennrdy, the Fresident’s brother, supported the idea of a
blockade. He argued that America’s listory and traditions ran against launching a sur-
prise attack on a smaller »2rion. Such an action would weaken America’s moral position
at home and abroad.

Ex Comm was now deeply dividel between those favoring an air strike and those
favoring a blockade. Feeling the pressure that a wrong decision could trigger a nuclear
war and destroy all humanity, the members continued their deliberation. They divided into
groups to write out their recommendations to the President, and draft his speech to the
nation. They were also asked to anticipate all conceivable consequences that might result
from the action and recommend how to deal with them. After writing their papers, the
groups exchanged and criticized each other’s work.

Those advocating a blockade had outlined the legal reasons for a blockade, called for
meetings of the Organization of American States and the United Nations to deal with the
crisis, and outlined procedures for stopping Soviet ships and responding to any military
force that might be used. Those advocating air strikes listed their targets, outlined the
way they would defend their actions to the world, and suggested a letter to the Soviet
leadership warning against any retaliationi arainst Berlin or any other trouble spot in the
world.

The decision was now up to the President.
President Kennedy’s Decision

On Saturday, October 20, both sides made their presentations to President Kennedy.
After considerakle discussion, the President decided in favor of a blockade.

The President was convinced of the wisdom of his decision after further mulitary
advice that the Air Force could not be certain of destroying all missile sites in Cuka
with a surprise attack. I a blockade would not remove the missiles, neither would an air
attack.

On Monday, the President met with Congressional leaders. They also favored air
strikes, but the President remained committed to a blockade, and announced his decision
on national television that evening.

Diplomatic negotiations continued during the tense days as the blockade went into
effect. The world watched as Soviet ships steamed toward the American blockade around
Cuba, wondering if they would turn back, or if there would be a confrontation.

On October 26, Soviet Premier Krushchev sent President Kennedy a long, rambling,
secret letter in which he warned of the danger of nuclear war. "What good would a war
do you?" Krushchev wrote. "You threaten us with war. But you well know that the very
least you would get in response would be what you had given us; you would suffer the
same consequences.” Then Krushchev made an offer: "I propose: we, for our part, will
declare that our ships bound for Cuba are not carrying any armaments [missiles]. You
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will declare that the United States will not invade Cuba with 1ts troops and will not
support any other forces which might interd to invade Cuba. Then the necessi.y for the
presence of our military specialists in Cuba will be obviated [made unnecessaryl."” Then,
the next day, Kruschev sent a second, more formal letter with an added demand: that the
United States must also remove its missiles from Turkey. President Kennedy felt that to
accept this second demand would weaken NATO. He decided to accept Krushchev's first
offer and to ignore the Turkish missile demand.

The gamble worked. At the last moment, the director of the ClA brought word that
Soviet ships had stopped dead in the water. They would not confront the American
blockade. The Soviet Union accested the American pledge against invading Cuba, and

turned their ships around. The missile bases were dismantled and the crisis ended. As
Robe 't Kennedy wrote, "For a moment the world had stood still, and now it was going

around again."
Evaluating Decision-Making During the Cuban Missile Crisis
Use the Decision Tree to help you answer the following questions:

1. What was the occasion for the decision facing President Kennedy?

2. What alternatives did Ex Comm recommend?

3. What were negative consequences of these alternatives?

4. Which alternative did President Kennedy choose?
5. What is your judgment of President Kennedy’s decision? Why?

Further, consider the wa,. in which decisions were reached during the Cuban Missile

Crisis:

6. In what ways did Ex Comm peamit full discussion of the problem and the options to
solve it?

7. How did Ex Comm help the President reach his decision?

8. What steps werc necessary to solve the crisis after the President had reached his
decision?

9. How was the Cuban Missile Crisis finally solved?

<
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DECISION TREE

GOALS/VALUES
I
CONSEQUENCES
GOGD '
BAD
I
ALTERNATIVES

AN |
OCCASION FOR DECISION

The decision-tree device was developed by Roger LaRaus and Richard C. Remy and is used
with their permission.
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Why Was the SALT II Treaty Never Ratified?

by Donald A. Ritchie

Lesson Plan and Notes £.r Teachers
Preview of Main Points

The purpose of this lesson is to increase students’ awareness of the chronology of l
Salt 11 and to demonstrate the effect of the sequence of events, both planned and un- _
expectad, on national security policy. '

Connection t: Textbooks

This lesson corresponds to textbook chapters on the Carter Administration, and
supplements them with greater detail on the events which led to the withdrawal of the
SALT II treaty from Senate consideration.

Objectives

1. recognize direct and indirect influences on national security policy;

Students are expected to; ‘]

2. understand the development of a political climate that favors or undermines a policy; l
and 1

3. demonstrate an awareness of the interconnection of world events and American

policies.

Suggestions for Teaching the Lesson
Opening the Lesson
0 Open the lesson by explaining that even the most careful plans regarding national
security and foreign policy can be upset by unexpected events. Note that the SALT

IT treaty provides a good example. Inform students that in this lesson they will use a
umeline to study events which affected approval of the SALT 1I treaty.

Developing the Lesson
o Have the students read the introduction to the chronology in the Handout. Then

assign them to read through the chronology and aaswer the questions in the Hand-
out, either individually or in small groups.

Concluding the Lesson
0 Poll the students for their responses to the questions. '

0 Conclude the lesson by asking what events contributed to a spirit of covperation that
led to the signing of SALT II, and what events undermined its ratification.

From American History and National Securty: Supplementary Lessons for High School
Courses, 1987. The Mershon Center, The Ohio State University, Columbus, OH 43201.
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o Explain that although unratified, the terms of the SALT Ii treaty were honored by
the United States and the Soviet Union until 1986. The effort to seek cooperation in
arms control continues.

Suggestions for Additional Reading

Students who wish to investigate these subjects more can be referred to the
following readings:

Carter, Jimmy. Keeping Faith: Memoirs of a President. New York, 1982, especially the
chapter entitled "Shadow Over the Earth: The Nuclear Threat."

Congressional Quarterly. U,S, Defense Policy. Washington, 1983.

Garthoff, Raymond. Detente and Confusion. Washington, 1385.

Answers
1. The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.

2. Those who favored increased defense spending, and who distrusted the Sowviet Union;
including Alexander Haig, Senator Howard Baker and presidential cardidate Ronald
Rea ,an.

3. They feared the treaty would leave the Soviet Union in a stronger military position
than the United States, that the United States was not spending enough for defense,
and that the treaty could not be easily verified.

4. By arguing that the world would be more dangerous without 1t; and that the treaty
would strengthen the U.S. military pgsition and the cause of world peace.

5. The slow growth of the U.S. military budget in comparison w the larger growth of
the Soviet military budget suggested that the Soviets were surpassing the United
Steves militarily.

6. By warning that rejection or amendment of the treaty would niean an end to
negotiations.

7. The Iranian revolution, the suspected Soviet brigade i Cuba and the Sowviet invasion
of Afghanistan unsettled incerrational relations, increased suspicion of the Soviet

Union, and made the United States feel more vulnerable.

8. The election of a candidate hostile to SALT Il made its ratificauon all the more
unlikely.

9, It created a perception of U.S. weakness and Soviet aggression.
10. Planning and negotiations of the SALT II treaty took years to accomphsh. The cam-
paign for its ratification, however, was upset by unanticipated events in Cuba and

Afghanistan and by public concerns over America’s defenses.

11. Discussion should congider importance of conscnsus in foraign policy, versus danger
of delay and inaction on important issues.
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Why Was the SALT II Treaty Never Ratifted?

On June 18, 1979, President Jimmy Carter met Soviet Premier Leonid Brezhnev in
Vienna, Austria, to sign the SALT II treaty. SALT stood for Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks. SALT I (limiting antiballistic missile systems) had been signed by President Nixon
in 1972 and quickly ratified by the Senate. The purpose of SALT II was ¢t limit the
numbers of American and Soviet intercontinental missiles, nuclear warheads, raissile
launchers and heavy bombers.

From July to Octcber 1979, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee held hearings on
SALT 1II, taking testimony from ninety-four witnesses for and against the treaty. On
November 9, the committee voted 9 to 6 in its favor (with seven Democrats and two
Republicans supporting the treaty, and two Democrats and four Republicans opposing 1t).
Despite the committee’s endorsement, the Senate did not ratify SALT 1I. Instead, in
December, President Carter withdrew the treaty from consideration.

Why was SALT II never ratified? Examine the following chronology and consider
which events worked for and against the treaty:

1977, January 27, President Carter, a week after his inauguration, announces his desire
for an early resumpotion of the SALT negotiations.

March 30, Soviet leaders reject President Carter’s initial SALT I proposals, whick
called for a freeze on all new weapons, and dramatic reductions in strawegic
nuclear arsenals.

May 18, NATO agrees to increase defense spending.

June 30, President Carter decides to cancel production of the B-1 bomber.

September 27, President Carter and Soviet Foreign Mimister Andretr Gromyko reach
agreement on framework for SALT talks.

December 16, SALT II negotiations recess.

1978, February 2, ciling increases in Soviet strength, Defense Secretary Hatold Brown
calls for buildup of U.S. defenses.

February 22, Congress agrees to ,.alt spending for B-1 bomber.
October 22, SALT I talks resume.

December 15, United States gives formal diplomatic recognition to the People’s
Republic of China.

1979, January 16, the Shah flees Iran, an Islamic Repubiic is proclaimed.

January 22, President Carter sends "lean" budge! to Congress, holding back social
spending and limiting defense to a thrz2e percent increase.

January 23, President Carier promises not to sign a treaty with the Soviets unless
it is verifiable and the United States retains an oaverwhelming deterrent force.

February 1, the Soviet Union tests a cruise missile, launched from a "Backfire"”
bomber, which the Soviets wanted exempt from SALT II.
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March 1, the Republican Nationul Committee denounces Carter’s defense policies as
weak.

April 4, although the SALT Il treaty is still being negotiated, the Carter
Administration launches its campaign to win ratification.

April 16, newspapers report that CIA Director Stansfield Turner had told the Sen-
ate that the revoluticn in Iran had closed U.S. listening posts in Iran, which would
hinder U.S. monitoring of Soviet missile tests, and hence verificaticn of Soviet
compliance to the SALT treaties.

April 25, President Carter says that "the choice we face is between an imperfect
world with SALT 11 and an imperfect and more dangerous, world without it."

May 16, NATO leaders endorse draft of the SALT II treaty.
Juixe 7, President Carter approves development of the MX mussile.

June 15, President Carter and Premier Brezhnev open meetings in Vienna. Brezhnev
) agrees to limit production of the Backfire bomber.

i June 18, Carter and Brezhnev sign the SALT II treaty. Carter returns to Washing-
ton to address a joint session of Congress where he describes the treaty as being
in the self-interest of the United States "--a move that happens to serve the goals
both of cecurity and of survival, that strengthens both the military position of the
United States and the cause of world peace."

June 19, the Joint Chiefs of Staff agree to support SALT II.

June 25, Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko warns that Senate rejection or
amendment of SALT II would mean "the end of negotiations.”

June 26, former NATO commander Alexander Haig urges delay in ratification until
the treaty is amended and improved.

June 27, Senate Republican Leader Howard Baker says he could not support SALT
11 without amendments.

July 31, former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger says SALT Il should be ratified
only if U.S. defense spending is increased.

August 31, State Department announces that the U.S. had discovered 2,000 to 3,000
Soviet combat troops stationed in Cuba.

September 4, Seuator Frank Chuich, chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee,
postpones SALT hearings to deal with repor's of a Soviet brigade in Cuba.

September 11, President Carter rejects a five percent defense increase and dacides
in favor of a three percent increase. Newspapers report that the Soviet Union’s
military budget -vas 43 percent higher than the U.S. military budget.

September 16, Moslem rebellion in Afghanistan and turmoil in the government leads
to the overthrow of the Afghan President, a Soviet supporter.

October 1, President Carter announces increased surveillance of Cuba and military
exercises in Guantanamo Bay naval base.
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1980,

November 4, Iranians take over U.S. embassy and seize American hostages.

November 9, Senate Foreign Relations Committee approves SALT II by a vote of 9
to 6. Republican Leader Howard Baker votes against it.

December 12, NATO agrees to deploy U.S. nuclear weapcns and missiles in Western
Europe.

December 13, Congress approves President Carter’s defense hudget with funds for
the MX missile.

December 27, the Soviet Union invades Afghanistan.

January 3, President Carter asks the Senate to pusipune consideration of SALT II,
fallowing Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.

February 20, Carter asks U.S. athletes nct to partcipate in Summer Olympics in
Moscow.

April 24, U.S. mission to rescue hostages in Iran fails; Secretary of State Cyrus
Vance resigns in protest of the mission.

July 16, Republicans nominate Ronald Reagan, who is publicly critical of the SALT
II treaty, calling it "fatally flawed.”

August 13, Democrats renominate Jimmy Carter, who supports the treaty.

November 4, Reagan overwhelmingly defeats Carter for the presidency.

Reviewing and Interpreting Main Ideas and Facts

1. What was the immediate reason for President Carter’s request tnat th. Senate
postpone action on the SALT II treaty?

2. Who were the leading opponents of the SALT II treaty? .

3. What reasons did they have for opposing the treaty?

4, How did the Carter Administration attempt to defend the treaty?

5.  In what ways did the issue of defense spending relate to the debate over SALT II?

6. In what way did Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko attempt to influence Senate
ratification of SALT I1?

7. How did events outside of the United States and the Soviet Union influence the
SALT 11 debate?

What impact did the 1980 election have on SALT II?

9. In what ways did the political climate of the time become unfavorable to the SALT
treaty?

10. How would you assess the importance of unexpected events in the shaping of
national security policy?

11.  President Carter did not believe SALT II could get a two-thirds vote in the Senate
(65 votes as compared to 35 opposed). Is ratification by a two-thirds vote a good
way to conduct foreign policy?
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EXAMPLES OF LESSONS IN THE OTHER
BOOKS IN THE NSNA SERIES

American Government
(28 Lessans including . . .)
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National Security Under the Articles
of Confederation

Federalist Views on National Security
Truman’s Decision to Fight in Korea
Congress Debates the MX Missile

The War Powers Resolution

Political Party Platforms and National
Security

Alliances and Collective Security: NATO
National Security and a Free Press
Soviet Views of U.S. Forzaign Pclicy

World History
(28 Lessons including . . .)

0

Technology and Security in Ancient
Mesopotamia

Augustus Reforms the Army

Athens, Sparta and the Balance of
Power

The Great Wall of China

Meiji Japan Responds to the Western
Threat

Defense and the Market: The Debts of
Philip Il

The Citizen Army of Revolutionary
France

African Resistance to Imperialism
Britain and Munich: 1938

Economics
(34 Lessons including . . . )

0

The Opportunity Costs of Defense
Spending: Guns V. Butter

Buying the F-15: Why Weapons Cost Sc
Much

Recruiting a Volunteer Army

Market V. Nonmarket Behavior 1n the
Defense Industry

Collective Security and Free Riders
National Security and International
Trade

Exploring Economic Sanctions
Macroeconomic Effects of Defense
Spending: Vietnam

When a Base Closes: Two Case Studies

World Geography
(30 Lessons including . . .)
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Dire Straits: Qil Flows and National
Security

The Philippines--A U.S. Policy Dilemma
National Security: A Dilemma for India
Soviet Union--Borders and Buffers

One Korean Nation, Two Korean States
Introduction to Geopolitics

Patterns of International Terrorism
Israel--A Changing Nation-State

World Population Growth and Global
Security




