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COURSE SYLLABUS
US HISTORY Il: 20TH CENTURY

Instructor: Mr. Patrick Clancy Block 3: 10:25 AM - 12:35 PM
pclancy @wssd.org Classroom: PTA
(610) 608-7213 x 2180 Course Number: 2121
Google Classroom: wqpxywc TurnltIn Class ID/Enrollment Key: 32440115/Panthers
COURSE DESCRIPTION

The United States History program provides the structure for all ninth grade students to learn
and experience the unique values of America’s societal, technological and cultural evolution.
The program emphasizes reading and writing as well as varied learning opportunities
including simulations, projects and collaborative work. The development of the course is
chronological and thematic.

The history component of the course covers events in the period ranging from Post-Civil War
industrialism to the present. The units of study include the political structure of the United
States, American Industrialization, the Progressive Era, WWI, the 1920s, the Great Depression,
WWII, The Cold War and Contemporary America.

All classes use basic readings from the U.S. History textbook along with extensive
supplemental readings of primary and secondary sources pertaining to the historical units.
Students are expected to write frequently in a variety of styles. Many of these require
independent thought and research.

PENNSYLVANIA DEPT. OF EDUCATION US HISTORY STANDARDS

8.3.9.A Compare the role groups and individuals played in the social, political, cultural, and
economic development of the U.S.

8.3.9.B Compare the impact of historical documents, artifacts, and places which are critical to
the U.S.

8.3.9.C Analyze how continuity and change have impacted the United States.

8.3.9.D Interpret how conflict and cooperation among groups and organizations have
impacted the growth and development of the U.S.

COURSE TEXTS
Locke, E. & Wright, B. (Ed.) The American Yawp: A Massively Collaborative Open U.S. History
Textbook, Vol. 2: Since 1877. Stanford University Press. Retrieved online from
www.americanyawp.com.

Assorted Primary Sources



GRADING
The final grade is determined as follows: Marking Period 1 45%
Marking Period 2 45%
Final Exam 10%
The Strath Haven High School grading scale will be used:
98-100 (A+) 87-89 (B+) 77-79 (C+) 67- 69 (D+)
93-97 (A) 83-86 (B) 73-76 (C) 63-66 (D)
90-92 (A-) 80-82 (B-) 70-72 (C-) 60-62 (D-)
Assessments include homework, tests and quizzes, projects, and writing assignments.
CLASSROOM POLICIES

Class Absence: It is the student’s responsibility to meet with the teacher upon returning
from an excused absence to discuss completing missed work.

Unexcused Absence: Students will receive zero points for any missed on the day of the
unexcused absence. This includes projects, tests, quizzes, and homework.

STRATH HAVEN RESPECT STATEMENT

All members of the school community are expected to be respectful of each other.

Negative comments about anyone’s race, nationality, religion, physical appearance or ability,
intellectual capability, gender identity, sexual orientation, work ethic or character are
unacceptable and will not be tolerated.

Students are encouraged to discuss and concerns with an adult in the building.

STRATH HAVEN ACADEMIC HONESTY

Strath Haven students are expected to maintain the highest standards of academic honesty.
Plagiarism is the unacknowledged use of another person's labor, ideas, words, or assistance.

Repeating another person's sentences as your own, adopting a particular phrase, paraphrasing
someone else's argument, or presenting someone else's line of thinking to develop a thesis as
though it were your own are examples of plagiarism.

Any student found to have used phones or any other type of equipment to copy or otherwise
misuse teacher materials such as tests or other assignments will be subject to this policy.

Students who are found to have engaged in plagiarism or any other form of academic
dishonesty will receive a zero for the assignment, with no opportunity to make up the work.

Students will also be subject to disciplinary action at the discretion of the administration.



MODEL OF CHRISTIAN CHARITY

John Winthrop, 1630

... Thus stands the cause between God and us. We are entered into covenant with Him for this
work. We have taken out a commission. The Lord hath given us leave to draw our own
articles. We have professed to enterprise these and those accounts, upon these and those ends.
We have hereupon besought Him of favor and blessing. Now if the Lord shall please to hear
us, and bring us in peace to the place we desire, then hath He ratified this covenant and sealed
our commission, and will expect a strict performance of the articles contained in it; but if we
shall neglect the observation of these articles ... the Lord will surely break out in wrath against
us, and be revenged of such a people, and make us know the price of the breach of such a
covenant.

Now the only way to avoid this shipwreck, and to provide for our posterity, is to follow the
counsel of Micah, to do justly, to love mercy, to walk humbly with our God. For this end, we
must be knit together, in this work, as one man. We must entertain each other in brotherly
affection. We must be willing to abridge ourselves of our superfluities, for the supply of others’
necessities. We must uphold a familiar commerce together in all meekness, gentleness,
patience and liberality. We must delight in each other; make others’ conditions our own; rejoice
together, mourn together, labor and suffer together, always having before our eyes our
commission and community in the work, as members of the same body. So shall we keep the
unity of the spirit in the bond of peace. The Lord will be our God, and delight to dwell among
us, as His own people, and will command a blessing upon us in all our ways, so that we shall
see much more of His wisdom, power, goodness and truth, than formerly we have been
acquainted with. We shall find that the God of Israel is among us, when ten of us shall be able
to resist a thousand of our enemies; when He shall make us a praise and glory that men
shall say of succeeding plantations, “may the Lord make it like that of New
England.” For we must consider that we shall be as a city upon a hill. The eyes of all

people are upon us. So that if we shall deal falsely with our God in this work we have
undertaken, and so cause Him to withdraw His present help from us, we shall be made a story
and a by-word through the world. We shall open the mouths of enemies to speak evil of the
ways of God, and all professors for God’s sake. We shall shame the faces of many of God’s
worthy servants, and cause their prayers to be turned into curses upon us till we be consumed
out of the good land whither we are going.

...But if our hearts shall turn away, so that we will not obey, but shall be seduced, and worship
other Gods, our pleasure and profits, and serve them; it is propounded unto us this day, we
shall surely perish out of the good land whither we pass over this vast sea to possess it.

Therefore let us choose life, that we and our seed may live, by obeying His voice and cleaving
to Him, for He is our life and our prosperity.



ACRES OF DIAMONDS

Russell Conwell

In 1870 we went down the Tigris River. We hired a guide at Bagdad to show us Persepolis,
Nineveh and Babylon, and the ancient countries of Assyria as far as the Arabian Gulf... I
remember that toward evening he took his Turkish cap off his head and swung it around in the
air... Said he, "I will tell you a story now which I reserve for my particular friends!" So then,
counting myself a particular friend, I listened, and I have always been glad I did.

He said there once lived not far from the River Indus an ancient Persian by the name of Al
Hafed. He said that Al Hafed owned a very large farm with orchards, grain fields and gardens.
He was a contented and wealthy man -- contented because he was wealthy, and wealthy
because he was contented. One day there visited this old farmer, one of those ancient Buddhist
priests, and he sat down by Al Hafed's fire and told that old farmer how this world of ours
was made... The old priest told Al Hafed that if he had a handful of diamonds he could
purchase a whole country, and with a mine of diamonds he could place his children upon
thrones through the influence of their great wealth.

Al Hafed heard all about diamonds and how much they were worth, and went to his bed that
night a poor man -- not that he had lost anything, but poor because he was discontented and
discontented because he thought he was poor. He said: "I want a mine of diamonds!" So he lay
awake all night, and early in the morning sought out the priest.

Now I know from experience that a priest when awakened early in the morning is cross. He
awoke that priest out of his dreams and said to him, "Will you tell me where I can find
diamonds?" The priest said, "Diamonds? What do you want with diamonds?" "I want to be
immensely rich," said Al Hafed, "but I don't know where to go." "Well," said the priest, "if you
will find a river that runs over white sand between high mountains, in those sands you will
always see diamonds." "Do you really believe that there is such a river?" "Plenty of them,
plenty of them; all you have to do is just go and find them, then you have them." Al Hafed
said, "I will go." So he sold his farm, collected his money at interest, left his family in charge of
a neighbor, and away he went in search of diamonds.

He began very properly, to my mind, at the Mountains of the Moon. Afterwards he went
around into Palestine, then wandered on into Europe, and at last, when his money was all
spent, and he was in rags, wretchedness and poverty, he stood on the shore of that bay in
Barcelona, Spain, when a tidal wave came rolling in through the Pillars of Hercules and the
poor, afflicted, suffering man could not resist the awful temptation to cast himself into that
incoming tide, and he sank beneath its foaming crest, never to rise in this life again.

When that old guide had told me that very sad story, he stopped the camel I was riding and
went back to fix the baggage on one of the other camels, and I remember thinking to myself,
"Why did he reserve that for his particular friends?" There seemed to be no beginning, middle
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or end -- nothing to it. That was the first story I ever heard told or read in which the hero was
killed in the first chapter. I had but one chapter of that story and the hero was dead.

When the guide came back and took up the halter of my camel again, he went right on with
the same story. He said that Al Hafed's successor led his camel out into the garden to drink,
and as that camel put its nose down into the clear water of the garden brook Al Hafed's
successor noticed a curious flash of light from the sands of the shallow stream, and reaching in
he pulled out a black stone having an eye of light that reflected all the colors of the rainbow,
and he took that curious pebble into the house and left it on the mantel, then went on his way
and forgot all about it.

A few days after that, this same old priest who told Al Hafed how diamonds were made, came
in to visit his successor, when he saw that flash of light from the mantel. He rushed up and
said, "Here is a diamond -- here is a diamond! Has Al Hafed returned?" "No, no; Al Hafed has
not returned and that is not a diamond; that is nothing but a stone; we found it right out here
in our garden." "But I know a diamond when I see it," said he; "that is a diamond!"

Then together they rushed to the garden and stirred up the white sands with their fingers and
found others more beautiful, more valuable diamonds than the first, and thus, said the guide
to me, were discovered the diamond mines of Golconda, the most magnificent diamond mines
in all the history of mankind, exceeding the Kimberley in its value. The great Kohinoor
diamond in England's crown jewels and the largest crown diamond on earth in Russia's crown
jewels, which I had often hoped she would have to sell before they had peace with Japan, came
from that mine, and when the old guide had called my attention to that wonderful discovery
he took his Turkish cap off his head again and swung it around in the air to call my attention to
the moral...

[The guide] said had Al Hafed remained at home and dug in his own cellar or in his own
garden, instead of wretchedness, starvation, poverty and death -- a strange land, he would
have had "acres of diamonds" -- for every acre, yes, every shovelful of that old farm afterwards
revealed the gems which since have decorated the crowns of monarchs...

I told him his story reminded me of one, and I told it to him quick. I told him about that man
out in California, who, in 1847, owned a ranch out there. He read that gold had been
discovered in Southern California, and he sold his ranch to Colonel Sutter and started off to
hunt for gold. Colonel Sutter put a mill on the little stream in that farm and one day his little
girl brought some wet sand from the raceway of the mill into the house and placed it before
the fire to dry, and as that sand was falling through the little girl's fingers a visitor saw the first
shining scales of real gold that were ever discovered in California; and the man who wanted
the gold had sold his ranch and gone away, never to return.

I delivered this lecture two years ago in California, in the city that stands near that farm, and
they told me that the mine is not exhausted yet, and that a one- third owner of that farm has
been getting during these recent years twenty dollars of gold every fifteen minutes of his life,
sleeping or waking. Why, you and I would enjoy an income like that!
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But the best illustration that I have now of this thought was found here in Pennsylvania. There
was a man living in Pennsylvania who owned a farm here and he did what I should do if I had
a farm in Pennsylvania - he sold it. But before he sold it he concluded to secure employment
collecting coal oil for his cousin in Canada. They first discovered coal oil there. So this farmer
in Pennsylvania decided that he would apply for a position with his cousin in Canada. Now,
you see, the farmer was not altogether a foolish man. He did not leave his farm until he had
something else to do.

Of all the simpletons the stars shine on there is none more foolish than a man who leaves one
job before he has obtained another. And that has especial reference to gentlemen of my
profession and has no reference to a man seeking a divorce. So I say this old farmer did not
leave one job until he had obtained another. He wrote to Canada, but his cousin replied that he
could not engage him because he did not know anything about the oil business. "Well, then,"
said he, "I will understand it." So he set himself at the study of the whole subject. He began at
the second day of the creation, he studied the subject from the primitive vegetation to the coal
oil stage, until he knew all about it. Then he wrote to his cousin and said, "Now I understand
the oil business." And his cousin replied to him, "All right, then, come on."

That man, by the record of the country, sold his farm for eight hundred and thirty-three dollars
-- even money, "no cents." He had scarcely gone from that farm before the man who purchased
it went out to arrange for watering the cattle and he found that the previous owner had
arranged the matter very nicely. There is a stream running down the hillside there, and the
previous owner had gone out and put a plank across that stream at an angle, extending across
the brook and down edgewise a few inches under the surface of the water. The purpose of the
plank across that brook was to throw over to the other bank a dreadful-looking scum through
which the cattle would not put their noses to drink above the plank, although they would
drink the water on one side below it.

Thus that man who had gone to Canada had been himself damming back for twenty-three
years a flow of coal oil which the State Geologist of Pennsylvania declared officially, as early as
1870, was then worth to our state a hundred millions of dollars. The city of Titusville now
stands on that farm and those Pleasantville wells flow on, and that farmer who had studied all
about the formation of oil since the second day of God's creation clear down to the present
time, sold that farm for $833, no cents -- again I say, "no sense.”

Ninety out of every hundred people here have made that mistake this very day. I say you
ought to be rich; you have no right to be poor. To live in Philadelphia and not be rich is a
misfortune, and it is doubly a misfortune, because you could have been rich just as well as be
poor. Philadelphia furnishes so many opportunities. You ought to be rich. But persons with
certain religious prejudice will ask, "How can you spend your time advising the rising
generation to give their time to getting money -- dollars and cents -- the commercial spirit?"

Yet I must say that you ought to spend time getting rich. You and I know there are some things
more valuable than money; of course, we do. Ah, yes! By a heart made unspeakably sad by a
grave on which the autumn leaves now fall, I know there are some things higher and grander



and sublimer than money. Well does the man know, who has suffered, that there are some
things sweeter and holier and more sacred than gold. Nevertheless, the man of common sense
also knows that there is not any one of those things that is not greatly enhanced by the use of
money. Money is power...

I think the best thing for me to do is to illustrate this, for if I say you ought to get rich, I ought,
at least, to suggest how it is done. We get a prejudice against rich men because of the lies that
are told about them. The lies that are told about Mr. Rockefeller because he has two hundred
million dollars -- so many believe them; yet how false is the representation of that man to the
world. How little we can tell what is true nowadays when newspapers try to sell their papers
entirely on some sensation! The way they lie about the rich men is something terrible, and I do
not know that there is anything to illustrate this better than what the newspapers now say
about the city of Philadelphia.

A young man came to me the other day and said, "If Mr. Rockefeller, as you think, is a good
man, why is it that everybody says so much against him?" It is because he has gotten ahead of
us; that is the whole of it -- just gotten ahead of us. Why is it Mr. Carnegie is criticized so
sharply by an envious world! Because he has gotten more than we have. If a man knows more
than I know, don't I incline to criticize somewhat his learning? Let a man stand in a pulpit and
preach to thousands, and if I have fifteen people in my church, and they're all asleep, don't I
criticize him? We always do that to the man who gets ahead of us. Why, the man you are
criticizing has one hundred millions, and you have fifty cents, and both of you have just what
you are worth.

In our city especially, there are great opportunities for manufacturing, and the time has come
when the line is drawn very sharply between the stockholders of the factory and their
employees. Now, friends, there has also come a discouraging gloom upon this country and the
laboring men are beginning to feel that they are being held down by a crust over their heads
through which they find it impossible to break, and the aristocratic money owner himself is so
far above that he will never descend to their assistance. That is the thought that is in the minds
of our people. But, friends, never in the history of our country was there an opportunity so
great for the poor man to get rich as there is now and in the city of Philadelphia. The very fact
that they get discouraged is what prevents them from getting rich. That is all there is to it. The
road is open, and let us keep it open between the poor and the rich.

I know that the labor unions have two great problems to contend with, and there is only one
way to solve them. The labor unions are doing as much to prevent its solving as are capitalists
today, and there are positively two sides to it. The labor union has two difficulties; the first one
is that it began to make a labor scale for all classes on a par, and they scale down a man that
can earn five dollars a day to two and a half a day, in order to level up to him an imbecile that
cannot earn fifty cents a day. That is one of the most dangerous and discouraging things for the
working man. He cannot get the results of his work if he do better work or higher work or
work longer; that is a dangerous thing, and in order to get every laboring man free and every
American equal to every other American, let the laboring man ask what he is worth and get it
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-- not let any capitalist say to him: "You shall work for me for half of what you are worth"; nor
let any labor organization say: "You shall work for the capitalist for half your worth."

Be a man, be independent, and then shall the laboring man find the road ever open from
poverty to wealth.

The other difficulty that the labor union has to consider, and this problem they have to solve
themselves, is the kind of orators who come and talk to them about the oppressive rich. I can
in my dreams recite the oration I have heard again and again under such circumstances. My
life has been with the laboring man. I am a laboring man myself. I have often, in their
assemblies, heard the speech of the man who has been invited to address the labor union. The
man gets up before the assembled company of honest laboring men and he begins by saying:
"Oh, ye honest, industrious laboring men, who have furnished all the capital of the world, who
have built all the palaces and constructed all the railroads and covered the ocean with her
steamships. Oh, you laboring men! You are nothing but slaves; you are ground down in the
dust by the capitalist who is gloating over you as he enjoys his beautiful estates and as he has
his banks filled with gold, and every dollar he owns is coined out of the heart's blood of the
honest laboring man." Now, that is a lie, and you know it is a lie; and yet that is the kind of
speech that they are hearing all the time, representing the capitalists as wicked and the
laboring man so enslaved.

Why, how wrong it is! Let the man who loves his flag and believes in American principles
endeavor with all his soul to bring the capitalists and the laboring man together until they
stand side by side, and arm in arm, and work for the common good of humanity.

He is an enemy to his country who sets capital against labor or labor against capital...

You don't need to go out of your own house to find out what to invent or what to make. I
always talk too long on this subject. I would like to meet the great men who are here tonight.
The great men! We don't have any great men in Philadelphia. Great men! You say that they all
come from London, or San Francisco, or Rome, or Manayunk, or anywhere else but there --
anywhere else but Philadelphia -- and yet, in fact, there are just as great men in Philadelphia as
in any city of its size. There are great men and women in this audience.

Great men, I have said, are very simple men. Just as many great men here as are to be found
anywhere. The greatest error in judging great men is that we think that they always hold an
office. The world knows nothing of its greatest men. Who are the great men of the world? The
young man and young woman may well ask the question. It is not necessary that they should
hold an office, and yet that is the popular idea. That is the idea we teach now in our high
schools and common schools, that the great men of the world are those who hold some high
office, and unless we change that very soon and do away with that prejudice, we are going to
change to an empire. There is no question about it. We must teach that men are great only on
their intrinsic value, and not on the position they may incidentally happen to occupy. And yet,
don't blame the young men saying that they are going to be great when they get into some
official position.
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I ask this audience again who of you are going to be great? Says a young man: "I am going to
be great." "When are you going to be great?" "When I am elected to some political office." Won't
you learn the lesson, young man; that it is prima facie evidence of littleness to hold public
office under our form of government? Think of it. This is a government of the people, and by
the people, and for the people, and not for the officeholder, and if the people in this country
rule as they always should rule, an officeholder is only the servant of the people, and the Bible
says that "the servant cannot be greater than his master."

In this country the people are the masters, and the officeholders can never be greater than the
people; they should be honest servants of the people, but they are not our greatest men. Young
man, remember that you never heard of a great man holding any political office in this country
unless he took that office at an expense to himself. It is a loss to every great man to take a
public office in our country. Bear in mind that you cannot be made great by a political election.

Another young man says, "I am going to be a great man in Philadelphia some time." "Is that
s0? When are you going to be great?" "When there comes another war! When we get into
difficulty with Mexico, or England, or Russia, or Japan, or with Spain again over Cuba, or with
New Jersey, I will march up to the cannon's mouth, and amid the glistening bayonets I will
tear down their flag from its staff, and I will come home with stars on my shoulders, and hold
every office in the gift of the government, and I will be great." "No, you won't! No, you won't;
that is no evidence of true greatness, young man." But don't blame that young man for
thinking that way; that is the way he is taught in the high school. That is the way history is
taught in college. He is taught that the men who held the office did all the fighting...

Why do we teach history in that way? We ought to teach that however humble the station a
man may occupy, if he does his full duty in his place, he is just as much entitled to the
American people's honor as is a king upon a throne. We do teach it as a mother did her little
boy in New York when he said, "Mamma, what great building is that?" "That is General Grant's
tomb." "Who was General Grant?" "He was the man who put down the rebellion." Is that the
way to teach history?

Do you think we would have gained a victory if it had depended on General Grant alone. Oh,
no. Then why is there a tomb on the Hudson at all? Why, not simply because General Grant
was personally a great man himself, but that tomb is there because he was a representative
man and represented two hundred thousand men who went down to death for this nation and
many of them as great as General Grant. That is why that beautiful tomb stands on the heights
over the Hudson...

He who can give to this people better streets, better homes, better schools, better churches,
more religion, more of happiness, more of God, he that can be a blessing to the community in
which he lives tonight will be great anywhere, but he who cannot be a blessing where he now
lives will never be great anywhere on the face of God's earth. "We live in deeds, not years, in
feeling, not in figures on a dial; in thoughts, not breaths; we should count time by heart throbs,
in the cause of right." Bailey says: "He most lives who thinks most, who feels the noblest, and
who acts the best."
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THE JUNGLE

Upton Sinclair, 1912 [Excerpt]

Jurgis heard of these things little by little, in the gossip of those who were obliged to perpetrate
them. It seemed as if every time you met a person from a new department, you heard of new
swindles and new crimes. There was, for instance, a Lithuanian who was a cattle-butcher for
the plant where Marija had worked, which killed meat for canning only; and to hear this man
describe the animals which came to his place would have been worth while for a Dante or a
Zola. It seemed that they must have agencies all over the country, to hunt out old and crippled
and diseased cattle to be canned. There were cattle which had been fed on “whiskey-malt,” the
refuse of the breweries, and had become what the men called “steerly”—which means covered
with boils. It was a nasty job killing these, for when you plunged your knife into them they
would burst and splash foul-smelling stuff into your face; and when a man’s sleeves were
smeared with blood, and his hands steeped in it, how was he ever to wipe his face, or to clear
his eyes so that he could see? It was stuff such as this that made the “embalmed beef” that had
killed several times as many United States soldiers as all the bullets of the Spaniards; only the
army beef, besides, was not fresh canned, it was old stuff that had been lying for years in the
cellars.

Then one Sunday evening, Jurgis sat puffing his pipe by the kitchen stove, and talking with an
old fellow whom Jonas had introduced, and who worked in the canning-rooms at Durham’s;
and so Jurgis learned a few things about the great and only Durham canned goods, which had
become a national institution. They were regular alchemists at Durham’s; they advertised a
mushroom-catsup, and the men who made it did not know what a mushroom looked like.
They advertised “potted chicken,”—and it was like the boarding-house soup of the comic
papers, through which a chicken had walked with rubbers on. Perhaps they had a secret
process for making chickens chemically—who knows? said Jurgis’s friend; the things that
went into the mixture were tripe, and the fat of pork, and beef suet, and hearts of beef, and
finally the waste ends of veal, when they had any. They put these up in several grades, and
sold them at several prices; but the contents of the cans all came out of the same hopper. And
then there was “potted game” and “potted grouse,” "potted ham,” and ”devilled ham”“—de-
vyled, as the men called it. “"De-vyled” ham was made out of the waste ends of smoked beef
that were too small to be sliced by the machines; and also tripe, dyed with chemicals so that it
would not show white; and trimmings of hams and corned beef; and potatoes, skins and all;
and finally the hard cartilaginous gullets of beef, after the tongues had been cut out. All this
ingenious mixture was ground up and flavored with spices to make it taste like something.
Anybody who could invent a new imitation had been sure of a fortune from old Durham, said
Jurgis’s informant; but it was hard to think of anything new in a place where so many sharp
wits had been at work for so long; where men welcomed tuberculosis in the cattle they were
feeding, because it made them fatten more quickly; and where they bought up all the old
rancid butter left over in the grocery-stores of a continent, and ”oxidized" it by a forced-air
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process, to take away the odor, rechurned it with skim-milk, and sold it in bricks in the cities!
Up to a year or two ago it had been the custom to kill horses in the yards—ostensibly for
fertilizer; but after long agitation the newspapers had been able to make the public realize that
the horses were being canned. Now it was against the law to kill horses in Packingtown, and
the law was really complied with—for the present, at any rate. Any day, however, one might
see sharp-horned and shaggy-haired creatures running with the sheep—and yet what a job
you would have to get the public to believe that a good part of what it buys for lamb and
mutton is really goat’s flesh!

There was another interesting set of statistics that a person might have gathered in
Packingtown—those of the various afflictions of the workers. When Jurgis had first inspected
the packing-plants with Szedvilas, he had marvelled while he listened to the tale of all the
things that were made out of the carcasses of animals, and of all the lesser industries that were
maintained there; now he found that each one of these lesser industries was a separate little
inferno, in its way as horrible as the killing-beds, the source and fountain of them all. The
workers in each of them had their own peculiar diseases. And the wandering visitor might be
sceptical about all the swindles, but he could not be sceptical about these, for the worker bore
the evidence of them about on his own person—generally he had only to hold out his hand.

There were the men in the pickle-rooms, for instance, where old Antanas had gotten his death;
scarce a one of these that had not some spot of horror on his person. Let a man so much as
scrape his finger pushing a truck in the pickle-rooms, and he might have a sore that would put
him out of the world; all the joints in his fingers might be eaten by the acid, one by one. Of the
butchers and floorsmen, the beef-boners and trimmers, and all those who used knives, you
could scarcely find a person who had the use of his thumb; time and time again the base of it
had been slashed, till it was a mere lump of flesh against which the man pressed the knife to
hold it. The hands of these men would be criss-crossed with cuts, until you could no longer
pretend to count them or to trace them. They would have no nails,—they had worn them off
pulling hides; their knuckles were swollen so that their fingers spread out like a fan. There
were men who worked in the cooking-rooms, in the midst of steam and sickening odors, by
artificial light; in these rooms the germs of tuberculosis might live for two years, but the
supply was renewed every hour.

There were the beef-luggers, who carried two-hundred-pound quarters into the refrigerator-
cars; a fearful kind of work, that began at four o’clock in the morning, and that wore out the
most powerful men in a few years. There were those who worked in the chilling-rooms, and
whose special disease was rheumatism; the time-limit that a man could work in the chilling-
rooms was said to be five years. There were the woolpluckers, whose hands went to pieces
even sooner than the hands of the pickle-men; for the pelts of the sheep had to be painted with
acid to loosen the wool, and then the pluckers had to pull out this wool with their bare hands,
till the acid had eaten their fingers off. There were those who made the tins for the canned-
meat; and their hands, too, were a maze of cuts, and each cut represented a chance for blood-
poisoning. Some worked at the stamping-machines, and it was very seldom that one could
work long there at the pace that was set, and not give out and forget himself, and have a part
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of his hand chopped off. There were the “hoisters,” as they were called, whose task it was to
press the lever which lifted the dead cattle off the floor. They ran along upon a rafter, peering
down through the damp and the steam; and as old Durham’s architects had not built the
killing-room for the convenience of the hoisters, at every few feet they would have to stoop
under a beam, say four feet above the one they ran on; which got them into the habit of
stooping, so that in a few years they would be walking like chimpanzees. Worst of any,
however, were the fertilizer-men, and those who served in the cooking-rooms. These people
could not be shown to the visitor,—for the odor of a fertilizer-man would scare any ordinary
visitor at a hundred yards, and as for the other men, who worked in tank-rooms full of steam,
and in some of which there were open vats near the level of the floor, their peculiar trouble
was that they fell into the vats; and when they were fished out, there was never enough of
them left to be worth exhibiting,—sometimes they would be overlooked for days, till all but
the bones of them had gone out to the world as Durham’s Pure Leaf Lard!
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ADDRESS TO KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS

Theodore Roosevelt, October 12, 1915, Carnegie Hall (New York City)

"There is no room in this country for hyphenated Americanism. When I refer to hyphenated
Americans, I do not refer to naturalized Americans. Some of the very best Americans I have
ever known were naturalized Americans, Americans born abroad. But a hyphenated American
is not an American at all. This is just as true of the man who puts "native" before the hyphen as
of the man who puts German or Irish or English or French before the hyphen. Americanism is
a matter of the spirit and of the soul. Our allegiance must be purely to the United States. We
must unsparingly condemn any man who holds any other allegiance. But if he is heartily and
singly loyal to this Republic, then no matter where he was born, he is just as good an American
as any one else.

The one absolutely certain way of bringing this nation to ruin, of preventing all possibility of
its continuing to be a nation at all, would be to permit it to become a tangle of squabbling
nationalities, an intricate knot of German-Americans, Irish-Americans, English-Americans,
French-Americans, Scandinavian-Americans or Italian-Americans, each preserving its separate
nationality, each at heart feeling more sympathy with Europeans of that nationality, than with
the other citizens of the American Republic. The men who do not become Americans and
nothing else are hyphenated Americans; and there ought to be no room for them in this
country. The man who calls himself an American citizen and who yet shows by his actions that
he is primarily the citizen of a foreign land, plays a thoroughly mischievous part in the life of
our body politic. He has no place here; and the sooner he returns to the land to which he feels
his real heart-allegiance, the better it will be for every good American. There is no such thing
as a hyphenated American who is a good American. The only man who is a good American is
the man who is an American and nothing else.

For an American citizen to vote as a German-American, an Irish-American, or an English—
American, is to be a traitor to American institutions; and those hyphenated Americans who
terrorize American politicians by threats of the foreign vote are engaged in treason to the
American Republic.

The foreign-born population of this country must be an Americanized population - no other
kind can fight the battles of America either in war or peace. It must talk the language of its
native-born fellow-citizens, it must possess American citizenship and American ideals. It must
stand firm by its oath of allegiance in word and deed and must show that in very fact it has
renounced allegiance to every prince, potentate, or foreign government. It must be maintained
on an American standard of living so as to prevent labor disturbances in important plants and
at critical times. None of these objects can be secured as long as we have immigrant colonies,
ghettos, and immigrant sections, and above all they cannot be assured so long as we consider
the immigrant only as an industrial asset. The immigrant must not be allowed to drift or to be
put at the mercy of the exploiter. Our object is to not to imitate one of the older racial types, but
to maintain a new American type and then to secure loyalty to this type. We cannot secure
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such loyalty unless we make this a country where men shall feel that they have justice and also
where they shall feel that they are required to perform the duties imposed upon them. The
policy of "Let alone" which we have hitherto pursued is thoroughly vicious from two stand-
points. By this policy we have permitted the immigrants, and too often the native-born
laborers as well, to suffer injustice. Moreover, by this policy we have failed to impress upon the
immigrant and upon the native-born as well that they are expected to do justice as well as to
receive justice, that they are expected to be heartily and actively and single-mindedly loyal to
the flag no less than to benefit by living under it.

We cannot afford to continue to use hundreds of thousands of immigrants merely as industrial
assets while they remain social outcasts and menaces any more than fifty years ago we could
afford to keep the black man merely as an industrial asset and not as a human being. We
cannot afford to build a big industrial plant and herd men and women about it without care
for their welfare. We cannot afford to permit squalid overcrowding or the kind of living system
which makes impossible the decencies and necessities of life. We cannot afford the low wage
rates and the merely seasonal industries which mean the sacrifice of both individual and
family life and morals to the industrial machinery. We cannot afford to leave American mines,
munitions plants, and general resources in the hands of alien workmen, alien to America and
even likely to be made hostile to America by machinations such as have recently been
provided in the case of the two foreign embassies in Washington. We cannot afford to run the
risk of having in time of war men working on our railways or working in our munition plants
who would in the name of duty to their own foreign countries bring destruction to us. Recent
events have shown us that incitements to sabotage and strikes are in the view of at least two of
the great foreign powers of Europe within their definition of neutral practices. What would be
done to us in the name of war if these things are done to us in the name of neutrality?

All of us, no matter from what land our parents came, no matter in what way we may
severally worship our Creator, must stand shoulder to shoulder in a united America for the
elimination of race and religious prejudice. We must stand for a reign of equal justice to both
big and small. We must insist on the maintenance of the American standard of living. We must
stand for an adequate national control which shall secure a better training of our young men in
time of peace, both for the work of peace and for the work of war. We must direct every
national resource, material and spiritual, to the task not of shirking difficulties, but of training
our people to overcome difficulties. . . In our relations with the outside world, we must abhor
wrongdoing, and disdain to commit it, and we must no less disdain the baseness of spirit
which lamely submits to wrongdoing. Finally and most important of all, we must strive for the
establishment within our own borders of that stern and lofty standard of personal and public
neutrality which shall guarantee to each man his rights, and which shall insist in return upon
the full performance by each man of his duties both to his neighbor and to the great nation
whose flag must symbolize in the future as it has symbolized in the past the highest hopes of
all mankind.”
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MARK TWAIN TO TEACHERS

(Excerpt from NY Times, November 24, 1900)

I don't suppose that I am called here as an expert on education, for that would show a lack of
foresight on your part and a deliberate intention to remind me of my shortcomings.

As I sat here looking around for an idea it struck me that I was called for two reasons. One was to
do good to me, a poor unfortunate traveler on the world's wide ocean, by giving me knowledge of
the nature and scope of your society and letting me know that others beside myself have been of
some use in the world. The other reason that I can see is that you have called me to show by way
of contrast what education can accomplish if administered in the right sort of doses.

Your worthy president said that the school pictures, which have received the admiration of the
world at the Paris Exposition, have been sent to Russia, and this was a compliment from that
Government--which is very surprising to me. Why, it is only an hour since I read a cablegram in
the newspapers beginning "Russia Proposes to Retrench." I was not expecting such a thunderbolt,
and I thought what a happy thing it will be for Russians when the retrenchment will bring home
the thirty thousand Russian troops now in Manchuria, to live in peaceful pursuits. I thought this
was what Germany should do also without delay, and that France and all the other nations in
China should follow suit.

Why should not China be free from the foreigners, who are only making trouble on her soil? If
they would only all go home, what a pleasant place China would be for the Chinese! We do not
allow Chinamen to come here, and I say in all seriousness that it would be a graceful thing to let
China decide who shall go there.

China never wanted foreigners any more than foreigners wanted Chinamen, and on this question I
am with the Boxers every time. The Boxer is a patriot. He loves his country better than he does the
countries of other people. I wish him success. The Boxer believes in driving us out of his country.

I am a Boxer too, for I believe in driving him out of our country.

When I read the Russian dispatch further my dream of world peace vanished. It said that the vast
expense of maintaining the army had made it necessary to retrench, and so the Government had
decided that to support the army it would be necessary to withdraw the appropriation from the
public schools. This is a monstrous idea to us. We believe that out of the public school grows the
greatness of a nation.

It is curious to reflect how history repeats itself the world over. Why, I remember the same thing
was done when I was a boy on the Mississippi River. There was a proposition in a township there
to discontinue public schools because they were too expensive. An old farmer spoke up and said if
they stopped the schools they would not save anything, because every time a school was closed a
jail had to be built.

It's like feeding a dog on his own tail. He'll never get fat. I believe it is better to support schools
than jails.

The work of your association is better and shows more wisdom than the Czar of Russia and all his
people. This is not much of a compliment, but it's the best I've got in stock.
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SOLDIER’S HOME

Ernest Hemingway, 1925

Krebs went to the war from a Methodist college in Kansas. There is a picture which shows him
among his fraternity brothers, all of them wearing exactly the same height and style collar. He
enlisted in the Marines in 1917 and did not return to the United States until the second division
returned from the Rhine in the summer of 1919.

There is a picture which shows him on the Rhone with two German girls and another corporal.
Krebs and the corporal look too big for their uniforms. The German girls are not beautiful. The
Rhine does not show in the picture.

By the time Krebs returned to his home town in Oklahoma the greeting of heroes was over. He
came back much too late. The men from the town who had been drafted had all been
welcomed elaborately on their return. There had been a great deal of hysteria. Now the
reaction had set in. People seemed to think it was rather ridiculous for Krebs to be getting back
so late, years after the war was over.

At first Krebs, who had been at Belleau Wood, Soissons, the Champagne, St. Mihiel and in the
Argonne did not want to talk about the war at all. Later he felt the need to talk but no one
wanted to hear about it. His town had heard too many atrocity stories to be thrilled by
actualities. Krebs found that to be listened to at all he had to lie and after he had done this
twice he, too, had a reaction against the war and against talking about it. A distaste for
everything that had happened to him in the war set in because of the lies he had told. All of the
times that had been able to make him feel cool and clear inside himself when he thought of
them; the times so long back when he had done the one thing, the only thing for a man to do,
easily and naturally, when he might have done something else, now lost their cool, valuable
quality and then were lost themselves.

His lies were quite unimportant lies and consisted in attributing to himself things other men
had seen, done or heard of, and stating as facts certain apocryphal incidents familiar to all
soldiers. Even his lies were not sensational at the pool room. His acquaintances, who had
heard detailed accounts of German women found chained to machine guns in the Argonne
and who could not comprehend, or were barred by their patriotism from interest in, any
German machine gunners who were not chained, were not thrilled by his stories.

Krebs acquired the nausea in regard to experience that is the result of untruth or exaggeration,
and when he occasionally met another man who had really been a soldier and the talked a few
minutes in the dressing room at a dance he fell into the easy pose of the old soldier among
other soldiers: that he had been badly, sickeningly frightened all the time. In this way he lost
everything.

During this time, it was late summer, he was sleeping late in bed, getting up to walk down
town to the library to get a book, eating lunch at home, reading on the front porch until he
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became bored and then walking down through the town to spend the hottest hours of the day
in the cool dark of the pool room. He loved to play pool.

In the evening he practiced on his clarinet, strolled down town, read and went to bed. He was
still a hero to his two young sisters. His mother would have given him breakfast in bed if he
had wanted it. She often came in when he was in bed and asked him to tell her about the war,
but her attention always wandered. His father was non-committal.

Before Krebs went away to the war he had never been allowed to drive the family motor car.
His father was in the real estate business and always wanted the car to be at his command
when he required it to take clients out into the country to show them a piece of farm property.
The car always stood outside the First National Bank building where his father had an office
on the second floor. Now, after the war, it was still the same car.

Nothing was changed in the town except that the young girls had grown up. But they lived in
such a complicated world of already defined alliances and shifting feuds that Krebs did not
feel the energy or the courage to break into it. He liked to look at them, though. There were so
many good-looking young girls. Most of them had their hair cut short. When he went away
only little girls wore their hair like that or girls that were fast. They all wore sweaters and shirt
waists with round Dutch collars. It was a pattern. He liked to look at them from the front porch
as they walked on the other side of the street. He liked to watch them walking under the shade
of the trees. He liked the round Dutch collars above their sweaters. He liked their silk
stockings and flat shoes. He liked their bobbed hair and the way they walked.

When he was in town their appeal to him was not very strong. He did not like them when he
saw them in the Greek's ice cream parlor. He did not want them themselves really. They were
too complicated. There was something else. Vaguely he wanted a girl but he did not want to
have to work to get her. He would have liked to have a girl but he did not want to have to
spend a long time getting her. He did not want to get into the intrigue and the politics. He did
not want to have to do any courting. He did not want to tell any more lies. It wasn't worth it.

He did not want any consequences. He did not want any consequences ever again. He wanted
to live along without consequences. Besides he did not really need a girl. The army had taught
him that. It was all right to pose as though you had to have a girl. Nearly everybody did that.
But it wasn't true. You did not need a girl. That was the funny thing. First a fellow boasted
how girls mean nothing to him, that he never thought of them, that they could not touch him.
Then a fellow boasted that he could not get along without girls, that he had to have them all
the time, that he could not go to sleep without them.

That was all a lie. It was all a lie both ways. You did not need a girl unless you thought about
them. He learned that in the army. Then sooner or later you always got one. When you were

really ripe for a girl you always got one. You did not have to think about it. Sooner or later it

could come. He had learned that in the army.

Now he would have liked a girl if she had come to him and not wanted to talk. But here at
home it was all too complicated. He knew he could never get through it all again. It was not
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worth the trouble. That was the thing about French girls and German girls. There was not all
this talking. You couldn't talk much and you did not need to talk. It was simple and you were
friends. He thought about France and then he began to think about Germany. On the whole he
had liked Germany better. He did not want to leave Germany. He did not want to come home.
Still, he had come home. He sat on the front porch.

He liked the girls that were walking along the other side of the street. He liked the look of
them much better than the French girls or the German girls. But the world they were in was
not the world he was in. He would like to have one of them. But it was not worth it. They were
such a nice pattern. He liked the pattern. It wis exciting. But he would not go through all the
talking. He did not want one badly enough. He liked to look at them all, though. It was not
worth it. Not now when things were getting good again.

He sat there on the porch reading a book on the war. It was a history and he was reading about
all the engagements he had been in. It was the most interesting reading he had ever done. He
wished there were more maps. He looked forward with a good feeling to reading all the really
good histories when they would come out with good detail maps. Now he was really learning
about the war. He had been a good soldier. That made a difference.

One morning after he had been home about a month his mother came into his bedroom and
sat on the bed. She smoothed her apron.

"I 'had a talk with your father last night, Harold," she said, "and he is willing for you to take the
car out in the evenings."

"Yeah?" said Krebs, who was not fully awake. "Take the car out? Yeah?”

"Yes. Your father has felt for some time that you should be able to take the car out in the
evenings whenever you wished but we only talked it over last night."

"I'll bet you made him," Krebs said.

"No. It was your father's suggestion that we talk the matter over." "Yeah. I'll bet you made
him," Krebs sat up in bed.

"Will you come down to breakfast, Harold?" his mother said." "As soon as I get my clothes on,"
Krebs said.

His mother went out of the room and he could hear her frying something downstairs while he
washed, shaved and dressed to go down into the dining-room for breakfast. While he was
eating breakfast, his sister brought in the mail.

"Well, Hare," she said. "You old sleepy-head. What do you ever get up for?" Krebs looked at
her. He liked her. She was his best sister.

"Have you got the paper?" he asked.

She handed him The Kansas City Star and he shucked off its brown wrapper and opened it to
the sporting page. He folded The Star open and propped it against the water pitcher with his
cereal dish to steady it, so he could read while he ate.



"Harold," his mother stood in the kitchen doorway, "Harold, please don't muss up the paper.
Your father can't read his Star if its been mussed."

"I won't muss it," Krebs said.

His sister sat down at the table and watched him while he read.

"We're playing indoor over at school this afternoon," she said. "I'm going to pitch."
"Good," said Krebs. "How's the old wing?"

"I can pitch better than lots of the boys. I tell them all you taught me. The other girls aren't
much good."

"Yeah?" said Krebs.

"I tell them all you're my beau. Aren't you my beau, Hare?”

"You bet."

"Couldn't your brother really be your beau just because he's your brother?"
"I don't know."

"Sure you know. Couldn't you be my beau, Hare, if I was old enough and if you wanted to?"
"Sure. You're my girl now." "Am I really your girl?" "Sure."

"Do you love me?"

"Uh, huh."

"Do you love me always?"

"Sure."

"Will you come over and watch me play indoor?"

"Maybe."

"Aw, Hare, you don't love me. If you loved me, you'd want to come over and watch me play
indoor."

20

Krebs's mother came into the dining-room from the kitchen. She carried a plate with two fried

eggs and some crisp bacon on it and a plate of buckwheat cakes.
"You run along, Helen," she said. "I want to talk to Harold."

She put the eggs and bacon down in front of him and brought in a jug of maple syrup for the
buckwheat cakes. Then she sat down across the table from Krebs.

"I wish you'd put down the paper a minute, Harold," she said. Krebs took down the paper and

folded it.

"Have you decided what you are going to do yet, Harold?" his mother said, taking off her
glasses.

"No," said Krebs.
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"Don't you think it's about time?" His mother did not say this in a mean way. She seemed
worried.

"Thadn't thought about it," Krebs said.

"God has some work for every one to do," his mother said. "There can be no idle hands in His
Kingdom."

"I'm not in His Kingdom," Krebs said.
"We are all of us in His Kingdom."
Krebs felt embarrassed and resentful as always.

"I've worried about you too much, Harold," his mother went on. "I know the temptations you
must have been exposed to. I know how weak men are. I know what your own dear
grandfather, my own father, told us about the Civil War and I have prayed for you. I pray for
you all day long, Harold."

Krebs looked at the bacon fat hardening on his plate.

"Your father is worried, too," his mother went on. "He thinks you have lost your ambition, that
you haven't got a definite aim in life. Charley Simmons, who is just your age, has a good job
and is going to be married. The boys are all settling down; they're all determined to get
somewhere; you can see that boys like Charley Simmons are on their way to being really a
credit to the community."

Krebs said nothing.

"Don't look that way, Harold," his mother said. "You know we love you and I want to tell you
for your own good how matters stand. Your father does not want to hamper your freedom. He
thinks you should be allowed to drive the car. If you want to take some of the nice girls out
riding with you, we are only too pleased. We want you to enjoy yourself. But you are going to
have to settle down to work, Harold. Your father doesn't care what you start in at. All work is
honorable as he says. But you've got to make a start at something. He asked me to speak to
you this morning and then you can stop in and see him at his office."

"Is that all?" Krebs said.

"Yes. Don't you love your mother dear boy?" "No," Krebs said.

His mother looked at him across the table. Her eyes were shiny. She started crying.
"I don't love anybody," Krebs said.

It wasn't any good. He couldn't tell her, he couldn't make her see it. It was silly to have said it.
He had only hurt her. He went over and took hold of her arm. She was crying with her head in
her hands.

"I didn't mean it," he said. "I was just angry at something. I didn't mean I didn't love you."

His mother went on crying. Krebs put his arm on her shoulder. "Can't you believe me,
mother?"
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His mother shook her head.

"Please, please, mother. Please believe me."

"All right," his mother said chokily. She looked up at him. "I believe you, Harold."
Krebs kissed her hair. She put her face up to him.

"I'm your mother," she said. "I held you next to my heart when you were a tiny baby."
Krebs felt sick and vaguely nauseated.

"I know, Mummy," he said. "T'll try and be a good boy for you."

"Would you kneel and pray with me, Harold?" his mother asked.

They knelt down beside the dining-room table and Krebs's mother prayed. "Now, you pray,
Harold," she said.

"T can't," Krebs said.

"Try, Harold."

"I can't."

"Do you want me to pray for you?”
"Yes."

So his mother prayed for him and then they stood up and Krebs kissed his mother and went
out of the house. He had tried so to keep his life from being complicated. Still, none of it had
touched him. He had felt sorry for his mother and she had made him lie. He would go to
Kansas City and get a job and she would feel all right about it. There would be one more scene
maybe before he got away. He would not go down to his father's office. He would miss that
one. He wanted his life to go smoothly. It had just gotten going that way. Well, that was all
over now, anyway. He would go over to the schoolyard and watch Helen play indoor baseball.
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UNIVERSAL NEGRO IMPROVEMENT
ASSOCIATION

Marcus Garvey, 1921

Fellow citizens of Africa, I greet you in the name of the Universal Negro Improvement
Association and African Communities League of the World. You may ask, “what organization
is that?” It is for me to inform you that the Universal Negro Improvement Association is an
organization that seeks to unite, into one solid body, the four hundred million Negroes in the
world. To link up the fifty million Negroes in the United States of America, with the twenty
million Negroes of the West Indies, the forty million Negroes of South and Central America,
with the two hundred and eighty million Negroes of Africa, for the purpose of bettering our
industrial, commercial, educational, social, and political conditions.

As you are aware, the world in e W
which we live today is divided AT, -
into separate race groups and
distinct nationalities. Each race
and each nationality is
endeavoring to work out its own
destiny, to the exclusion of other
races and other nationalities. We
hear the cry of “England for the
Englishman,” of “France for the
Frenchman,” of “Germany for the
German,” of “Ireland for the

Irish,” of “Palestine for the Jew,” of
“Japan for the Japanese,” of
“China for the Chinese.”

We of the Universal Negro Improvement Association are raising the cry of “Africa for the
Africans,” those at home and those abroad. There are 400 million Africans in the world who
have Negro blood coursing through their veins, and we believe that the time has come to unite
these 400 million people toward the one common purpose of bettering their condition.

The great problem of the Negro for the last 500 years has been that of disunity. No one or no
organization ever succeeded in uniting the Negro race. But within the last four years, the
Universal Negro Improvement Association has worked wonders. It is bringing together in one
fold four million organized Negroes who are scattered in all parts of the world. Here in the 48
States of the American Union, all the West Indies islands, and the countries of South and
Central America and Africa. These four million people are working to convert the rest of the
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four hundred million that are all over the world, and it is for this purpose, that we are asking
you to join our land and to do the best you can to help us to bring about an emancipated race.

If anything praiseworthy is to be done, it must be done through unity, and it is for that reason
that the Universal Negro Improvement Association calls upon every Negro in the United
States to rally to this standard. We want to unite the Negro race in this country. We want every
Negro to work for one common object, that of building a nation of his own on the great
continent of Africa. That all Negroes all over the world are working for the establishment of a
government in Africa means that it will be realized in another few years.

We want the moral and financial support of every Negro to make this dream a possibility. Our
race, this organization, has established itself in Nigeria, West Africa, and it endeavors to do all
possible to develop that Negro country to become a great industrial and commercial
commonwealth.

Pioneers have been sent by this organization to Nigeria, and they are now laying the
foundations upon which the four hundred million Negroes of the world will build. If you
believe that the Negro has a soul, if you believe that the Negro is a man, if you believe the
Negro was endowed with the senses commonly given to other men by the Creator, then you
must acknowledge that what other men have done, Negroes can do. We want to build up
cities, nations, governments, industries of our own in Africa, so that we will be able to have a
chance to rise from the lowest to the highest position in the African Commonwealth.
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INAUGURAL ADDRESS OF PRESIDENT
FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT

March 4, 1933

I am certain that my fellow Americans expect that on my induction into the Presidency I will
address them with a candor and a decision which the present situation of our Nation impels.
This is preeminently the time to speak the truth, the whole truth, frankly and boldly. Nor need
we shrink from honestly facing conditions in our country today. This great Nation will endure
as it has endured, will revive and will prosper. So, first of all, let me assert my firm belief that
the only thing we have to fear is fear itself--nameless, unreasoning, unjustified terror which
paralyzes needed efforts to convert retreat into advance. In every dark hour of our national life
a leadership of frankness and vigor has met with that understanding and support of the
people themselves which is essential to victory. I am convinced that you will again give that
support to leadership in these critical days.

In such a spirit on my part and on yours we face our
common difficulties. They concern, thank God, only
material things. Values have shrunken to fantastic
levels; taxes have risen; our ability to pay has fallen;
government of all kinds is faced by serious
curtailment of income; the means of exchange are
frozen in the currents of trade; the withered leaves
of industrial enterprise lie on every side; farmers
find no markets for their produce; the savings of
many years in thousands of families are gone.
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More important, a host of unemployed citizens face
the grim problem of existence, and an equally great
number toil with little return. Only a foolish

optimist can deny the dark realities of the moment.
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Yet our distress comes from no failure of substance. We are stricken by no plague of locusts.
Compared with the perils which our forefathers conquered because they believed and were
not afraid, we have still much to be thankful for. Nature still offers her bounty and human
efforts have multiplied it. Plenty is at our doorstep, but a generous use of it languishes in the
very sight of the supply. Primarily this is because the rulers of the exchange of mankind's
goods have failed, through their own stubbornness and their own incompetence, have
admitted their failure, and abdicated. Practices of the unscrupulous money changers stand
indicted in the court of public opinion, rejected by the hearts and minds of men.
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True they have tried, but their efforts have been cast in the pattern of an outworn tradition.
Faced by failure of credit they have proposed only the lending of more money. Stripped of the
lure of profit by which to induce our people to follow their false leadership, they have resorted
to exhortations, pleading tearfully for restored confidence. They know only the rules of a
generation of self-seekers. They have no vision, and when there is no vision the people perish.

The money changers have fled from their high seats in the temple of our civilization. We may
now restore that temple to the ancient truths. The measure of the restoration lies in the extent
to which we apply social values more noble than mere monetary profit.

Happiness lies not in the mere possession of moneys; it lies in the joy of achievement, in the
thrill of creative effort. The joy and moral stimulation of work no longer must be forgotten in
the mad chase of evanescent profits. These dark days will be worth all they cost us if they
teach us that our true destiny is not to be ministered unto but to minister to ourselves and to
our fellow men.

Recognition of the falsity of material wealth as the standard of success goes hand in hand with
the abandonment of the false belief that public office and high political position are to be
valued only by the standards of pride of place and personal profit; and there must be an end to
a conduct in banking and in business which too often has given to a sacred trust the likeness of
callous and selfish wrongdoing. Small wonder that confidence languishes, for it thrives only
on honesty, on honor, on the sacredness of obligations, on faithful protection, on unselfish
performance; without them it cannot live.

Restoration calls, however, not for changes in ethics alone. This Nation asks for action, and
action now.

Our greatest primary task is to put people to work. This is no unsolvable problem if we face it
wisely and courageously. It can be accomplished in part by direct recruiting by the
Government itself, treating the task as we would treat the emergency of a war, but at the same
time, through this employment, accomplishing greatly needed projects to stimulate and
reorganize the use of our natural resources.

Hand in hand with this we must frankly recognize the overbalance of population in our
industrial centers and, by engaging on a national scale in a redistribution, endeavor to provide
a better use of the land for those best fitted for the land. The task can be helped by definite
efforts to raise the values of agricultural products and with this the power to purchase the
output of our cities. It can be helped by preventing realistically the tragedy of the growing loss
through foreclosure of our small homes and our farms. It can be helped by insistence that the
Federal, State, and local governments act forthwith on the demand that their cost be drastically
reduced. It can be helped by the unifying of relief activities which today are often scattered,
uneconomical, and unequal. It can be helped by national planning for and supervision of all
forms of transportation and of communications and other utilities which have a definitely
public character. There are many ways in which it can be helped, but it can never be helped
merely by talking about it. We must act and act quickly.
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Finally, in our progress toward a resumption of work we require two safeguards against a
return of the evils of the old order; there must be a strict supervision of all banking and credits
and investments; there must be an end to speculation with other people's money, and there
must be provision for an adequate but sound currency.

There are the lines of attack. I shall presently urge upon a new Congress in special session
detailed measures for their fulfillment, and I shall seek the immediate assistance of the several
States.

Through this program of action we address ourselves to putting our own national house in
order and making income balance outgo. Our international trade relations, though vastly
important, are in point of time and necessity secondary to the establishment of a sound
national economy. I favor as a practical policy the putting of first things first. I shall spare no
effort to restore world trade by international economic readjustment, but the emergency at
home cannot wait on that accomplishment.

The basic thought that guides these specific means of national recovery is not narrowly
nationalistic. It is the insistence, as a first consideration, upon the interdependence of the
various elements in all parts of the United States--a recognition of the old and permanently
important manifestation of the American spirit of the pioneer. It is the way to recovery. It is the
immediate way. It is the strongest assurance that the recovery will endure.

In the field of world policy I would dedicate this Nation to the policy of the good neighbor--
the neighbor who resolutely respects himself and, because he does so, respects the rights of
others-- the neighbor who respects his obligations and respects the sanctity of his agreements
in and with a world of neighbors.

If I read the temper of our people correctly, we now realize as we have never realized before
our interdependence on each other; that we can not merely take but we must give as well; that
if we are to go forward, we must move as a trained and loyal army willing to sacrifice for the
good of a common discipline, because without such discipline no progress is made, no
leadership becomes effective. We are, I know, ready and willing to submit our lives and
property to such discipline, because it makes possible a leadership which aims at a larger
good. This I propose to offer, pledging that the larger purposes will bind upon us all as a
sacred obligation with a unity of duty hitherto evoked only in time of armed strife.

With this pledge taken, I assume unhesitatingly the leadership of this great army of our people
dedicated to a disciplined attack upon our common problems.

Action in this image and to this end is feasible under the form of government which we have
inherited from our ancestors. Our Constitution is so simple and practical that it is possible
always to meet extraordinary needs by changes in emphasis and arrangement without loss of
essential form. That is why our constitutional system has proved itself the most superbly
enduring political mechanism the modern world has produced. It has met every stress of vast
expansion of territory, of foreign wars, of bitter internal strife, of world relations.
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It is to be hoped that the normal balance of executive and legislative authority may be wholly
adequate to meet the unprecedented task before us. But it may be that an unprecedented
demand and need for undelayed action may call for temporary departure from that normal
balance of public procedure.

I am prepared under my constitutional duty to recommend the measures that a stricken nation
in the midst of a stricken world may require. These measures, or such other measures as the
Congress may build out of its experience and wisdom, I shall seek, within my constitutional
authority, to bring to speedy adoption.

But in the event that the Congress shall fail to take one of these two courses, and in the event
that the national emergency is still critical, I shall not evade the clear course of duty that will
then confront me. I shall ask the Congress for the one remaining instrument to meet the crisis--
broad Executive power to wage a war against the emergency, as great as the power that would
be given to me if we were in fact invaded by a foreign foe.

For the trust reposed in me I will return the courage and the devotion that befit the time. I can
do no less.

We face the arduous days that lie before us in the warm courage of the national unity; with the
clear consciousness of seeking old and precious moral values; with the clean satisfaction that
comes from the stem performance of duty by old and young alike. We aim at the assurance of a
rounded and permanent national life.

We do not distrust the future of essential democracy. The people of the United States have not
failed. In their need they have registered a mandate that they want direct, vigorous action.
They have asked for discipline and direction under leadership. They have made me the
present instrument of their wishes. In the spirit of the gift I take it.

In this dedication of a Nation we humbly ask the blessing of God. May He protect each and
every one of us. May He guide me in the days to come.
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THE GREAT ARSENAL OF DEMOCRACY

Franklin Delano Roosevelt, December 29, 1940, Washington, DC

My friends:

This is not a fireside chat on war. It is a talk on national security; because the nub of the whole
purpose of your President is to keep you now, and your children later, and your grandchildren
much later, out of a last-ditch war for the preservation of American independence, and all of
the things that American independence means to you and to me and to ours.

Tonight, in the presence of a world crisis, my mind goes back eight years to a night in the
midst of a domestic crisis. It was a time when the wheels of American industry were grinding
to a full stop, when the whole banking system of our country had ceased to function. I well
remember that while I sat in my study in the White House, preparing to talk with the people of
the United States, I had before my eyes the picture of all those Americans with whom I was
talking. I saw the workmen in the mills, the mines, the factories, the girl behind the counter,
the small shopkeeper, the farmer doing his spring plowing, the widows and the old men
wondering about their life's savings. I tried to convey to the great mass of American people
what the banking crisis meant to them in their daily lives.

Tonight, I want to do the same thing, with the same people, in this new crisis which faces
America. We met the issue of 1933 with courage and realism. We face this new crisis, this new
threat to the security of our nation, with the same courage and realism. Never before since
Jamestown and Plymouth Rock has our American civilization been in such danger as now. For
on September 27th, 1940 -- this year -- by an agreement signed in Berlin, three powerful
nations, two in Europe and one in Asia, joined themselves together in the threat that if the
United States of America interfered with or blocked the expansion program of these three
nations -- a program aimed at world control -- they would unite in ultimate action against the
United States.

The Nazi masters of Germany have made it clear that they intend not only to dominate all life
and thought in their own country, but also to enslave the whole of Europe, and then to use the
resources of Europe to dominate the rest of the world. It was only three weeks ago that their
leader stated this: "There are two worlds that stand opposed to each other." And then in defiant
reply to his opponents he said this: "Others are correct when they say: 'With this world we
cannot ever reconcile ourselves." I can beat any other power in the world." So said the leader
of the Nazis.

In other words, the Axis not merely admits but the Axis proclaims that there can be no
ultimate peace between their philosophy -- their philosophy of government -- and our
philosophy of government. In view of the nature of this undeniable threat, it can be asserted,
properly and categorically, that the United States has no right or reason to encourage talk of
peace until the day shall come when there is a clear intention on the part of the aggressor
nations to abandon all thought of dominating or conquering the world.
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At this moment the forces of the States that are leagued against all peoples who live in freedom
are being held away from our shores. The Germans and the Italians are being blocked on the
other side of the Atlantic by the British and by the Greeks, and by thousands of soldiers and
sailors who were able to escape from subjugated countries. In Asia the Japanese are being
engaged by the Chinese nation in another great defense. In the Pacific Ocean is our fleet.

Some of our people like to believe that wars in Europe and in Asia are of no concern to us. But
it is a matter of most vital concern to us that European and Asiatic war-makers should not gain
control of the oceans which lead to this hemisphere. One hundred and seventeen years ago the
Monroe Doctrine was conceived by our government as a measure of defense in the face of a
threat against this hemisphere by an alliance in Continental Europe. Thereafter, we stood
guard in the Atlantic, with the British as neighbors. There was no treaty. There was no
"unwritten agreement." And yet there was the feeling, proven correct by history, that we as
neighbors could settle any disputes in peaceful fashion. And the fact is that during the whole
of this time the Western Hemisphere has remained free from aggression from Europe or from
Asia.

Does anyone seriously believe that we need to fear attack anywhere in the Americas while a
free Britain remains our most powerful naval neighbor in the Atlantic? And does anyone
seriously believe, on the other hand, that we could rest easy if the Axis powers were our
neighbors there? If Great Britain goes down, the Axis powers will control the Continents of
Europe, Asia, Africa, Austral-Asia, and the high seas. And they will be in a position to bring
enormous military and naval resources against this hemisphere. It is no exaggeration to say
that all of us in all the Americas would be living at the point of a gun -- a gun loaded with
explosive bullets, economic as well as military. We should enter upon a new and terrible era in
which the whole world, our hemisphere included, would be run by threats of brute force. And
to survive in such a world, we would have to convert ourselves permanently into a militaristic
power on the basis of war economy.

Some of us like to believe that even if Britain falls, we are still safe, because of the broad
expanse of the Atlantic and of the Pacific. But the width of those oceans is not what it was in
the days of clipper ships. At one point between Africa and Brazil the distance is less than it is
from Washington to Denver, Colorado, five hours for the latest type of bomber. And at the
north end of the Pacific Ocean, America and Asia almost touch each other. Why, even today we
have planes that could fly from the British Isles to New England and back again without
refueling. And remember that the range of the modern bomber is ever being increased.

During the past week many people in all parts of the nation have told me what they wanted
me to say tonight. Almost all of them expressed a courageous desire to hear the plain truth
about the gravity of the situation. One telegram, however, expressed the attitude of the small
minority who want to see no evil and hear no evil, even though they know in their hearts that
evil exists. That telegram begged me not to tell again of the ease with which our American
cities could be bombed by any hostile power which had gained bases in this Western
Hemisphere. The gist of that telegram was: "Please, Mr. President, don't frighten us by telling
us the facts." Frankly and definitely there is danger ahead -- danger against which we must
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prepare. But we well know that we cannot escape danger, or the fear of danger, by crawling
into bed and pulling the covers over our heads.

Some nations of Europe were bound by solemn nonintervention pacts with Germany. Other
nations were assured by Germany that they need never fear invasion. Nonintervention pact or
not, the fact remains that they were attacked, overrun, thrown into modern slavery at an hour's
notice -- or even without any notice at all. As an exiled leader of one of these nations said to me
the other day, "The notice was a minus quantity. It was given to my government two hours
after German troops had poured into my country in a hundred places." The fate of these
nations tells us what it means to live at the point of a Nazi gun.

The Nazis have justified such actions by various pious frauds. One of these frauds is the claim
that they are occupying a nation for the purpose of "restoring order." Another is that they are
occupying or controlling a nation on the excuse that they are "protecting it" against the
aggression of somebody else. For example, Germany has said that she was occupying Belgium
to save the Belgians from the British. Would she then hesitate to say to any South American
country: "We are occupying you to protect you from aggression by the United States"? Belgium
today is being used as an invasion base against Britain, now fighting for its life. And any South
American country, in Nazi hands, would always constitute a jumping off place for German
attack on any one of the other republics of this hemisphere.

Analyze for yourselves the future of two other places even nearer to Germany if the Nazis
won. Could Ireland hold out? Would Irish freedom be permitted as an amazing pet exception
in an unfree world? Or the islands of the Azores, which still fly the flag of Portugal after five
centuries? You and I think of Hawaii as an outpost of defense in the Pacific. And yet the Azores
are closer to our shores in the Atlantic than Hawaii is on the other side.

There are those who say that the Axis powers would never have any desire to attack the
Western Hemisphere. That is the same dangerous form of wishful thinking which has
destroyed the powers of resistance of so many conquered peoples. The plain facts are that the
Nazis have proclaimed, time and again, that all other races are their inferiors and therefore
subject to their orders. And most important of all, the vast resources and wealth of this
American hemisphere constitute the most tempting loot in all of the round world.

Let us no longer blind ourselves to the undeniable fact that the evil forces which have crushed
and undermined and corrupted so many others are already within our own gates. Your
government knows much about them and every day is ferreting them out. Their secret
emissaries are active in our own and in neighboring countries. They seek to stir up suspicion
and dissension, to cause internal strife. They try to turn capital against labor, and vice versa.
They try to reawaken long slumbering racial and religious enmities which should have no
place in this country. They are active in every group that promotes intolerance. They exploit
for their own ends our own natural abhorrence of war. These trouble-breeders have but one
purpose. It is to divide our people, to divide them into hostile groups and to destroy our unity
and shatter our will to defend ourselves.
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There are also American citizens, many of them in high places, who, unwittingly in most cases,
are aiding and abetting the work of these agents. I do not charge these American citizens with
being foreign agents. But I do charge them with doing exactly the kind of work that the
dictators want done in the United States. These people not only believe that we can save our
own skins by shutting our eyes to the fate of other nations. Some of them go much further than
that. They say that we can and should become the friends and even the partners of the Axis
powers. Some of them even suggest that we should imitate the methods of the dictatorships.
But Americans never can and never will do that.

The experience of the past two years has proven beyond doubt that no nation can appease the
Nazis. No man can tame a tiger into a kitten by stroking it. There can be no appeasement with
ruthlessness. There can be no reasoning with an incendiary bomb. We know now that a nation
can have peace with the Nazis only at the price of total surrender. Even the people of Italy
have been forced to become accomplices of the Nazis; but at this moment they do not know
how soon they will be embraced to death by their allies.

The American appeasers ignore the warning to be found in the fate of Austria, Czechoslovakia,
Poland, Norway, Belgium, the Netherlands, Denmark, and France. They tell you that the Axis
powers are going to win anyway; that all of this bloodshed in the world could be saved, that
the United States might just as well throw its influence into the scale of a dictated peace and
get the best out of it that we can. They call it a "negotiated peace." Nonsense! Is it a negotiated
peace if a gang of outlaws surrounds your community and on threat of extermination makes
you pay tribute to save your own skins? For such a dictated peace would be no peace at all. It
would be only another armistice, leading to the most gigantic armament race and the most
devastating trade wars in all history. And in these contests the Americas would offer the only
real resistance to the Axis power. With all their vaunted efficiency, with all their parade of
pious purpose in this war, there are still in their background the concentration camp and the
servants of God in chains.

The history of recent years proves that the shootings and the chains and the concentration
camps are not simply the transient tools but the very altars of modern dictatorships. They may
talk of a "new order" in the world, but what they have in mind is only a revival of the oldest
and the worst tyranny. In that there is no liberty, no religion, no hope. The proposed "new
order" is the very opposite of a United States of Europe or a United States of Asia. It is not a
government based upon the consent of the governed. It is not a union of ordinary, self-
respecting men and women to protect themselves and their freedom and their dignity from
oppression. It is an unholy alliance of power and pelf to dominate and to enslave the human
race.

The British people and their allies today are conducting an active war against this unholy
alliance. Our own future security is greatly dependent on the outcome of that fight. Our ability
to "keep out of war" is going to be affected by that outcome. Thinking in terms of today and
tomorrow, I make the direct statement to the American people that there is far less chance of
the United States getting into war if we do all we can now to support the nations defending
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themselves against attack by the Axis than if we acquiesce in their defeat, submit tamely to an
Axis victory, and wait our turn to be the object of attack in another war later on.

If we are to be completely honest with ourselves, we must admit that there is risk in any course
we may take. But I deeply believe that the great majority of our people agree that the course
that I advocate involves the least risk now and the greatest hope for world peace in the future.

The people of Europe who are defending themselves do not ask us to do their fighting. They
ask us for the implements of war, the planes, the tanks, the guns, the freighters which will
enable them to fight for their liberty and for our security. Emphatically, we must get these
weapons to them, get them to them in sufficient volume and quickly enough so that we and
our children will be saved the agony and suffering of war which others have had to endure.

Let not the defeatists tell us that it is too late. It will never be earlier. Tomorrow will be later
than today.

Certain facts are self-evident.

In a military sense Great Britain and the British Empire are today the spearhead of resistance to
world conquest. And they are putting up a fight which will live forever in the story of human
gallantry. There is no demand for sending an American expeditionary force outside our own
borders. There is no intention by any member of your government to send such a force. You
can therefore, nail, nail any talk about sending armies to Europe as deliberate untruth. Our
national policy is not directed toward war. Its sole purpose is to keep war away from our
country and away from our people.

Democracy's fight against world conquest is being greatly aided, and must be more greatly
aided, by the rearmament of the United States and by sending every ounce and every ton of
munitions and supplies that we can possibly spare to help the defenders who are in the front
lines. And it is no more un-neutral for us to do that than it is for Sweden, Russia, and other
nations near Germany to send steel and ore and oil and other war materials into Germany
every day in the week.

We are planning our own defense with the utmost urgency, and in its vast scale we must
integrate the war needs of Britain and the other free nations which are resisting aggression.
This is not a matter of sentiment or of controversial personal opinion. It is a matter of realistic,
practical military policy, based on the advice of our military experts who are in close touch
with existing warfare. These military and naval experts and the members of the Congress and
the Administration have a single-minded purpose: the defense of the United States.

This nation is making a great effort to produce everything that is necessary in this emergency,
and with all possible speed. And this great effort requires great sacrifice. I would ask no one to
defend a democracy which in turn would not defend every one in the nation against want and
privation. The strength of this nation shall not be diluted by the failure of the government to
protect the economic well-being of its citizens. If our capacity to produce is limited by
machines, it must ever be remembered that these machines are operated by the skill and the
stamina of the workers.
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As the government is determined to protect the rights of the workers, so the nation has a right
to expect that the men who man the machines will discharge their full responsibilities to the
urgent needs of defense. The worker possesses the same human dignity and is entitled to the
same security of position as the engineer or the manager or the owner. For the workers provide
the human power that turns out the destroyers, and the planes, and the tanks. The nation
expects our defense industries to continue operation without interruption by strikes or
lockouts. It expects and insists that management and workers will reconcile their differences
by voluntary or legal means, to continue to produce the supplies that are so sorely needed.
And on the economic side of our great defense program, we are, as you know, bending every
effort to maintain stability of prices and with that the stability of the cost of living.

Nine days ago I announced the setting up of a more effective organization to direct our
gigantic efforts to increase the production of munitions. The appropriation of vast sums of
money and a well-coordinated executive direction of our defense efforts are not in themselves
enough. Guns, planes, ships and many other things have to be built in the factories and the
arsenals of America. They have to be produced by workers and managers and engineers with
the aid of machines which in turn have to be built by hundreds of thousands of workers
throughout the land. In this great work there has been splendid cooperation between the
government and industry and labor. And I am very thankful.

American industrial genius, unmatched throughout all the world in the solution of production
problems, has been called upon to bring its resources and its talents into action. Manufacturers
of watches, of farm implements, of Linotypes and cash registers and automobiles, and sewing

machines and lawn mowers and locomotives, are now making fuses and bomb packing crates

and telescope mounts and shells and pistols and tanks.

But all of our present efforts are not enough. We must have more ships, more guns, more
planes -- more of everything. And this can be accomplished only if we discard the notion of
"business as usual." This job cannot be done merely by superimposing on the existing
productive facilities the added requirements of the nation for defense. Our defense efforts
must not be blocked by those who fear the future consequences of surplus plant capacity. The
possible consequences of failure of our defense efforts now are much more to be feared. And
after the present needs of our defense are past, a proper handling of the country's peacetime
needs will require all of the new productive capacity, if not still more. No pessimistic policy
about the future of America shall delay the immediate expansion of those industries essential
to defense. We need them.

I want to make it clear that it is the purpose of the nation to build now with all possible speed
every machine, every arsenal, every factory that we need to manufacture our defense material.
We have the men, the skill, the wealth, and above all, the will. I am confident that if and when
production of consumer or luxury goods in certain industries requires the use of machines and
raw materials that are essential for defense purposes, then such production must yield, and
will gladly yield, to our primary and compelling purpose.
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So I appeal to the owners of plants, to the managers, to the workers, to our own government
employees to put every ounce of effort into producing these munitions swiftly and without
stint. With this appeal I give you the pledge that all of us who are officers of your government
will devote ourselves to the same whole-hearted extent to the great task that lies ahead.

As planes and ships and guns and shells are produced, your government, with its defense
experts, can then determine how best to use them to defend this hemisphere. The decision as
to how much shall be sent abroad and how much shall remain at home must be made on the
basis of our overall military necessities.

We must be the great arsenal of democracy.

For us this is an emergency as serious as war itself. We must apply ourselves to our task with
the same resolution, the same sense of urgency, the same spirit of patriotism and sacrifice as
we would show were we at war.

We have furnished the British great material support and we will furnish far more in the
future. There will be no "bottlenecks" in our determination to aid Great Britain. No dictator, no
combination of dictators, will weaken that determination by threats of how they will construe
that determination. The British have received invaluable military support from the heroic
Greek Army and from the forces of all the governments in exile. Their strength is growing. It is
the strength of men and women who value their freedom more highly than they value their
lives.

I believe that the Axis powers are not going to win this war. I base that belief on the latest and
best of information.

We have no excuse for defeatism. We have every good reason for hope -- hope for peace, yes,
and hope for the defense of our civilization and for the building of a better civilization in the
future. I have the profound conviction that the American people are now determined to put
forth a mightier effort than they have ever yet made to increase our production of all the
implements of defense, to meet the threat to our democratic faith.

As President of the United States, I call for that national effort. I call for it in the name of this
nation which we love and honor and which we are privileged and proud to serve. I call upon
our people with absolute confidence that our common cause will greatly succeed.
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ADDRESS TO AMERICA FIRST COMMITTEE

Charles Lindbergh, April 23, 1941, New York City

There are many viewpoints from which the issues of this war can be argued. Some are
primarily idealistic. Some are primarily practical. One should, I believe, strive for a balance of
both. But, since the subjects that can be covered in a single address are limited, tonight I shall
discuss the war from a viewpoint which is primarily practical. It is not that I believe ideals are
unimportant, even among the realities of war; but if a nation is to survive in a hostile world, its
ideals must be backed by the hard logic of military practicability. If the outcome of war
depended upon ideals alone, this would be a different world than it is today.

I know I will be severely criticized by the interventionists in America when I say we should
not enter a war unless we have a reasonable chance of winning. That, they will claim, is far too
materialistic a viewpoint. They will advance again the same arguments that were used to
persuade France to declare war against Germany in 1939. But I do not believe that our
American ideals, and our way of life, will gain through an unsuccessful war. And I know that
the United States is not prepared to wage war in Europe successfully at this time. We are no
better prepared today than France was when the interventionists in Europe persuaded her to
attack the Siegfried Line.

I have said before, and I will say again, that I believe it will be a tragedy to the entire world if
the British Empire collapses. That is one of the main reasons why I opposed this war before it
was declared, and why I have constantly advocated a negotiated peace. I did not feel that
England and France had a reasonable chance of winning. France has now been defeated; and,
despite the propaganda and confusion of recent months, it is now obvious that England is
losing the war. I believe this is realized even by the British government. But they have one last
desperate plan remaining. They hope that they may be able to persuade us to send another
American Expeditionary Force to Europe, and to share with England militarily, as well as
financially, the fiasco of this war.

I do not blame England for this hope, or for asking for our assistance. But we now know that
she declared a war under circumstances led to the defeat of every nation that sided with her
from Poland to Greece. We know that in the desperation of war England promised to all these
nations armed assistance that she could not send. We know that she misinformed them, as she
has misinformed us, concerning her state of preparation, her military strength, and the
progress of the war.

In time of war, truth is always replaced by propaganda. I do not believe we should be too
quick to criticize the actions of a belligerent nation. There is always the question whether we,
ourselves, would do better under similar circumstances. But we in this country have a right to
think of the welfare of America first, just as the people in England thought first of their own
country when they encouraged the smaller nations of Europe to fight against hopeless odds.
When England asks us to enter this war, she is considering her own future, and that of her
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Empire. In making our reply, I believe we should consider the future of the United States and
that of the Western Hemisphere.

It is not only our right, but it is our obligation as American citizens to look at this war
objectively, and to weigh our chances for success if we should enter it. I have attempted to do
this, especially from the standpoint of aviation; and I have been forced to the conclusion that
we cannot win this war for England, regardless of how much assistance we extend.

I ask you to look at the map of Europe today and see if you can suggest any way in which we
could win this war if we entered it. Suppose we had a large army in America, trained and
equipped. Where would we send it to fight? The campaigns of the war show only too clearly
how difficult it is to force a landing, or to maintain an army, on a hostile coast. Suppose we
took our navy from the Pacific, and used it to convoy British shipping. That would not win the
war for England. It would, at best, permit her to exist under the constant bombing of the
German air fleet. Suppose we had an air force that we could send to Europe. Where could it
operate? Some of our squadrons might be based in the British Isles; but it is physically
impossible to base enough aircraft in the British Isles alone to equal in strength the aircraft that
can be based on the continent of Europe.

I have asked these questions on the supposition that we had in existence an army and an air
force large enough and well enough equipped to send to Europe; and that we would dare to
remove our navy from the Pacific. Even on this basis, I do not see how we could invade the
continent of Europe successfully as long as all of that continent and most of Asia is under Axis
domination. But the fact is that none of these suppositions are correct. We have only a one-
ocean navy. Our army is still untrained and inadequately equipped for foreign war. Our air
force is deplorably lacking in modern fighting planes.

When these facts are cited, the interventionists shout that we are defeatists, that we are
undermining the principles of Democracy, and that we are giving comfort to Germany by
talking about our military weakness. But everything I mention here has been published in our
newspapers, and in the reports of congressional hearings in Washington. Our military position
is well known to the governments of Europe and Asia. Why, then, should it not be brought to
the attention of our own people?

I say it is the interventionist in America, as it was in England and in France, who gives comfort
to the enemy. I say it is they who are undermining the principles of Democracy when they
demand that we take a course to which more than eighty percent of our citizens are opposed. I
charge them with being the real defeatists, for their policy has led to the defeat of every
country that followed their advice since this war began. There is no better way to give comfort
to an enemy than to divide the people of a nation over the issue of foreign war. There is no
shorter road to defeat than by entering a war with inadequate preparation. Every nation that
has adopted the interventionist policy of depending on some one else for its own defense has
met with nothing but defeat and failure.

When history is written, the responsibility for the downfall of the democracies of Europe will
rest squarely upon the shoulders of the interventionists who led their nations into war
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uninformed and unprepared. With their shouts of defeatism, and their disdain of reality, they
have already sent countless thousands of young men to death in Europe. From the campaign
of Poland to that of Greece, their prophecies have been false and their policies have failed. Yet
these are the people who are calling us defeatists in America today. And they have led this
country, too, to the verge of war.

There are many such interventionists in America, but there are more people among us of a
different type. That is why you and I are assembled here tonight. There is a policy open to this
nation that will lead to success--a policy that leaves us free to follow our own way of life, and
to develop our own civilization. It is not a new and untried idea. It was advocated by
Washington. It was incorporated in the Monroe Doctrine. Under its guidance, the United States
became the greatest nation in the world. It is based upon the belief that the security of a nation
lies in the strength and character of its own people. It recommends the maintenance of armed
forces sufficient to defend this hemisphere from attack by any combination of foreign powers.
It demands faith in an independent American destiny. This is the policy of the America First
Committee today. It is a policy not of isolation, but of independence; not of defeat, but of
courage. It is a policy that led this nation to success during the most trying years of our history,
and it is a policy that will lead us to success again.

We have weakened ourselves for many months, and still worse, we have divided our own
people by this dabbling in Europe's wars. While we should have been concentrating on
American defense, we have been forced to argue over foreign quarrels. We must turn our eyes
and our faith back to our own country before it is too late. And when we do this, a different
vista opens before us. Practically every difficulty we would face in invading Europe becomes
an asset to us in defending America. Our enemy, and not we, would then have the problem of
transporting millions of troops across the ocean and landing them on a hostile shore. They, and
not we, would have to furnish the convoys to transport guns and trucks and munitions and
fuel across three thousand miles of water. Our battleships and submarines would then be
fighting close to their home bases. We would then do the bombing from the air, and the
torpedoing at sea. And if any part of an enemy convoy should ever pass our navy and our air
force, they would still be faced with the guns of our coast artillery, and behind them, the
divisions of our army.

The United States is better situated from a military standpoint than any other nation in the
world. Even in our present condition of unpreparedness, no foreign power is in a position to
invade us today. If we concentrate on our own and build the strength that this nation should
maintain, no foreign army will ever attempt to land on American shores.

War is not inevitable for this country. Such a claim is defeatism in the true sense. No one can
make us fight abroad unless we ourselves are willing to do so. No one will attempt to fight us
here if we arm ourselves as a great nation should be armed. Over a hundred million people in
this nation are opposed to entering the war. If the principles of Democracy mean anything at
all, that is reason enough for us to stay out. If we are forced into a war against the wishes of an
overwhelming majority of our people, we will have proved Democracy such a failure at home
that there will be little use fighting for it abroad.
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The time has come when those of us who believe in an independent American destiny must
band together, and organize for strength. We have been led toward war by a minority of our
people. This minority has power. It has influence. It has a loud voice. But it does not represent
the American people. During the last several years, I have travelled over this country, from one
end to the other. I have talked to many hundreds of men and women, and I have had letters
from tens of thousands more, who feel the same way as you and I. Most of these people have
no influence or power. Most of them have no means of expressing their convictions, except by
their vote which has always been against this war. They are the citizens who have had to work
too hard at their daily jobs to organize political meetings. Hitherto, they have relied upon their
vote to express their feelings; but now they find that it is hardly remembered except in the
oratory of a political campaign. These people--the majority of hard-working American citizens
are with us. They are the true strength of our country. And they are beginning to realize, as you
and I, that there are times when we must sacrifice our normal interests in life in order to insure
the safety and the welfare of our nation.

Such a time has come. Such a crisis is here. That is why the America First Committee has been
formed--to give voice to the people who have no newspaper, or news reel, or radio station at
their command; to the people who must do the paying, and the fighting, and the dying, if this
country enters the war.

Whether or not we do enter the war, rests upon the shoulders of you in this audience, upon us
here on this platform, upon meetings of this kind that are being held by Americans in every
section of the United States today. It depends upon the action we take, and the courage we
show at this time. If you believe in an independent destiny for America, if you believe that this
country should not enter the war in Europe, we ask you to join the America First Committee in
its stand. We ask you to share our faith in the ability of this nation to defend itself, to develop
its own civilization, and to contribute to the progress of mankind in a more constructive and
intelligent way than has yet been found by the warring nations of Europe. We need your
support, and we need it now. The time to act is here.



FAREWELL ADDRESS OF PRESIDENT EISENHOWER

January 17, 1961

Three days from now, after half a century in the service of our country, I shall lay down the
responsibilities of office as, in traditional and solemn ceremony, the authority of the Presidency
is vested in my successor.

This evening I come to you with a message of leave-taking and farewell, and to share a few
final thoughts with you, my countrymen.

Like every other citizen, I wish the new President, and all who will labor with him, Godspeed.
I pray that the coming years will be blessed with peace and prosperity for all.

Our people expect their President and the Congress to find essential agreement on issues of
great moment, the wise resolution of which will better shape the future of the Nation.

My own relations with the Congress, which began on a remote and tenuous basis when, long
ago, a member of the Senate appointed me to West Point, have since ranged to the intimate
during the war and immediate post-war period, and, finally, to the mutually interdependent
during these past eight years.

In this final relationship, the Congress and the Administration have, on most vital issues,
cooperated well, to serve the national good rather than mere partisanship, and so have assured
that the business of the Nation should go forward. So, my official relationship with the
Congress ends in a feeling, on my part, of gratitude that we have been able to do so much
together.

We now stand ten years past the midpoint of a century that has witnessed four major wars
among great nations. Three of these involved our own country. Despite these holocausts
America is today the strongest, the most influential and most productive nation in the world.
Understandably proud of this pre-eminence, we yet realize that America's leadership and
prestige depend, not merely upon our unmatched material progress, riches and military
strength, but on how we use our power in the interests of world peace and human betterment.

Throughout America's adventure in free government, our basic purposes have been to keep
the peace; to foster progress in human achievement, and to enhance liberty, dignity and
integrity among people and among nations. To strive for less would be unworthy of a free and
religious people. Any failure traceable to arrogance, or our lack of comprehension or readiness
to sacrifice would inflict upon us grievous hurt both at home and abroad.

Progress toward these noble goals is persistently threatened by the conflict now engulfing the
world. It commands our whole attention, absorbs our very beings. We face a hostile ideology-
global in scope, atheistic in character, ruthless in purpose, and insidious in method. Unhappily
the danger it poses promises to be of indefinite duration. To meet it successfully, there is called
for, not so much the emotional and transitory sacrifices of crisis, but rather those which enable
us to carry forward steadily, surely, and without complaint the burdens of a prolonged and
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complex struggle-with liberty at stake. Only thus shall we remain, despite every provocation,
on our charted course toward permanent peace and human betterment.

Crises there will continue to be. In meeting them, whether foreign or domestic, great or small,
there is a recurring temptation to feel that some spectacular and costly action could become the
miraculous solution to all current difficulties. A huge increase in newer elements of our
defense; development of unrealistic programs to cure every ill in agriculture; a dramatic
expansion in basic and applied research-these and many other possibilities, each possibly
promising in itself, may be suggested as the only way to the road we which to travel.

But each proposal must be weighed in the light of a broader consideration: the need to
maintain balance in and among national programs-balance between the private and the public
economy, balance between cost and hoped for advantage-balance between the clearly
necessary and the comfortably desirable; balance between our essential requirements as a
nation and the duties imposed by the nation upon the individual; balance between action of
the moment and the national welfare of the future. Good judgment seeks balance and progress;
lack of it eventually finds imbalance and frustration.

The record of many decades stands as proof that our people and their government have, in the
main, understood these truths and have responded to them well, in the face of stress and
threat. But threats, new in kind or degree, constantly arise. I mention two only.

A vital element in keeping the peace is our military establishment. Our arms must be mighty,
ready for instant action, so that no potential aggressor may be tempted to risk his own
destruction.

Our military organization today bears little relation to that known by any of my predecessors
in peace time, or indeed by the fighting men of World War II or Korea.

Until the latest of our world conflicts, the United States had no armaments industry. American
makers of plowshares could, with time and as required, make swords as well. But now we can
no longer risk emergency improvisation of national defense; we have been compelled to create
a permanent armaments industry of vast proportions. Added to this, three and a half million
men and women are directly engaged in the defense establishment. We annually spend on
military security more than the net income of all United State corporations.

This conjunction of an immense military establishment and a large arms industry is new in the
American experience. The total influence-economic, political, even spiritual-is felt in every city,
every state house, every office of the Federal government. We recognize the imperative need
for this development. Yet we must not fail to comprehend its grave implications. Our toil,
resources and livelihood are all involved; so is the very structure of our society.

In the councils of government, we must guard against the acquisition of unwarranted
influence, whether sought or unsought, by the military-industrial complex. The potential for
the disastrous rise of misplaced power exists and will persist.

We must never let the weight of this combination endanger our liberties or democratic
processes. We should take nothing for granted only an alert and knowledgeable citizenry can
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compel the proper meshing of huge industrial and military machinery of defense with our
peaceful methods and goals, so that security and liberty may prosper together.

Akin to, and largely responsible for the sweeping changes in our industrial-military posture,
has been the technological revolution during recent decades.

In this revolution, research has become central; it also becomes more formalized, complex, and
costly. A steadily increasing share is conducted for, by, or at the direction of, the Federal
government.

Today, the solitary inventor, tinkering in his shop, has been over shadowed by task forces of
scientists in laboratories and testing fields. In the same fashion, the free university, historically
the fountainhead of free ideas and scientific discovery, has experienced a revolution in the
conduct of research. Partly because of the huge costs involved, a government contract becomes
virtually a substitute for intellectual curiosity. For every old blackboard there are now
hundreds of new electronic computers.

The prospect of domination of the nation's scholars by Federal employment, project
allocations, and the power of money is ever present and is gravely to be regarded.

Yet, in holding scientific research and discovery in respect, as we should, we must also be alert
to the equal and opposite danger that public policy could itself become the captive of a
scientific-technological elite.

It is the task of statesmanship to mold, to balance, and to integrate these and other forces, new
and old, within the principles of our democratic system-ever aiming toward the supreme goals
of our free society.

Another factor in maintaining balance involves the element of time. As we peer into society's
future, we-you and I, and our government-must avoid the impulse to live only for today,
plundering, for our own ease and convenience, the precious resources of tomorrow. We cannot
mortgage the material assets of our grandchildren without risking the loss also of their
political and spiritual heritage. We want democracy to survive for all generations to come, not
to become the insolvent phantom of tomorrow.

Down the long lane of the history yet to be written America knows that this world of ours,
ever growing smaller, must avoid becoming a community of dreadful fear and hate, and be,
instead, a proud confederation of mutual trust and respect.

Such a confederation must be one of equals. The weakest must come to the conference table
with the same confidence as do we, protected as we are by our moral, economic, and military
strength. That table, though scarred by many past frustrations, cannot be abandoned for the
certain agony of the battlefield.

Disarmament, with mutual honor and confidence, is a continuing imperative. Together we
must learn how to compose difference, not with arms, but with intellect and decent purpose.
Because this need is so sharp and apparent I confess that I lay down my official responsibilities
in this field with a definite sense of disappointment. As one who has witnessed the horror and
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the lingering sadness of war-as one who knows that another war could utterly destroy this
civilization which has been so slowly and painfully built over thousands of years-I wish I
could say tonight that a lasting peace is in sight.

Happily, I can say that war has been avoided. Steady progress toward our ultimate goal has
been made. But, so much remains to be done. As a private citizen, I shall never cease to do
what little I can to help the world advance along that road.

So-in this my last good night to you as your President-I thank you for the many opportunities
you have given me for public service in war and peace. I trust that in that service you find
somethings worthy; as for the rest of it, I know you will find ways to improve performance in
the future.

You and I-my fellow citizens-need to be strong in our faith that all nations, under God, will
reach the goal of peace with justice. May we be ever unswerving in devotion to principle,
confident but humble with power, diligent in pursuit of the Nation's great goals.

To all the peoples of the world, I once more give expression to America's prayerful and
continuing inspiration:

We pray that peoples of all faiths, all races, all nations, may have their great human needs
satisfied; that those now denied opportunity shall come to enjoy it to the full; that all who
yearn for freedom may experience its spiritual blessings; that those who have freedom will
understand, also, its heavy responsibilities; that all who are insensitive to the needs of others
will learn charity; that the scourges of poverty, disease and ignorance will be made to
disappear from the earth, and that, in the goodness of time, all peoples will come to live
together in a peace guaranteed by the binding force of mutual respect and love.
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JOHN GALT SPEECH

Excerpt from Atlas Shrugged, Ayn Rand, 1957

For twelve years you've been asking "Who is John Galt?" This is John Galt speaking. I'm the
man who's taken away your victims and thus destroyed your world. You've heard it said that
this is an age of moral crisis and that Man's sins are destroying the world. But your chief virtue
has been sacrifice, and you've demanded more sacrifices at every disaster. You've sacrificed
justice to mercy and happiness to duty. So why should you be afraid of the world around you?

Your world is only the product of your sacrifices. While you were dragging the men who made
your happiness possible to your sacrificial altars, I beat you to it. I reached them first and told
them about the game you were playing and where it would take them. I explained the
consequences of your 'brother-love' morality, which they had been too innocently generous to
understand. You won't find them now, when you need them more than ever.

We're on strike against your creed of unearned rewards and unrewarded duties. If you want to
know how I made them quit, I told them exactly what I'm telling you tonight. I taught them
the morality of Reason -- that it was right to pursue one's own happiness as one's principal
goal in life. I don't consider the pleasure of others my goal in life, nor do I consider my
pleasure the goal of anyone else's life.

I am a trader. I earn what I get in trade for what I produce. I ask for nothing more or nothing
less than what I earn. That is justice. I don't force anyone to trade with me; I only trade for
mutual benefit. Force is the great evil that has no place in a rational world. One may never
force another human to act against his/her judgment. If you deny a man's right to Reason, you
must also deny your right to your own judgment. Yet you have allowed your world to be run
by means of force, by men who claim that fear and joy are equal incentives, but that fear and
force are more practical.

You've allowed such men to occupy positions of power in your world by preaching that all
men are evil from the moment they're born. When men believe this, they see nothing wrong in
acting in any way they please. The name of this absurdity is 'original sin'. That's impossible.
That which is outside the possibility of choice is also outside the province of morality. To call
sin that which is outside man's choice is a mockery of justice. To say that men are born with a
free will but with a tendency toward evil is ridiculous. If the tendency is one of choice, it
doesn't come at birth. If it is not a tendency of choice, then man's will is not free.

And then there's your 'brother-love' morality. Why is it moral to serve others, but not yourself?
If enjoyment is a value, why is it moral when experienced by others, but not by you? Why is it
immoral to produce something of value and keep it for yourself, when it is moral for others
who haven't earned it to accept it? If it's virtuous to give, isn't it then selfish to take?

Your acceptance of the code of selflessness has made you fear the man who has a dollar less
than you because it makes you feel that that dollar is rightfully his. You hate the man with a
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dollar more than you because the dollar he's keeping is rightfully yours. Your code has made it
impossible to know when to give and when to grab.

You know that you can't give away everything and starve yourself. You've forced yourselves to
live with undeserved, irrational guilt. Is it ever proper to help another man? No, if he demands
it as his right or as a duty that you owe him. Yes, if it's your own free choice based on your
judgment of the value of that person and his struggle. This country wasn't built by men who
sought handouts. In its brilliant youth, this country showed the rest of the world what
greatness was possible to Man and what happiness is possible on Earth.

Then it began apologizing for its greatness and began giving away its wealth, feeling guilty for
having produced more than its neighbors. Twelve years ago, I saw what was wrong with the
world and where the battle for Life had to be fought. I saw that the enemy was an inverted
morality and that my acceptance of that morality was its only power. I was the first of the men
who refused to give up the pursuit of his own happiness in order to serve others.

To those of you who retain some remnant of dignity and the will to live your lives for
yourselves, you have the chance to make the same choice. Examine your values and
understand that you must choose one side or the other. Any compromise between good and
evil only hurts the good and helps the evil.

If you've understood what I've said, stop supporting your destroyers. Don't accept their
philosophy. Your destroyers hold you by means of your endurance, your generosity, your
innocence, and your love. Don't exhaust yourself to help build the kind of world that you see
around you now. In the name of the best within you, don't sacrifice the world to those who
will take away your happiness for it.

The world will change when you are ready to pronounce this oath:

I swear by my Life and my love of it that I will never live for the sake of another man, nor ask
another man to live for the sake of mine.
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SILENT SPRING (EXCERPTS)
Rachel Carson, 1962

The history of life on earth has been a history of interaction between living things and their
surroundings. To a large extent, the physical form and the habits of the earth's vegetation and its
animal life have been molded by the environment. Considering the whole span of earthly time, the
opposite effect, in which life actually modifies its surroundings, has been relatively slight. Only within
the moment of time represented by the present century has one species—man—acquired significant
power to alter the nature of his world.

During the past quarter century this power has not only increased to one of disturbing magnitude but
it has changed in character. The most alarming of all man's assaults upon the environment is the
contamination of air, earth, rivers, and sea with dangerous and even lethal materials. This pollution is
for the most part irrecoverable; the chain of evil it initiates not only in the world that must support life
but in living tissues is for the most part irreversible. In this now universal contamination of the
environment, chemicals are the sinister and little-recognized partners of radiation in changing the very
nature of the world—the very nature of its life. Strontium 90, released through nuclear explosions into
the air, comes to the earth in rain or drifts down as fallout, lodges in soil, enters into the grass or corn or
wheat grown there, and in time takes up its abode in the bones of a human being, there to remain until
his death. Similarly, chemicals sprayed on croplands or forests or gardens lie long in the soil, entering
into living organisms, passing from one to another in a chain of poisoning and death. Or they pass
mysteriously by underground streams until they emerge and, through the alchemy of air and sunlight,
combine into new forms that kill vegetation, sicken cattle, and work unknown harm on those who
drink from once pure wells. As Albert Schweitzer has said, "Man can hardly even recognize the devils
of his own creation.”

It took hundreds of millions of years to produce the life that now inhabits the earth—eons of time in
which that developing and evolving and diversifying life reached a state of adjustment and balance
with its surroundings. The environment, rigorously shaping and directing the life it supported,
contained elements that were hostile as well as supporting. Certain rocks gave out dangerous radiation,
even within the light of the sun, from which all life draws its energy, there were short-wave radiations
with power to injure. Given time—time not in years but in millennia— life adjusts, and a balance has
been reached. For time is the essential ingredient; but in the modern world there is no time.

The rapidity of change and the speed with which new situations are created follow the impetuous and
heedless pace of man rather than the deliberate pace of nature. Radiation is no longer merely the
background radiation of rocks, the bombardment of cosmic rays, the ultraviolet of the sun that have
existed before there was any life on earth; radiation is now the unnatural creation of man's tampering
with the atom. The chemicals to which life is asked to make its adjustment are no longer merely the
calcium and silica and copper and all the rest of the minerals washed out of the rocks and carried in
rivers to the sea; they are the synthetic creations of man's inventive mind, brewed in his laboratories,
and having no counterparts in nature.

To adjust to these chemicals would require time on the scale that is nature's; it would require not
merely the years of a man's life but the life of generations. And even this, were it by some miracle
possible, would be futile, for the new chemicals come from our laboratories in an endless stream;
almost five hundred annually find their way into actual use in the United States alone. The figure is
staggering and its implications are not easily grasped—500 new chemicals to which the bodies of men
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and animals are required somehow to adapt each year, chemicals totally outside the limits of biologic
experience.

Among them are many that are used in man's war against nature. Since the mid-1940's over 200 basic
chemicals have been created for use in killing insects, weeds, rodents, and other organisms described in
the modern vernacular as "pests"; and they are sold under several thousand different brand names.

These sprays, dusts, and aerosols are now applied almost universally to farms, gardens, forests, and
homes—nonselective chemicals that have the power to kill every insect, the "good" and the "bad," to
still the song of birds and the leaping of fish in the streams, to coat the leaves with a deadly film, and to
linger on in the soil—all this though the intended target may be only a few weeds or insects. Can
anyone believe it is possible to lay down such a barrage of poisons on the surface of the earth without
making it unfit for all life? They should not be called "insecticides," but "biocides."

The whole process of spraying seems caught up in an endless spiral. Since DDT was released for
civilian use, a process of escalation has been going on in which ever more toxic materials must be
found. This has happened because insects, in a triumphant vindication of Darwin's principle of the
survival of the fittest, have evolved super races immune to the particular insecticide used, hence a
deadlier one has always to be developed—and then a deadlier one than that....

The "control of nature" is a phrase conceived in arrogance, born of the Neanderthal age of biology and
philosophy, when it was supposed that nature exists for the convenience of man. The concepts and
practices of applied entomology for the most part date from that Stone Age of science. It is our
alarming misfortune that so primitive a science has armed itself with the most modern and terrible
weapons, and that in turning them against the insects it has also turned them against the earth.
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INAUGURATION ADDRESS OF PRESIDENT KENNEDY

January 20, 1961, Washington D.C.

Vice President Johnson, Mr. Speaker, Mr. Chief Justice, President Eisenhower, Vice President
Nixon, President Truman, Reverend Clergy, fellow citizens:

We observe today not a victory of party but a celebration of freedom--symbolizing an end as
well as a beginning--signifying renewal as well as change. For I have sworn before you and
Almighty God the same solemn oath our forbears prescribed nearly a century and three-
quarters ago.

The world is very different now. For man holds in his mortal hands the power to abolish all
forms of human poverty and all forms of human life. And yet the same revolutionary beliefs
for which our forebears fought are still at issue around the globe--the belief that the rights of
man come not from the generosity of the state but from the hand of God.

We dare not forget today that we are the heirs of that first revolution. Let the word go forth
from this time and place, to friend and foe alike, that the torch has been passed to a new
generation of Americans--born in this century, tempered by war, disciplined by a hard and
bitter peace, proud of our ancient heritage--and unwilling to witness or permit the slow
undoing of those human rights to which this nation has always been committed, and to which
we are committed today at home and around the world.

Let every nation know, whether it wishes us well or ill, that we shall pay any price, bear any
burden, meet any hardship, support any friend, oppose any foe to assure the survival and the
success of liberty.

This much we pledge--and more.

To those old allies whose cultural and spiritual origins we share, we pledge the loyalty of
faithful friends. United there is little we cannot do in a host of cooperative ventures. Divided
there is little we can do--for we dare not meet a powerful challenge at odds and split asunder.

To those new states whom we welcome to the ranks of the free, we pledge our word that one
form of colonial control shall not have passed away merely to be replaced by a far more iron
tyranny. We shall not always expect to find them supporting our view. But we shall always
hope to find them strongly supporting their own freedom--and to remember that, in the past,
those who foolishly sought power by riding the back of the tiger ended up inside.

To those people in the huts and villages of half the globe struggling to break the bonds of mass
misery, we pledge our best efforts to help them help themselves, for whatever period is
required--not because the communists may be doing it, not because we seek their votes, but
because it is right. If a free society cannot help the many who are poor, it cannot save the few
who are rich.

To our sister republics south of our border, we offer a special pledge--to convert our good
words into good deeds--in a new alliance for progress--to assist free men and free governments
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in casting off the chains of poverty. But this peaceful revolution of hope cannot become the
prey of hostile powers. Let all our neighbors know that we shall join with them to oppose
aggression or subversion anywhere in the Americas. And let every other power know that this
Hemisphere intends to remain the master of its own house.

To that world assembly of sovereign states, the United Nations, our last best hope in an age
where the instruments of war have far outpaced the instruments of peace, we renew our
pledge of support--to prevent it from becoming merely a forum for invective--to strengthen its
shield of the new and the weak--and to enlarge the area in which its writ may run.

Finally, to those nations who would make themselves our adversary, we offer not a pledge but
a request: that both sides begin anew the quest for peace, before the dark powers of
destruction unleashed by science engulf all humanity in planned or accidental self-destruction.

We dare not tempt them with weakness. For only when our arms are sufficient beyond doubt
can we be certain beyond doubt that they will never be employed.

But neither can two great and powerful groups of nations take comfort from our present
course--both sides overburdened by the cost of modern weapons, both rightly alarmed by the
steady spread of the deadly atom, yet both racing to alter that uncertain balance of terror that
stays the hand of mankind's final war.

So let us begin anew--remembering on both sides that civility is not a sign of weakness, and
sincerity is always subject to proof. Let us never negotiate out of fear. But let us never fear to
negotiate.

Let both sides explore what problems unite us instead of belaboring those problems which
divide us.

Let both sides, for the first time, formulate serious and precise proposals for the inspection and
control of arms--and bring the absolute power to destroy other nations under the absolute
control of all nations.

Let both sides seek to invoke the wonders of science instead of its terrors. Together let us
explore the stars, conquer the deserts, eradicate disease, tap the ocean depths and encourage
the arts and commerce.

Let both sides unite to heed in all corners of the earth the command of Isaiah--to "undo the
heavy burdens . . . (and) let the oppressed go free."

And if a beachhead of cooperation may push back the jungle of suspicion, let both sides join in
creating a new endeavor, not a new balance of power, but a new world of law, where the
strong are just and the weak secure and the peace preserved.

All this will not be finished in the first one hundred days. Nor will it be finished in the first one
thousand days, nor in the life of this Administration, nor even perhaps in our lifetime on this
planet. But let us begin.

In your hands, my fellow citizens, more than mine, will rest the final success or failure of our
course. Since this country was founded, each generation of Americans has been summoned to
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give testimony to its national loyalty. The graves of young Americans who answered the call to
service surround the globe.

Now the trumpet summons us again--not as a call to bear arms, though arms we need--not as a
call to battle, though embattled we are-- but a call to bear the burden of a long twilight
struggle, year in and year out, "rejoicing in hope, patient in tribulation"--a struggle against the
common enemies of man: tyranny, poverty, disease and war itself.

Can we forge against these enemies a grand and global alliance, North and South, East and
West, that can assure a more fruitful life for all mankind? Will you join in that historic effort?

In the long history of the world, only a few generations have been granted the role of
defending freedom in its hour of maximum danger. I do not shrink from this responsibility--I
welcome it. I do not believe that any of us would exchange places with any other people or
any other generation. The energy, the faith, the devotion which we bring to this endeavor will
light our country and all who serve it--and the glow from that fire can truly light the world.

And so, my fellow Americans: ask not what your country can do for you--ask what you can do
for your country.

My fellow citizens of the world: ask not what America will do for you, but what together we
can do for the freedom of man.

Finally, whether you are citizens of America or citizens of the world, ask of us here the same
high standards of strength and sacrifice which we ask of you. With a good conscience our only
sure reward, with history the final judge of our deeds, let us go forth to lead the land we love,
asking His blessing and His help, but knowing that here on earth God's work must truly be
our own.
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A CALL FOR UNITY

April 12, 1963, Birmingham, AL

In the spring of 1963, eight white clergymen joined together to sign a letter to the editor expressing their
concerns about outsiders, including Rev. Martin Luther King, Jr., escalating racial tensions in Alabama.

After reading the letter on a smuggled in newspaper, King responded with the famous “Letter From
Birmingham Jail.”

We the undersigned clergymen are among those who, in January, issued "An Appeal for Law
and Order and Common Sense," in dealing with racial problems in Alabama. We expressed
understanding that honest convictions in racial matters could properly be pursued in the
courts, but urged that decisions of those courts should in the meantime be peacefully obeyed.

Since that time there had been some evidence of increased forbearance and a willingness to
face facts. Responsible citizens have undertaken to work on various problems which cause
racial friction and unrest. In Birmingham, recent public events have given indication that we
all have opportunity for a new constructive and realistic approach to racial problems.

However, we are now confronted by a series of demonstrations by some of our Negro citizens,
directed and led in part by outsiders. We recognize the natural impatience of people who feel
that their hopes are slow in being realized. But we are convinced that these demonstrations are
unwise and untimely.

We agree rather with certain local Negro leadership which has called for honest and open
negotiation of racial issues in our area. And we believe this kind of facing of issues can best be
accomplished by citizens of our own metropolitan area, white and Negro, meeting with their
knowledge and experience of the local situation. All of us need to face that responsibility and
find proper channels for its accomplishment.

Just as we formerly pointed out that "hatred and violence have no sanction in our religious and
political traditions," we also point out that such actions as incite to hatred and violence,
however technically peaceful those actions may be, have not contributed to the resolution of
our local problems. We do not believe that these days of new hope are days when extreme
measures are justified in Birmingham.

We commend the community as a whole, and the local news media and law enforcement in
particular, on the calm manner in which these demonstrations have been handled. We urge the
public to continue to show restraint should the demonstrations continue, and the law
enforcement official to remain calm and continue to protect our city from violence.

We further strongly urge our own Negro community to withdraw support from these
demonstrations, and to unite locally in working peacefully for a better Birmingham. When
rights are consistently denied, a cause should be pressed in the courts and in negotiations
among local leaders, and not in the streets. We appeal to both our white and Negro citizenry to
observe the principles of law and order and common sense.
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LETTER FROM BIRMINGHAM JAIL

Martin Luther King, April 13, 1963, Birmingham, AL

My Dear Fellow Clergymen:

While confined here in the Birmingham city jail, I came across your recent statement calling my
present activities "unwise and untimely." Seldom do I pause to answer criticism of my work and
ideas. If I sought to answer all the criticisms that cross my desk, my secretaries would have little
time for anything other than such correspondence in the course of the day, and I would have no
time for constructive work. But since I feel that you are men of genuine good will and that your
criticisms are sincerely set forth, I want to try to answer your statement in what I hope will be
patient and reasonable terms.

I think I should indicate why I am here in Birmingham, since you have been influenced by the
view which argues against "outsiders coming in." I have the honor of serving as president of the
Southern Christian Leadership Conference, an organization operating in every southern state,
with headquarters in Atlanta, Georgia. We have some eighty five affiliated organizations across
the South, and one of them is the Alabama Christian Movement for Human Rights. Frequently we
share staff, educational and financial resources with our affiliates. Several months ago the affiliate
here in Birmingham asked us to be on call to engage in a nonviolent direct action program if such
were deemed necessary. We readily consented, and when the hour came we lived up to our
promise. So I, along with several members of my staff, am here because I was invited here. I am
here because I have organizational ties here.

But more basically, I am in Birmingham because injustice is here. Just as the prophets of the eighth
century B.C. left their villages and carried their "thus saith the Lord" far beyond the boundaries of
their home towns, and just as the Apostle Paul left his village of Tarsus and carried the gospel of
Jesus Christ to the far corners of the Greco Roman world, so am I compelled to carry the gospel of
freedom beyond my own home town. Like Paul, I must constantly respond to the Macedonian call
for aid.

Moreover, I am cognizant of the interrelatedness of all communities and states. I cannot sit idly by
in Atlanta and not be concerned about what happens in Birmingham. Injustice anywhere is a
threat to justice everywhere. We are caught in an inescapable network of mutuality, tied in a single
garment of destiny. Whatever affects one directly, affects all indirectly. Never again can we afford
to live with the narrow, provincial "outside agitator" idea. Anyone who lives inside the United
States can never be considered an outsider anywhere within its bounds.

You deplore the demonstrations taking place in Birmingham. But your statement, I am sorry to
say, fails to express a similar concern for the conditions that brought about the demonstrations. I
am sure that none of you would want to rest content with the superficial kind of social analysis
that deals merely with effects and does not grapple with underlying causes. It is unfortunate that
demonstrations are taking place in Birmingham, but it is even more unfortunate that the city's
white power structure left the Negro community with no alternative.
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In any nonviolent campaign there are four basic steps: collection of the facts to determine whether
injustices exist; negotiation; self purification; and direct action. We have gone through all these
steps in Birmingham. There can be no gainsaying the fact that racial injustice engulfs this
community. Birmingham is probably the most thoroughly segregated city in the United States. Its
ugly record of brutality is widely known. Negroes have experienced grossly unjust treatment in
the courts. There have been more unsolved bombings of Negro homes and churches in
Birmingham than in any other city in the nation. These are the hard, brutal facts of the case. On
the basis of these conditions, Negro leaders sought to negotiate with the city fathers. But the latter
consistently refused to engage in good faith negotiation.

Then, last September, came the opportunity to talk with leaders of Birmingham's economic
community. In the course of the negotiations, certain promises were made by the merchants--for
example, to remove the stores' humiliating racial signs. On the basis of these promises, the
Reverend Fred Shuttlesworth and the leaders of the Alabama Christian Movement for Human
Rights agreed to a moratorium on all demonstrations. As the weks and months went by, we
realized that we were the victims of a broken promise. A few signs, briefly removed, returned; the
others remained. As in so many past experiences, our hopes had been blasted, and the shadow of
deep disappointment settled upon us. We had no alternative except to prepare for direct action,
whereby we would present our very bodies as a means of laying our case before the conscience of
the local and the national community. Mindful of the difficulties involved, we decided to
undertake a process of self purification. We began a series of workshops on nonviolence, and we
repeatedly asked ourselves: "Are you able to accept blows without retaliating?" "Are you able to
endure the ordeal of jail?" We decided to schedule our direct action program for the Easter season,
realizing that except for Christmas, this is the main shopping period of the year. Knowing that a
strong economic-withdrawal program would be the by product of direct action, we felt that this
would be the best time to bring pressure to bear on the merchants for the needed change.

Then it occurred to us that Birmingham's mayoral election was coming up in March, and we
speedily decided to postpone action until after election day. When we discovered that the
Commissioner of Public Safety, Eugene "Bull" Connor, had piled up enough votes to be in the run
off, we decided again to postpone action until the day after the run off so that the demonstrations
could not be used to cloud the issues. Like many others, we waited to see Mr. Connor defeated,
and to this end we endured postponement after postponement. Having aided in this community
need, we felt that our direct action program could be delayed no longer.

You may well ask: "Why direct action? Why sit ins, marches and so forth? Isn't negotiation a better
path?" You are quite right in calling for negotiation. Indeed, this is the very purpose of direct
action. Nonviolent direct action seeks to create such a crisis and foster such a tension that a
community which has constantly refused to negotiate is forced to confront the issue. It seeks so to
dramatize the issue that it can no longer be ignored. My citing the creation of tension as part of
the work of the nonviolent resister may sound rather shocking. But I must confess that I am not
afraid of the word "tension." I have earnestly opposed violent tension, but there is a type of
constructive, nonviolent tension which is necessary for growth. Just as Socrates felt that it was
necessary to create a tension in the mind so that individuals could rise from the bondage of myths
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and half truths to the unfettered realm of creative analysis and objective appraisal, so must we see
the need for nonviolent gadflies to create the kind of tension in society that will help men rise
from the dark depths of prejudice and racism to the majestic heights of understanding and
brotherhood. The purpose of our direct action program is to create a situation so crisis packed that
it will inevitably open the door to negotiation. I therefore concur with you in your call for
negotiation. Too long has our beloved Southland been bogged down in a tragic effort to live in
monologue rather than dialogue.

One of the basic points in your statement is that the action that I and my associates have taken in
Birmingham is untimely. Some have asked: "Why didn't you give the new city administration
time to act?" The only answer that I can give to this query is that the new Birmingham
administration must be prodded about as much as the outgoing one, before it will act. We are
sadly mistaken if we feel that the election of Albert Boutwell as mayor will bring the millennium
to Birmingham. While Mr. Boutwell is a much more gentle person than Mr. Connor, they are both
segregationists, dedicated to maintenance of the status quo. I have hope that Mr. Boutwell will be
reasonable enough to see the futility of massive resistance to desegregation. But he will not see
this without pressure from devotees of civil rights. My friends, I must say to you that we have not
made a single gain in civil rights without determined legal and nonviolent pressure. Lamentably,
it is an historical fact that privileged groups seldom give up their privileges voluntarily.
Individuals may see the moral light and voluntarily give up their unjust posture; but, as Reinhold
Niebuhr has reminded us, groups tend to be more immoral than individuals.

We know through painful experience that freedom is never voluntarily given by the oppressor; it
must be demanded by the oppressed. Frankly, I have yet to engage in a direct action campaign
that was "well timed" in the view of those who have not suffered unduly from the disease of
segregation. For years now I have heard the word "Wait!" It rings in the ear of every Negro with
piercing familiarity. This "Wait" has almost always meant "Never." We must come to see, with one
of our distinguished jurists, that "justice too long delayed is justice denied."

We have waited for more than 340 years for our constitutional and God given rights. The nations
of Asia and Africa are moving with jetlike speed toward gaining political independence, but we
still creep at horse and buggy pace toward gaining a cup of coffee at a lunch counter. Perhaps it is
easy for those who have never felt the stinging darts of segregation to say, "Wait." But when you
have seen vicious mobs lynch your mothers and fathers at will and drown your sisters and
brothers at whim; when you have seen hate filled policemen curse, kick and even kill your black
brothers and sisters; when you see the vast majority of your twenty million Negro brothers
smothering in an airtight cage of poverty in the midst of an affluent society; when you suddenly
find your tongue twisted and your speech stammering as you seek to explain to your six year old
daughter why she can't go to the public amusement park that has just been advertised on
television, and see tears welling up in her eyes when she is told that Funtown is closed to colored
children, and see ominous clouds of inferiority beginning to form in her little mental sky, and see
her beginning to distort her personality by developing an unconscious bitterness toward white
people; when you have to concoct an answer for a five year old son who is asking: "Daddy, why
do white people treat colored people so mean?"; when you take a cross county drive and find it
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necessary to sleep night after night in the uncomfortable corners of your automobile because no
motel will accept you; when you are humiliated day in and day out by nagging signs reading
"white" and "colored"; when your first name becomes "nigger," your middle name becomes
"boy" (however old you are) and your last name becomes "John," and your wife and mother are
never given the respected title "Mrs."; when you are harried by day and haunted by night by the
fact that you are a Negro, living constantly at tiptoe stance, never quite knowing what to expect
next, and are plagued with inner fears and outer resentments; when you are forever fighting a
degenerating sense of "nobodiness"--then you will understand why we find it difficult to wait.
There comes a time when the cup of endurance runs over, and men are no longer willing to be
plunged into the abyss of despair. I hope, sirs, you can understand our legitimate and
unavoidable impatience. You express a great deal of anxiety over our willingness to break laws.
This is certainly a legitimate concern. Since we so diligently urge people to obey the Supreme
Court's decision of 1954 outlawing segregation in the public schools, at first glance it may seem
rather paradoxical for us consciously to break laws. One may well ask: "How can you advocate
breaking some laws and obeying others?" The answer lies in the fact that there are two types of
laws: just and unjust. I would be the first to advocate obeying just laws. One has not only a legal
but a moral responsibility to obey just laws. Conversely, one has a moral responsibility to disobey
unjust laws. I would agree with St. Augustine that "an unjust law is no law at all."

Now, what is the difference between the two? How does one determine whether a law is just or
unjust? A just law is a man made code that squares with the moral law or the law of God. An
unjust law is a code that is out of harmony with the moral law. To put it in the terms of St. Thomas
Aquinas: An unjust law is a human law that is not rooted in eternal law and natural law. Any law
that uplifts human personality is just. Any law that degrades human personality is unjust. All
segregation statutes are unjust because segregation distorts the soul and damages the personality.
It gives the segregator a false sense of superiority and the segregated a false sense of inferiority.
Segregation, to use the terminology of the Jewish philosopher Martin Buber, substitutes an "I it"
relationship for an "I thou" relationship and ends up relegating persons to the status of things.
Hence segregation is not only politically, economically and sociologically unsound, it is morally
wrong and sinful. Paul Tillich has said that sin is separation. Is not segregation an existential
expression of man's tragic separation, his awful estrangement, his terrible sinfulness? Thus it is
that I can urge men to obey the 1954 decision of the Supreme Court, for it is morally right; and I
can urge them to disobey segregation ordinances, for they are morally wrong.

Let us consider a more concrete example of just and unjust laws. An unjust law is a code that a
numerical or power majority group compels a minority group to obey but does not make binding
on itself. This is difference made legal. By the same token, a just law is a code that a majority
compels a minority to follow and that it is willing to follow itself. This is sameness made legal. Let
me give another explanation. A law is unjust if it is inflicted on a minority that, as a result of being
denied the right to vote, had no part in enacting or devising the law. Who can say that the
legislature of Alabama which set up that state's segregation laws was democratically elected?
Throughout Alabama all sorts of devious methods are used to prevent Negroes from becoming
registered voters, and there are some counties in which, even though Negroes constitute a
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majority of the population, not a single Negro is registered. Can any law enacted under such
circumstances be considered democratically structured?

Sometimes a law is just on its face and unjust in its application. For instance, I have been arrested
on a charge of parading without a permit. Now, there is nothing wrong in having an ordinance
which requires a permit for a parade. But such an ordinance becomes unjust when it is used to
maintain segregation and to deny citizens the First-Amendment privilege of peaceful assembly
and protest.

I hope you are able to see the distinction I am trying to point out. In no sense do I advocate
evading or defying the law, as would the rabid segregationist. That would lead to anarchy. One
who breaks an unjust law must do so openly, lovingly, and with a willingness to accept the
penalty. I submit that an individual who breaks a law that conscience tells him is unjust, and who
willingly accepts the penalty of imprisonment in order to arouse the conscience of the community
over its injustice, is in reality expressing the highest respect for law.

Of course, there is nothing new about this kind of civil disobedience. It was evidenced sublimely
in the refusal of Shadrach, Meshach and Abednego to obey the laws of Nebuchadnezzar, on the
ground that a higher moral law was at stake. It was practiced superbly by the early Christians,
who were willing to face hungry lions and the excruciating pain of chopping blocks rather than
submit to certain unjust laws of the Roman Empire. To a degree, academic freedom is a reality
today because Socrates practiced civil disobedience. In our own nation, the Boston Tea Party
represented a massive act of civil disobedience.

We should never forget that everything Adolf Hitler did in Germany was "legal" and everything
the Hungarian freedom fighters did in Hungary was "illegal." It was "illegal" to aid and comfort a
Jew in Hitler's Germany. Even so, I am sure that, had I lived in Germany at the time, I would have
aided and comforted my Jewish brothers. If today I lived in a Communist country where certain
principles dear to the Christian faith are suppressed, I would openly advocate disobeying that
country's anti-religious laws.

I must make two honest confessions to you, my Christian and Jewish brothers. First, I must
confess that over the past few years I have been gravely disappointed with the white moderate. I
have almost reached the regrettable conclusion that the Negro's great stumbling block in his stride
toward freedom is not the White Citizen's Counciler or the Ku Klux Klanner, but the white
moderate, who is more devoted to "order" than to justice; who prefers a negative peace which is
the absence of tension to a positive peace which is the presence of justice; who constantly says: "I
agree with you in the goal you seek, but I cannot agree with your methods of direct action"; who
paternalistically believes he can set the timetable for another man's freedom; who lives by a
mythical concept of time and who constantly advises the Negro to wait for a "more convenient
season.”" Shallow understanding from people of good will is more frustrating than absolute
misunderstanding from people of ill will. Lukewarm acceptance is much more bewildering than
outright rejection.

I had hoped that the white moderate would understand that law and order exist for the purpose
of establishing justice and that when they fail in this purpose they become the dangerously
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structured dams that block the flow of social progress. I had hoped that the white moderate
would understand that the present tension in the South is a necessary phase of the transition from
an obnoxious negative peace, in which the Negro passively accepted his unjust plight, to a
substantive and positive peace, in which all men will respect the dignity and worth of human
personality. Actually, we who engage in nonviolent direct action are not the creators of tension.
We merely bring to the surface the hidden tension that is already alive. We bring it out in the
open, where it can be seen and dealt with. Like a boil that can never be cured so long as it is
covered up but must be opened with all its ugliness to the natural medicines of air and light,
injustice must be exposed, with all the tension its exposure creates, to the light of human
conscience and the air of national opinion before it can be cured.

In your statement you assert that our actions, even though peaceful, must be condemned because
they precipitate violence. But is this a logical assertion? Isn't this like condemning a robbed man
because his possession of money precipitated the evil act of robbery? Isn't this like condemning
Socrates because his unswerving commitment to truth and his philosophical inquiries precipitated
the act by the misguided populace in which they made him drink hemlock? Isn't this like
condemning Jesus because his unique God consciousness and never ceasing devotion to God's
will precipitated the evil act of crucifixion? We must come to see that, as the federal courts have
consistently affirmed, it is wrong to urge an individual to cease his efforts to gain his basic
constitutional rights because the quest may precipitate violence. Society must protect the robbed
and punish the robber. I had also hoped that the white moderate would reject the myth
concerning time in relation to the struggle for freedom. I have just received a letter from a white
brother in Texas. He writes: "All Christians know that the colored people will receive equal rights
eventually, but it is possible that you are in too great a religious hurry. It has taken Christianity
almost two thousand years to accomplish what it has. The teachings of Christ take time to come to
earth." Such an attitude stems from a tragic misconception of time, from the strangely irrational
notion that there is something in the very flow of time that will inevitably cure all ills. Actually,
time itself is neutral; it can be used either destructively or constructively. More and more I feel
that the people of ill will have used time much more effectively than have the people of good will.
We will have to repent in this generation not merely for the hateful words and actions of the bad
people but for the appalling silence of the good people. Human progress never rolls in on wheels
of inevitability; it comes through the tireless efforts of men willing to be co workers with God, and
without this hard work, time itself becomes an ally of the forces of social stagnation. We must use
time creatively, in the knowledge that the time is always ripe to do right. Now is the time to make
real the promise of democracy and transform our pending national elegy into a creative psalm of
brotherhood. Now is the time to lift our national policy from the quicksand of racial injustice to
the solid rock of human dignity.

You speak of our activity in Birmingham as extreme. At first I was rather disappointed that fellow
clergymen would see my nonviolent efforts as those of an extremist. I began thinking about the
fact that I stand in the middle of two opposing forces in the Negro community. One is a force of
complacency, made up in part of Negroes who, as a result of long years of oppression, are so
drained of self respect and a sense of "somebodiness" that they have adjusted to segregation; and
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in part of a few middle-class Negroes who, because of a degree of academic and economic
security and because in some ways they profit by segregation, have become insensitive to the
problems of the masses. The other force is one of bitterness and hatred, and it comes perilously
close to advocating violence. It is expressed in the various black nationalist groups that are
springing up across the nation, the largest and best known being Elijjah Muhammad's Muslim
movement. Nourished by the Negro's frustration over the continued existence of racial
discrimination, this movement is made up of people who have lost faith in America, who have
absolutely repudiated Christianity, and who have concluded that the white man is an incorrigible
"devil."

I have tried to stand between these two forces, saying that we need emulate neither the "do
nothingism" of the complacent nor the hatred and despair of the black nationalist. For there is the
more excellent way of love and nonviolent protest. I am grateful to God that, through the
influence of the Negro church, the way of nonviolence became an integral part of our struggle. If
this philosophy had not emerged, by now many streets of the South would, I am convinced, be
flowing with blood. And I am further convinced that if our white brothers dismiss as "rabble
rousers" and "outside agitators" those of us who employ nonviolent direct action, and if they
refuse to support our nonviolent efforts, millions of Negroes will, out of frustration and despair,
seek solace and security in black nationalist ideologies--a development that would inevitably lead
to a frightening racial nightmare.

Oppressed people cannot remain oppressed forever. The yearning for freedom eventually
manifests itself, and that is what has happened to the American Negro. Something within has
reminded him of his birthright of freedom, and something without has reminded him that it can
be gained. Consciously or unconsciously, he has been caught up by the Zeitgeist, and with his
black brothers of Africa and his brown and yellow brothers of Asia, South America and the
Caribbean, the United States Negro is moving with a sense of great urgency toward the promised
land of racial justice. If one recognizes this vital urge that has engulfed the Negro community, one
should readily understand why public demonstrations are taking place. The Negro has many pent
up resentments and latent frustrations, and he must release them. So let him march; let him make
prayer pilgrimages to the city hall; let him go on freedom rides -and try to understand why he
must do so. If his repressed emotions are not released in nonviolent ways, they will seek
expression through violence; this is not a threat but a fact of history. So I have not said to my
people: "Get rid of your discontent." Rather, I have tried to say that this normal and healthy
discontent can be channeled into the creative outlet of nonviolent direct action. And now this
approach is being termed extremist. But though I was initially disappointed at being categorized
as an extremist, as I continued to think about the matter I gradually gained a measure of
satisfaction from the label. Was not Jesus an extremist for love: "Love your enemies, bless them
that curse you, do good to them that hate you, and pray for them which despitefully use you, and
persecute you." Was not Amos an extremist for justice: "Let justice roll down like waters and
righteousness like an ever flowing stream." Was not Paul an extremist for the Christian gospel: "I
bear in my body the marks of the Lord Jesus." Was not Martin Luther an extremist: "Here I stand; I
cannot do otherwise, so help me God." And John Bunyan: "I will stay in jail to the end of my days
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before I make a butchery of my conscience." And Abraham Lincoln: "This nation cannot survive
half slave and half free." And Thomas Jefferson: "We hold these truths to be self evident, that all
men are created equal . . ." So the question is not whether we will be extremists, but what kind of
extremists we will be. Will we be extremists for hate or for love? Will we be extremists for the
preservation of injustice or for the extension of justice? In that dramatic scene on Calvary's hill
three men were crucified. We must never forget that all three were crucified for the same crime--
the crime of extremism. Two were extremists for immorality, and thus fell below their
environment. The other, Jesus Christ, was an extremist for love, truth and goodness, and thereby
rose above his environment. Perhaps the South, the nation and the world are in dire need of
creative extremists.

I had hoped that the white moderate would see this need. Perhaps I was too optimistic; perhaps I
expected too much. I suppose I should have realized that few members of the oppressor race can
understand the deep groans and passionate yearnings of the oppressed race, and still fewer have
the vision to see that injustice must be rooted out by strong, persistent and determined action. I
am thankful, however, that some of our white brothers in the South have grasped the meaning of
this social revolution and committed themselves to it. They are still all too few in quantity, but
they are big in quality. Some -such as Ralph McGill, Lillian Smith, Harry Golden, James McBride
Dabbs, Ann Braden and Sarah Patton Boyle--have written about our struggle in eloquent and
prophetic terms. Others have marched with us down nameless streets of the South. They have
languished in filthy, roach infested jails, suffering the abuse and brutality of policemen who view
them as "dirty nigger-lovers." Unlike so many of their moderate brothers and sisters, they have
recognized the urgency of the moment and sensed the need for powerful "action" antidotes to
combat the disease of segregation. Let me take note of my other major disappointment. I have
been so greatly disappointed with the white church and its leadership. Of course, there are some
notable exceptions. I am not unmindful of the fact that each of you has taken some significant
stands on this issue. I commend you, Reverend Stallings, for your Christian stand on this past
Sunday, in welcoming Negroes to your worship service on a nonsegregated basis. I commend the
Catholic leaders of this state for integrating Spring Hill College several years ago.

But despite these notable exceptions, I must honestly reiterate that I have been disappointed with

the church. I do not say this as one of those negative critics who can always find something wrong
with the church. I say this as a minister of the gospel, who loves the church; who was nurtured in

its bosom; who has been sustained by its spiritual blessings and who will remain true to it as long

as the cord of life shall lengthen.

When I was suddenly catapulted into the leadership of the bus protest in Montgomery, Alabama,
a few years ago, I felt we would be supported by the white church. I felt that the white ministers,
priests and rabbis of the South would be among our strongest allies. Instead, some have been
outright opponents, refusing to understand the freedom movement and misrepresenting its
leaders; all too many others have been more cautious than courageous and have remained silent
behind the anesthetizing security of stained glass windows.

In spite of my shattered dreams, I came to Birmingham with the hope that the white religious
leadership of this community would see the justice of our cause and, with deep moral concern,
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would serve as the channel through which our just grievances could reach the power structure. I
had hoped that each of you would understand. But again I have been disappointed.

I have heard numerous southern religious leaders admonish their worshipers to comply with a
desegregation decision because it is the law, but I have longed to hear white ministers declare:
"Follow this decree because integration is morally right and because the Negro is your brother." In
the midst of blatant injustices inflicted upon the Negro, I have watched white churchmen stand on
the sideline and mouth pious irrelevancies and sanctimonious trivialities. In the midst of a mighty
struggle to rid our nation of racial and economic injustice, I have heard many ministers say:
"Those are social issues, with which the gospel has no real concern." And I have watched many
churches commit themselves to a completely other worldly religion which makes a strange, un-
Biblical distinction between body and soul, between the sacred and the secular.

I have traveled the length and breadth of Alabama, Mississippi and all the other southern states.
On sweltering summer days and crisp autumn mornings I have looked at the South's beautiful
churches with their lofty spires pointing heavenward. I have beheld the impressive outlines of her
massive religious education buildings. Over and over I have found myself asking: "What kind of
people worship here? Who is their God? Where were their voices when the lips of Governor
Barnett dripped with words of interposition and nullification? Where were they when Governor
Wallace gave a clarion call for defiance and hatred? Where were their voices of support when
bruised and weary Negro men and women decided to rise from the dark dungeons of
complacency to the bright hills of creative protest?"

Yes, these questions are still in my mind. In deep disappointment I have wept over the laxity of
the church. But be assured that my tears have been tears of love. There can be no deep
disappointment where there is not deep love. Yes, I love the church. How could I do otherwise? I
am in the rather unique position of being the son, the grandson and the great grandson of
preachers. Yes, I see the church as the body of Christ. But, oh! How we have blemished and
scarred that body through social neglect and through fear of being nonconformists.

There was a time when the church was very powerful--in the time when the early Christians
rejoiced at being deemed worthy to suffer for what they believed. In those days the church was
not merely a thermometer that recorded the ideas and principles of popular opinion; it was a
thermostat that transformed the mores of society. Whenever the early Christians entered a town,
the people in power became disturbed and immediately sought to convict the Christians for being

"

"disturbers of the peace" and "outside agitators." But the Christians pressed on, in the conviction
that they were "a colony of heaven," called to obey God rather than man. Small in number, they
were big in commitment. They were too God-intoxicated to be "astronomically intimidated." By
their effort and example they brought an end to such ancient evils as infanticide and gladiatorial
contests. Things are different now. So often the contemporary church is a weak, ineffectual voice
with an uncertain sound. So often it is an arch-defender of the status quo. Far from being
disturbed by the presence of the church, the power structure of the average community is

consoled by the church's silent--and often even vocal--sanction of things as they are.
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But the judgment of God is upon the church as never before. If today's church does not recapture
the sacrificial spirit of the early church, it will lose its authenticity, forfeit the loyalty of millions,
and be dismissed as an irrelevant social club with no meaning for the twentieth century. Every
day I meet young people whose disappointment with the church has turned into outright disgust.

Perhaps I have once again been too optimistic. Is organized religion too inextricably bound to the
status quo to save our nation and the world? Perhaps I must turn my faith to the inner spiritual
church, the church within the church, as the true ekklesia and the hope of the world. But again I
am thankful to God that some noble souls from the ranks of organized religion have broken loose
from the paralyzing chains of conformity and joined us as active partners in the struggle for
freedom. They have left their secure congregations and walked the streets of Albany, Georgia,
with us. They have gone down the highways of the South on tortuous rides for freedom. Yes, they
have gone to jail with us. Some have been dismissed from their churches, have lost the support of
their bishops and fellow ministers. But they have acted in the faith that right defeated is stronger
than evil triumphant. Their witness has been the spiritual salt that has preserved the true meaning
of the gospel in these troubled times. They have carved a tunnel of hope through the dark
mountain of disappointment. I hope the church as a whole will meet the challenge of this decisive
hour. But even if the church does not come to the aid of justice, I have no despair about the future.
I have no fear about the outcome of our struggle in Birmingham, even if our motives are at
present misunderstood. We will reach the goal of freedom in Birmingham and all over the nation,
because the goal of America is freedom. Abused and scorned though we may be, our destiny is
tied up with America's destiny. Before the pilgrims landed at Plymouth, we were here. Before the
pen of Jefferson etched the majestic words of the Declaration of Independence across the pages of
history, we were here. For more than two centuries our forebears labored in this country without
wages; they made cotton king; they built the homes of their masters while suffering gross injustice
and shameful humiliation -and yet out of a bottomless vitality they continued to thrive and
develop. If the inexpressible cruelties of slavery could not stop us, the opposition we now face
will surely fail. We will win our freedom because the sacred heritage of our nation and the eternal
will of God are embodied in our echoing demands. Before closing I feel impelled to mention one
other point in your statement that has troubled me profoundly. You warmly commended the
Birmingham police force for keeping "order" and "preventing violence." I doubt that you would
have so warmly commended the police force if you had seen its dogs sinking their teeth into
unarmed, nonviolent Negroes. I doubt that you would so quickly commend the policemen if you
were to observe their ugly and inhumane treatment of Negroes here in the city jail; if you were to
watch them push and curse old Negro women and young Negro girls; if you were to see them
slap and kick old Negro men and young boys; if you were to observe them, as they did on two
occasions, refuse to give us food because we wanted to sing our grace together. I cannot join you
in your praise of the Birmingham police department.

It is true that the police have exercised a degree of discipline in handling the demonstrators. In
this sense they have conducted themselves rather "nonviolently" in public. But for what purpose?
To preserve the evil system of segregation. Over the past few years I have consistently preached
that nonviolence demands that the means we use must be as pure as the ends we seek. I have
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tried to make clear that it is wrong to use immoral means to attain moral ends. But now I must
affirm that it is just as wrong, or perhaps even more so, to use moral means to preserve immoral
ends. Perhaps Mr. Connor and his policemen have been rather nonviolent in public, as was Chief
Pritchett in Albany, Georgia, but they have used the moral means of nonviolence to maintain the
immoral end of racial injustice. As T. S. Eliot has said: "The last temptation is the greatest treason:
To do the right deed for the wrong reason."

I wish you had commended the Negro sit inners and demonstrators of Birmingham for their
sublime courage, their willingness to suffer and their amazing discipline in the midst of great
provocation. One day the South will recognize its real heroes. They will be the James Merediths,
with the noble sense of purpose that enables them to face jeering and hostile mobs, and with the
agonizing loneliness that characterizes the life of the pioneer. They will be old, oppressed,
battered Negro women, symbolized in a seventy two year old woman in Montgomery, Alabama,
who rose up with a sense of dignity and with her people decided not to ride segregated buses,
and who responded with ungrammatical profundity to one who inquired about her weariness:
"My feets is tired, but my soul is at rest." They will be the young high school and college students,
the young ministers of the gospel and a host of their elders, courageously and nonviolently sitting
in at lunch counters and willingly going to jail for conscience' sake. One day the South will know
that when these disinherited children of God sat down at lunch counters, they were in reality
standing up for what is best in the American dream and for the most sacred values in our Judaeo
Christian heritage, thereby bringing our nation back to those great wells of democracy which
were dug deep by the founding fathers in their formulation of the Constitution and the
Declaration of Independence.

Never before have I written so long a letter. I'm afraid it is much too long to take your precious
time. I can assure you that it would have been much shorter if I had been writing from a
comfortable desk, but what else can one do when he is alone in a narrow jail cell, other than write
long letters, think long thoughts and pray long prayers?

If I have said anything in this letter that overstates the truth and indicates an unreasonable
impatience, I beg you to forgive me. If I have said anything that understates the truth and
indicates my having a patience that allows me to settle for anything less than brotherhood, I beg
God to forgive me.

I hope this letter finds you strong in the faith. I also hope that circumstances will soon make it
possible for me to meet each of you, not as an integrationist or a civil-rights leader but as a fellow
clergyman and a Christian brother. Let us all hope that the dark clouds of racial prejudice will
soon pass away and the deep fog of misunderstanding will be lifted from our fear drenched
communities, and in some not too distant tomorrow the radiant stars of love and brotherhood will
shine over our great nation with all their scintillating beauty.

Yours for the cause of Peace and Brotherhood,

Martin Luther King, Jr.
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THE BALLOT OR THE BULLET

Malcolm X, April 3, 1964, Cleveland, OH

Mr. Moderator, Brother Lomax, brothers and sisters, friends and enemies: I just can't believe
everyone in here is a friend, and I don't want to leave anybody out. The question tonight, as I
understand it, is "The Negro Revolt, and Where Do We Go From Here?" or What Next?" In my
little humble way of understanding it, it points toward either the ballot or the bullet.

Before we try and explain what is meant by the ballot or the bullet, I would like to clarify
something concerning myself. I'm still a Muslim; my religion is still Islam. That's my personal
belief. Just as Adam Clayton Powell is a Christian minister who heads the Abyssinian Baptist
Church in New York, but at the same time takes part in the political struggles to try and bring
about rights to the black people in this country; and Dr. Martin Luther King is a Christian
minister down in Atlanta, Georgia, who heads another organization fighting for the civil rights
of black people in this country; and Reverend Galamison, I guess you've heard of him, is
another Christian minister in New York who has been deeply involved in the school boycotts
to eliminate segregated education; well, I myself am a minister, not a Christian minister, but a
Muslim minister; and I believe in action on all fronts by whatever means necessary.

Although I'm still a Muslim, I'm not here tonight to discuss my religion. I'm not here to try and
change your religion. I'm not here to argue or discuss anything that we differ about, because
it's time for us to submerge our differences and realize that it is best for us to first see that we
have the same problem, a common problem, a problem that will make you catch hell whether
you're a Baptist, or a Methodist, or a Muslim, or a nationalist. Whether you're educated or
illiterate, whether you live on the boulevard or in the alley, you're going to catch hell just like I
am. We're all in the same boat and we all are going to catch the same hell from the same man.
He just happens to be a white man. All of us have suffered here, in this country, political
oppression at the hands of the white man, economic exploitation at the hands of the white
man, and social degradation at the hands of the white man.

Now in speaking like this, it doesn't mean that we're anti-white, but it does mean we're anti-
exploitation, we're anti-degradation, we're anti-oppression. And if the white man doesn't want
us to be anti-him, let him stop oppressing and exploiting and degrading us. Whether we are
Christians or Muslims or nationalists or agnostics or atheists, we must first learn to forget our
differences. If we have differences, let us differ in the closet; when we come out in front, let us
not have anything to argue about until we get finished arguing with the man. If the late
President Kennedy could get together with Khrushchev and exchange some wheat, we
certainly have more in common with each other than Kennedy and Khrushchev had with each
other.

If we don't do something real soon, I think you'll have to agree that we're going to be forced
either to use the ballot or the bullet. It's one or the other in 1964. It isn't that time is running out
-- time has run out!
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1964 threatens to be the most explosive year America has ever witnessed. The most explosive
year. Why? It's also a political year. It's the year when all of the white politicians will be back in
the so-called Negro community jiving you and me for some votes. The year when all of the
white political crooks will be right back in your and my community with their false promises,
building up our hopes for a letdown, with their trickery and their treachery, with their false
promises which they don't intend to keep. As they nourish these dissatisfactions, it can only
lead to one thing, an explosion; and now we have the type of black man on the scene in
America today -- I'm sorry, Brother Lomax -- who just doesn't intend to turn the other cheek
any longer.

Don't let anybody tell you anything about the odds are against you. If they draft you, they
send you to Korea and make you face 800 million Chinese. If you can be brave over there, you
can be brave right here. These odds aren't as great as those odds. And if you fight here, you
will at least know what you're fighting for.

I'm not a politician, not even a student of politics; in fact, I'm not a student of much of
anything. I'm not a Democrat. I'm not a Republican, and I don't even consider myself an
American. If you and I were Americans, there'd be no problem. Those Honkies that just got off
the boat, they're already Americans; Polacks are already Americans; the Italian refugees are
already Americans. Everything that came out of Europe, every blue-eyed thing, is already an
American. And as long as you and I have been over here, we aren't Americans yet.

Well, I am one who doesn't believe in deluding myself. I'm not going to sit at your table and
watch you eat, with nothing on my plate, and call myself a diner. Sitting at the table doesn't
make you a diner, unless you eat some of what's on that plate. Being here in America doesn't
make you an American. Being born here in America doesn't make you an American. Why, if
birth made you American, you wouldn't need any legislation; you wouldn't need any
amendments to the Constitution; you wouldn't be faced with civil-rights filibustering in
Washington, D.C., right now. They don't have to pass civil-rights legislation to make a Polack
an American.

No, I'm not an American. I'm one of the 22 million black people who are the victims of
Americanism. One of the 22 million black people who are the victims of democracy, nothing
but disguised hypocrisy. So, I'm not standing here speaking to you as an American, or a
patriot, or a flag-saluter, or a flag-waver -- no, not I. I'm speaking as a victim of this American
system. And I see America through the eyes of the victim. I don't see any American dream; I
see an American nightmare.

These 22 million victims are waking up. Their eyes are coming open. They're beginning to see
what they used to only look at. They're becoming politically mature. They are realizing that
there are new political trends from coast to coast. As they see these new political trends, it's
possible for them to see that every time there's an election the races are so close that they have
to have a recount. They had to recount in Massachusetts to see who was going to be governor,
it was so close. It was the same way in Rhode Island, in Minnesota, and in many other parts of
the country. And the same with Kennedy and Nixon when they ran for president. It was so
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close they had to count all over again. Well, what does this mean? It means that when white
people are evenly divided, and black people have a bloc of votes of their own, it is left up to
them to determine who's going to sit in the White House and who's going to be in the dog
house.

1t. was the black man's vote that put the present administration in Washington, D.C. Your vote,
your dumb vote, your ignorant vote, your wasted vote put in an administration in
Washington, D.C., that has seen fit to pass every kind of legislation imaginable, saving you
until last, then filibustering on top of that. And your and my leaders have the audacity to run
around clapping their hands and talk about how much progress we're making. And what a
good president we have. If he wasn't good in Texas, he sure can't be good in Washington, D.C.
Because Texas is a lynch state. It is in the same breath as Mississippi, no different; only they
lynch you in Texas with a Texas accent and lynch you in Mississippi with a Mississippi accent.
And these Negro leaders have the audacity to go and have some coffee in the White House
with a Texan, a Southern cracker -- that's all he is -- and then come out and tell you and me
that he's going to be better for us because, since he's from the South, he knows how to deal
with the Southerners. What kind of logic is that? Let Eastland be president, he's from the South
too. He should be better able to deal with them than Johnson.

In this present administration they have in the House of Representatives 257 Democrats to
only 177 Republicans. They control two-thirds of the House vote. Why can't they pass
something that will help you and me? In the Senate, there are 67 senators who are of the
Democratic Party. Only 33 of them are Republicans. Why, the Democrats have got the
government sewed up, and you're the one who sewed it up for them. And what have they
given you for it? Four years in office, and just now getting around to some civil-rights
legislation. Just now, after everything else is gone, out of the way, they're going to sit down
now and play with you all summer long -- the same old giant con game that they call filibuster.
All those are in cahoots together. Don't you ever think they're not in cahoots together, for the
man that is heading the civil-rights filibuster is a man from Georgia named Richard Russell.
When Johnson became president, the first man he asked for when he got back to Washington,
D.C., was "Dicky" -- that's how tight they are. That's his boy, that's his pal, that's his buddy. But
they're playing that old con game. One of them makes believe he's for you, and he's got it fixed
where the other one is so tight against you, he never has to keep his promise.

So it's time in 1964 to wake up. And when you see them coming up with that kind of
conspiracy, let them know your eyes are open. And let them know you -- something else that's
wide open too. It's got to be the ballot or the bullet. The ballot or the bullet. If you're afraid to
use an expression like that, you should get on out of the country; you should get back in the
cotton patch; you should get back in the alley. They get all the Negro vote, and after they get it,
the Negro gets nothing in return. All they did when they got to Washington was give a few big
Negroes big jobs. Those big Negroes didn't need big jobs, they already had jobs. That's
camouflage, that's trickery, that's treachery, window-dressing. I'm not trying to knock out the
Democrats for the Republicans. We'll get to them in a minute. But it is true; you put the
Democrats first and the Democrats put you last.
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Look at it the way it is. What alibis do they use, since they control Congress and the Senate?
What alibi do they use when you and I ask, "Well, when are you going to keep your promise?"
They blame the Dixiecrats. What is a Dixiecrat? A Democrat. A Dixiecrat is nothing but a
Democrat in disguise. The titular head of the Democrats is also the head of the Dixiecrats,
because the Dixiecrats are a part of the Democratic Party. The Democrats have never kicked
the Dixiecrats out of the party. The Dixiecrats bolted themselves once, but the Democrats
didn't put them out. Imagine, these lowdown Southern segregationists put the Northern
Democrats down. But the Northern Democrats have never put the Dixiecrats down. No, look
at that thing the way it is. They have got a con game going on, a political con game, and you
and I are in the middle. It's time for you and me to wake up and start looking at it like it is, and
trying to understand it like it is; and then we can deal with it like it is.

The Dixiecrats in Washington, D.C., control the key committees that run the government. The
only reason the Dixiecrats control these committees is because they have seniority. The only
reason they have seniority is because they come from states where Negroes can't vote. This is
not even a government that's based on democracy. lt. is not a government that is made up of
representatives of the people. Half of the people in the South can't even vote. Eastland is not
even supposed to be in Washington. Half of the senators and congressmen who occupy these
key positions in Washington, D.C., are there illegally, are there unconstitutionally.

I was in Washington, D.C., a week ago Thursday, when they were debating whether or not
they should let the bill come onto the floor. And in the back of the room where the Senate
meets, there's a huge map of the United States, and on that map it shows the location of
Negroes throughout the country. And it shows that the Southern section of the country, the
states that are most heavily concentrated with Negroes, are the ones that have senators and
congressmen standing up filibustering and doing all other kinds of trickery to keep the Negro
from being able to vote. This is pitiful. But it's not pitiful for us any longer; it's actually pitiful
for the white man, because soon now, as the Negro awakens a little more and sees the vise that
he's in, sees the bag that he's in, sees the real game that he's in, then the Negro's going to
develop a new tactic.

These senators and congressmen actually violate the constitutional amendments that
guarantee the people of that particular state or county the right to vote. And the Constitution
itself has within it the machinery to expel any representative from a state where the voting
rights of the people are violated. You don't even need new legislation. Any person in Congress
right now, who is there from a state or a district where the voting rights of the people are
violated, that particular person should be expelled from Congress. And when you expel him,
you've removed one of the obstacles in the path of any real meaningful legislation in this
country. In fact, when you expel them, you don't need new legislation, because they will be
replaced by black representatives from counties and districts where the black man is in the
majority, not in the minority.

If the black man in these Southern states had his full voting rights, the key Dixiecrats in
Washington, D. C., which means the key Democrats in Washington, D.C., would lose their
seats. The Democratic Party itself would lose its power. It would cease to be powerful as a
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party. When you see the amount of power that would be lost by the Democratic Party if it were
to lose the Dixiecrat wing, or branch, or element, you can see where it's against the interests of
the Democrats to give voting rights to Negroes in states where the Democrats have been in
complete power and authority ever since the Civil War. You just can't belong to that Party
without analyzing it.

I say again, I'm not anti-Democrat, I'm not anti-Republican, I'm not anti-anything. I'm just
questioning their sincerity, and some of the strategy that they've been using on our people by
promising them promises that they don't intend to keep. When you keep the Democrats in
power, you're keeping the Dixiecrats in power. I doubt that my good Brother Lomax will deny
that. A vote for a Democrat is a vote for a Dixiecrat. That's why, in 1964, it's time now for you
and me to become more politically mature and realize what the ballot is for; what we're
supposed to get when we cast a ballot; and that if we don't cast a ballot, it's going to end up in
a situation where we're going to have to cast a bullet. It's either a ballot or a bullet.

In the North, they do it a different way. They have a system that's known as gerrymandering,
whatever that means. It means when Negroes become too heavily concentrated in a certain
area, and begin to gain too much political power, the white man comes along and changes the
district lines. You may say, "Why do you keep saying white man?" Because it's the white man
who does it. T haven't ever seen any Negro changing any lines. They don't let him get near the
line. It's the white man who does this. And usually, it's the white man who grins at you the
most, and pats you on the back, and is supposed to be your friend. He may be friendly, but
he's not your friend.

So, what I'm trying to impress upon you, in essence, is this: You and I in America are faced not
with a segregationist conspiracy, we're faced with a government conspiracy. Everyone who's
filibustering is a senator -- that's the government. Everyone who's finagling in Washington,
D.C,, is a congressman -- that's the government. You don't have anybody putting blocks in
your path but people who are a part of the government. The same government that you go
abroad to fight for and die for is the government that is in a conspiracy to deprive you of your
voting rights, deprive you of your economic opportunities, deprive you of decent housing,
deprive you of decent education. You don't need to go to the employer alone, it is the
government itself, the government of America, that is responsible for the oppression and
exploitation and degradation of black people in this country. And you should drop it in their
lap. This government has failed the Negro. This so-called democracy has failed the Negro. And
all these white liberals have definitely failed the Negro.

So, where do we go from here? First, we need some friends. We need some new allies. The
entire civil-rights struggle needs a new interpretation, a broader interpretation. We need to
look at this civil-rights thing from another angle -- from the inside as well as from the outside.
To those of us whose philosophy is black nationalism, the only way you can get involved in
the civil-rights struggle is give it a new interpretation. That old interpretation excluded us. It
kept us out. So, we're giving a new interpretation to the civil-rights struggle, an interpretation
that will enable us to come into it, take part in it. And these handkerchief-heads who have
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been dillydallying and pussy footing and compromising -- we don't intend to let them
pussyfoot and dillydally and compromise any longer.

How can you thank a man for giving you what's already yours? How then can you thank him
for giving you only part of what's already yours? You haven't even made progress, if what's
being given to you, you should have had already. That's not progress. And I love my Brother
Lomax, the way he pointed out we're right back where we were in 1954. We're not even as far
up as we were in 1954. We're behind where we were in 1954. There's more segregation now
than there was in 1954. There's more racial animosity, more racial hatred, more racial violence
today in 1964, than there was in 1954. Where is the progress?

And now you're facing a situation where the young Negro's coming up. They don't want to
hear that "turn the-other-cheek" stuff, no. In Jacksonville, those were teenagers, they were
throwing Molotov cocktails. Negroes have never done that before. But it shows you there's a
new deal coming in. There's new thinking coming in. There's new strategy coming in. It'll be
Molotov cocktails this month, hand grenades next month, and something else next month. It'l
be ballots, or it'll be bullets. It'll be liberty, or it will be death. The only difference about this
kind of death -- it'll be reciprocal. You know what is meant by "reciprocal"? That's one of
Brother Lomax's words. I stole it from him. I don't usually deal with those big words because I
don't usually deal with big people. I deal with small people. I find you can get a whole lot of
small people and whip hell out of a whole lot of big people. They haven't got anything to lose,
and they've got every thing to gain. And they'll let you know in a minute: "It takes two to
tango; when I go, you go."

The black nationalists, those whose philosophy is black nationalism, in bringing about this
new interpretation of the entire meaning of civil rights, look upon it as meaning, as Brother
Lomax has pointed out, equality of opportunity. Well, we're justified in seeking civil rights, if it
means equality of opportunity, because all we're doing there is trying to collect for our
investment. Our mothers and fathers invested sweat and blood. Three hundred and ten years
we worked in this country without a dime in return -- I mean without a dime in return. You let
the white man walk around here talking about how rich this country is, but you never stop to
think how it got rich so quick. It got rich because you made it rich.

You take the people who are in this audience right now. They're poor. We're all poor as
individuals. Our weekly salary individually amounts to hardly anything. But if you take the
salary of everyone in here collectively, it'll fill up a whole lot of baskets. It's a lot of wealth. If
you can collect the wages of just these people right here for a year, you'll be rich -- richer than
rich. When you look at it like that, think how rich Uncle Sam had to become, not with this
handful, but millions of black people. Your and my mother and father, who didn't work an
eight-hour shift, but worked from "can't see" in the morning until "can't see" at night, and
worked for nothing, making the white man rich, making Uncle Sam rich. This is our
investment. This is our contribution, our blood.

Not only did we give of our free labor, we gave of our blood. Every time he had a call to arms,
we were the first ones in uniform. We died on every battlefield the white man had. We have
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made a greater sacrifice than anybody who's standing up in America today. We have made a
greater contribution and have collected less. Civil rights, for those of us whose philosophy is
black nationalism, means: "Give it to us now. Don't wait for next year. Give it to us yesterday,
and that's not fast enough."

I might stop right here to point out one thing. Whenever you're going after something that
belongs to you, anyone who's depriving you of the right to have it is a criminal. Understand
that. Whenever you are going after something that is yours, you are within your legal rights to
lay claim to it. And anyone who puts forth any effort to deprive you of that which is yours, is
breaking the law, is a criminal. And this was pointed out by the Supreme Court decision. It
outlawed segregation.

Which means segregation is against the law. Which means a segregationist is breaking the law.
A segregationist is a criminal. You can't label him as anything other than that. And when you
demonstrate against segregation, the law is on your side. The Supreme Court is on your side.

Now, who is it that opposes you in carrying out the law? The police department itself. With
police dogs and clubs. Whenever you demonstrate against segregation, whether it is
segregated education, segregated housing, or anything else, the law is on your side, and
anyone who stands in the way is not the law any longer. They are breaking the law; they are
not representatives of the law. Any time you demonstrate against segregation and a man has
the audacity to put a police dog on you, kill that dog, kill him, I'm telling you, kill that dog. I
say it, if they put me in jail tomorrow, kill that dog. Then you'll put a stop to it. Now, if these
white people in here don't want to see that kind of action, get down and tell the mayor to tell
the police department to pull the dogs in. That's all you have to do. If you don't do it, someone
else will.

If you don't take this kind of stand, your little children will grow up and look at you and think
"shame." If you don't take an uncompromising stand, I don't mean go out and get violent; but
at the same time you should never be nonviolent unless you run into some nonviolence. I'm
nonviolent with those who are nonviolent with me. But when you drop that violence on me,
then you've made me go insane, and I'm not responsible for what I do. And that's the way
every Negro should get. Any time you know you're within the law, within your legal rights,
within your moral rights, in accord with justice, then die for what you believe in. But don't die
alone. Let your dying be reciprocal. This is what is meant by equality. What's good for the
goose is good for the gander.

When we begin to get in this area, we need new friends, we need new allies. We need to
expand the civil-rights struggle to a higher level -- to the level of human rights. Whenever you
are in a civil-rights struggle, whether you know it or not, you are confining yourself to the
jurisdiction of Uncle Sam. No one from the outside world can speak out in your behalf as long
as your struggle is a civil-rights struggle. Civil rights comes within the domestic affairs of this
country. All of our African brothers and our Asian brothers and our Latin-American brothers
cannot open their mouths and interfere in the domestic affairs of the United States. And as
long as it's civil rights, this comes under the jurisdiction of Uncle Sam.
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But the United Nations has what's known as the charter of human rights; it has a committee
that deals in human rights. You may wonder why all of the atrocities that have been
committed in Africa and in Hungary and in Asia, and in Latin America are brought before the
UN, and the Negro problem is never brought before the UN. This is part of the conspiracy.
This old, tricky blue eyed liberal who is supposed to be your and my friend, supposed to be in
our corner, supposed to be subsidizing our struggle, and supposed to be acting in the capacity
of an adviser, never tells you anything about human rights. They keep you wrapped up in civil
rights. And you spend so much time barking up the civil-rights tree, you don't even know
there's a human-rights tree on the same floor.

When you expand the civil-rights struggle to the level of human rights, you can then take the
case of the black man in this country before the nations in the UN. You can take it before the
General Assembly. You can take Uncle Sam before a world court. But the only level you can do
it on is the level of human rights. Civil rights keeps you under his restrictions, under his
jurisdiction. Civil rights keeps you in his pocket. Civil rights means you're asking Uncle Sam to
treat you right. Human rights are something you were born with. Human rights are your God-
given rights. Human rights are the rights that are recognized by all nations of this earth. And
any time any one violates your human rights, you can take them to the world court.

Uncle Sam's hands are dripping with blood, dripping with the blood of the black man in this
country. He's the earth's number-one hypocrite. He has the audacity -- yes, he has -- imagine
him posing as the leader of the free world. The free world! And you over here singing "We
Shall Overcome." Expand the civil-rights struggle to the level of human rights. Take it into the
United Nations, where our African brothers can throw their weight on our side, where our
Asian brothers can throw their weight on our side, where our Latin-American brothers can
throw their weight on our side, and where 800 million Chinamen are sitting there waiting to
throw their weight on our side.

Let the world know how bloody his hands are. Let the world know the hypocrisy that's
practiced over here. Let it be the ballot or the bullet. Let him know that it must be the ballot or
the bullet.

When you take your case to Washington, D.C., you're taking it to the criminal who's
responsible; it's like running from the wolf to the fox. They're all in cahoots together. They all
work political chicanery and make you look like a chump before the eyes of the world. Here
you are walking around in America, getting ready to be drafted and sent abroad, like a tin
soldier, and when you get over there, people ask you what are you fighting for, and you have
to stick your tongue in your cheek. No, take Uncle Sam to court, take him before the world.

By ballot I only mean freedom. Don't you know -- I disagree with Lomax on this issue -- that
the ballot is more important than the dollar? Can I prove it? Yes. Look in the UN. There are
poor nations in the UN; yet those poor nations can get together with their voting power and
keep the rich nations from making a move. They have one nation -- one vote, everyone has an
equal vote. And when those brothers from Asia, and Africa and the darker parts of this earth
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get together, their voting power is sufficient to hold Sam in check. Or Russia in check. Or some
other section of the earth in check. So, the ballot is most important.

Right now, in this country, if you and I, 22 million African-Americans -- that's what we are --
Africans who are in America. You're nothing but Africans. Nothing but Africans. In fact, you'd
get farther calling yourself African instead of Negro. Africans don't catch hell. You're the only
one catching hell. They don't have to pass civil-rights bills for Africans. An African can go
anywhere he wants right now. All you've got to do is tie your head up. That's right, go
anywhere you want. Just stop being a Negro. Change your name to Hoogagagooba. That'll
show you how silly the white man is. You're dealing with a silly man. A friend of mine who's
very dark put a turban on his head and went into a restaurant in Atlanta before they called
themselves desegregated. He went into a white restaurant, he sat down, they served him, and
he said, "What would happen if a Negro came in here? And there he's sitting, black as night,
but because he had his head wrapped up the waitress looked back at him and says, "Why,
there wouldn't no nigger dare come in here."

So, you're dealing with a man whose bias and prejudice are making him lose his mind, his
intelligence, every day. He's frightened. He looks around and sees what's taking place on this
earth, and he sees that the pendulum of time is swinging in your direction. The dark people
are waking up. They're losing their fear of the white man. No place where he's fighting right
now is he winning. Everywhere he's fighting, he's fighting someone your and my complexion.
And they're beating him. He can't win any more. He's won his last battle. He failed to win the
Korean War. He couldn't win it. He had to sign a truce. That's a loss.

Any time Uncle Sam, with all his machinery for warfare, is held to a draw by some rice eaters,
he's lost the battle. He had to sign a truce. America's not supposed to sign a truce. She's
supposed to be bad. But she's not bad any more. She's bad as long as she can use her hydrogen
bomb, but she can't use hers for fear Russia might use hers. Russia can't use hers, for fear that
Sam might use his. So, both of them are weapon-less. They can't use the weapon because
each's weapon nullifies the other's. So the only place where action can take place is on the
ground. And the white man can't win another war fighting on the ground. Those days are over
The black man knows it, the brown man knows it, the red man knows it, and the yellow man
knows it. So they engage him in guerrilla warfare. That's not his style. You've got to have heart
to be a guerrilla warrior, and he hasn't got any heart. I'm telling you now.

I just want to give you a little briefing on guerrilla warfare because, before you know it, before
you know it. It takes heart to be a guerrilla warrior because you're on your own. In
conventional warfare you have tanks and a whole lot of other people with you to back you up
-- planes over your head and all that kind of stuff. But a guerrilla is on his own. All you have is
a rifle, some sneakers and a bowl of rice, and that's all you need -- and a lot of heart. The
Japanese on some of those islands in the Pacific, when the American soldiers landed, one
Japanese sometimes could hold the whole army off. He'd just wait until the sun went down,
and when the sun went down they were all equal. He would take his little blade and slip from
bush to bush, and from American to American. The white soldiers couldn't cope with that.
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Whenever you see a white soldier that fought in the Pacific, he has the shakes, he has a
nervous condition, because they scared him to death.

The same thing happened to the French up in French Indochina. People who just a few years
previously were rice farmers got together and ran the heavily-mechanized French army out of
Indochina. You don't need it -- modern warfare today won't work. This is the day of the
guerrilla. They did the same thing in Algeria. Algerians, who were nothing but Bedouins, took
a rine and sneaked off to the hills, and de Gaulle and all of his highfalutin' war machinery
couldn't defeat those guerrillas. Nowhere on this earth does the white man win in a guerrilla
warfare. It's not his speed. Just as guerrilla warfare is prevailing in Asia and in parts of Africa
and in parts of Latin America, you've got to be mighty naive, or you've got to play the black
man cheap, if you don't think some day he's going to wake up and find that it's got to be the
ballot or the bullet.

1 would like to say, in closing, a few things concerning the Muslim Mosque, Inc., which we
established recently in New York City. It's true we're Muslims and our religion is Islam, but we
don't mix our religion with our politics and our economics and our social and civil activities --
not any more We keep our religion in our mosque. After our religious services are over, then as
Muslims we become involved in political action, economic action and social and civic action.
We become involved with anybody, any where, any time and in any manner that's designed to
eliminate the evils, the political, economic and social evils that are afflicting the people of our
community.

The political philosophy of black nationalism means that the black man should control the
politics and the politicians in his own community; no more. The black man in the black
community has to be re-educated into the science of politics so he will know what politics is
supposed to bring him in return. Don't be throwing out any ballots. A ballot is like a bullet.
You don't throw your ballots until you see a target, and if that target is not within your reach,
keep your ballot in your pocket.

The political philosophy of black nationalism is being taught in the Christian church. It's being
taught in the NAACP. It's being taught in CORE meetings. It's being taught in SNCC Student
Nonviolent Coordinating Committee meetings. It's being taught in Muslim meetings. It's being
taught where nothing but atheists and agnostics come together. It's being taught everywhere.
Black people are fed up with the dillydallying, pussyfooting, compromising approach that
we've been using toward getting our freedom. We want freedom now, but we're not going to
get it saying "We Shall Overcome." We've got to fight until we overcome.

The economic philosophy of black nationalism is pure and simple. It only means that we
should control the economy of our community. Why should white people be running all the
stores in our community? Why should white people be running the banks of our community?
Why should the economy of our community be in the hands of the white man? Why? If a black
man can't move his store into a white community, you tell me why a white man should move
his store into a black community. The philosophy of black nationalism involves a re-education
program in the black community in regards to economics. Our people have to be made to see
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that any time you take your dollar out of your community and spend it in a community where
you don't live, the community where you live will get poorer and poorer, and the community
where you spend your money will get richer and richer.

Then you wonder why where you live is always a ghetto or a slum area. And where you and I
are concerned, not only do we lose it when we spend it out of the community, but the white
man has got all our stores in the community tied up; so that though we spend it in the
community, at sundown the man who runs the store takes it over across town somewhere.
He's got us in a vise. So the economic philosophy of black nationalism means in every church,
in every civic organization, in every fraternal order, it's time now for our people to be come
conscious of the importance of controlling the economy of our community. If we own the
stores, if we operate the businesses, if we try and establish some industry in our own
community, then we're developing to the position where we are creating employment for our
own kind. Once you gain control of the economy of your own community, then you don't have
to picket and boycott and beg some cracker downtown for a job in his business.

The social philosophy of black nationalism only means that we have to get together and
remove the evils, the vices, alcoholism, drug addiction, and other evils that are destroying the
moral fiber of our community. We our selves have to lift the level of our community, the
standard of our community to a higher level, make our own society beautiful so that we will
be satisfied in our own social circles and won't be running around here trying to knock our
way into a social circle where we're not wanted. So I say, in spreading a gospel such as black
nationalism, it is not designed to make the black man re-evaluate the white man -- you know
him already -- but to make the black man re-evaluate himself. Don't change the white man's
mind -- you can't change his mind, and that whole thing about appealing to the moral
conscience of America -- America's conscience is bankrupt. She lost all conscience a long time
ago. Uncle Sam has no conscience.

They don't know what morals are. They don't try and eliminate an evil because it's evil, or
because it's illegal, or because it's immoral; they eliminate it only when it threatens their
existence. So you're wasting your time appealing to the moral conscience of a bankrupt man
like Uncle Sam. If he had a conscience, he'd straighten this thing out with no more pressure
being put upon him. So it is not necessary to change the white man's mind. We have to change
our own mind. You can't change his mind about us. We've got to change our own minds about
each other. We have to see each other with new eyes. We have to see each other as brothers and
sisters. We have to come together with warmth so we can develop unity and harmony that's
necessary to get this problem solved ourselves. How can we do this? How can we avoid
jealousy? How can we avoid the suspicion and the divisions that exist in the community? I'll
tell you how.

I have watched how Billy Graham comes into a city, spreading what he calls the gospel of
Christ, which is only white nationalism. That's what he is. Billy Graham is a white nationalist;
I'm a black nationalist. But since it's the natural tendency for leaders to be jealous and look
upon a powerful figure like Graham with suspicion and envy, how is it possible for him to
come into a city and get all the cooperation of the church leaders? Don't think because they're
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church leaders that they don't have weaknesses that make them envious and jealous -- no,
everybody's got it. It's not an accident that when they want to choose a cardinal, as Pope I over
there in Rome, they get in a closet so you can't hear them cussing and fighting and carrying on.

Billy Graham comes in preaching the gospel of Christ. He evangelizes the gospel. He stirs
everybody up, but he never tries to start a church. If he came in trying to start a church, all the
churches would be against him. So, he just comes in talking about Christ and tells everybody
who gets Christ to go to any church where Christ is; and in this way the church cooperates
with him. So we're going to take a page from his book.

Our gospel is black nationalism. We're not trying to threaten the existence of any organization,
but we're spreading the gospel of black nationalism. Anywhere there's a church that is also
preaching and practicing the gospel of black nationalism, join that church. If the NAACP is
preaching and practicing the gospel of black nationalism, join the NAACP. If CORE is
spreading and practicing the gospel of black nationalism, join CORE. Join any organization
that has a gospel that's for the uplift of the black man. And when you get into it and see them
pussyfooting or compromising, pull out of it because that's not black nationalism. We'll find
another one.

And in this manner, the organizations will increase in number and in quantity and in quality,
and by August, it is then our intention to have a black nationalist convention which will
consist of delegates from all over the country who are interested in the political, economic and
social philosophy of black nationalism. After these delegates convene, we will hold a seminar;
we will hold discussions; we will listen to everyone. We want to hear new ideas and new
solutions and new answers. And at that time, if we see fit then to form a black nationalist
party, we'll form a black nationalist party. If it's necessary to form a black nationalist army,
we'll form a black nationalist army. It'll be the ballot or the bullet. It'll be liberty or it'll be death.

It's time for you and me to stop sitting in this country, letting some cracker senators, Northern
crackers and Southern crackers, sit there in Washington, D.C., and come to a conclusion in
their mind that you and I are supposed to have civil rights. There's no white man going to tell
me anything about my rights. Brothers and sisters, always remember, if it doesn't take senators
and congressmen and presidential proclamations to give freedom to the white man, it is not
necessary for legislation or proclamation or Supreme Court decisions to give freedom to the
black man. You let that white man know, if this is a country of freedom, let it be a country of
freedom; and if it's not a country of freedom, change it.

We will work with anybody, anywhere, at any time, who is genuinely interested in tackling the
problem head-on, nonviolently as long as the enemy is nonviolent, but violent when the
enemy gets violent. We'll work with you on the voter-registration drive, we'll work with you
on rent strikes, we'll work with you on school boycotts; I don't believe in any kind of
integration; I'm not even worried about it, because I know you're not going to get it anyway;
you're not going to get it because you're afraid to die; you've got to be ready to die if you try
and force yourself on the white man, because he'll get just as violent as those crackers in
Mississippi, right here in Cleveland. But we will still work with you on the school boycotts be
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cause we're against a segregated school system. A segregated school system produces children
who, when they graduate, graduate with crippled minds. But this does not mean that a school
is segregated because it's all black. A segregated school means a school that is controlled by
people who have no real interest in it whatsoever.

Let me explain what I mean. A segregated district or community is a community in which
people live, but outsiders control the politics and the economy of that community. They never
refer to the white section as a segregated community. It's the all-Negro section that's a
segregated community. Why? The white man controls his own school, his own bank, his own
economy, his own politics, his own everything, his own community; but he also controls yours.
When you're under someone else's control, you're segregated. They'll always give you the
lowest or the worst that there is to offer, but it doesn't mean you're segregated just because you
have your own. You've got to control your own. Just like the white man has control of his, you
need to control yours.

You know the best way to get rid of segregation? The white man is more afraid of separation
than he is of integration. Segregation means that he puts you away from him, but not far
enough for you to be out of his jurisdiction; separation means you're gone. And the white man
will integrate faster than he'll let you separate. So we will work with you against the
segregated school system because it's criminal, because it is absolutely destructive, in every
way imaginable, to the minds of the children who have to be exposed to that type of crippling
education.

Last but not least, I must say this concerning the great controversy over rifles and shotguns.
The only thing that I've ever said is that in areas where the government has proven itself either
unwilling or unable to defend the lives and the property of Negroes, it's time for Negroes to
defend themselves. Article number two of the constitutional amendments provides you and
me the right to own a rifle or a shotgun. It is constitutionally legal to own a shotgun or a rifle.
This doesn't mean you're going to get a rifle and form battalions and go out looking for white
folks, although you'd be within your rights -- I mean, you'd be justified; but that would be
illegal and we don't do anything illegal. If the white man doesn't want the black man buying
rifles and shotguns, then let the government do its job.

That's all. And don't let the white man come to you and ask you what you think about what
Malcolm says -- why, you old Uncle Tom. He would never ask you if he thought you were
going to say, "Amen!" No, he is making a Tom out of you." So, this doesn't mean forming rifle
clubs and going out looking for people, but it is time, in 1964, if you are a man, to let that man
know. If he's not going to do his job in running the government and providing you and me
with the protection that our taxes are supposed to be for, since he spends all those billions for
his defense budget, he certainly can't begrudge you and me spending $12 or $15 for a single-
shot, or double-action. I hope you understand. Don't go out shooting people, but any time --
brothers and sisters, and especially the men in this audience; some of you wearing
Congressional Medals of Honor, with shoulders this wide, chests this big, muscles that big --
any time you and I sit around and read where they bomb a church and murder in cold blood,
not some grownups, but four little girls while they were praying to the same God the white
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man taught them to pray to, and you and I see the government go down and can't find who
did it.

Why, this man -- he can find Eichmann hiding down in Argentina somewhere. Let two or three
American soldiers, who are minding somebody else's business way over in South Vietnam, get
killed, and he'll send battleships, sticking his nose in their business. He wanted to send troops
down to Cuba and make them have what he calls free elections -- this old cracker who doesn't
have free elections in his own country.

No, if you never see me another time in your life, if I die in the morning, I'll die saying one
thing: the ballot or the bullet, the ballot or the bullet.

If a Negro in 1964 has to sit around and wait for some cracker senator to filibuster when it
comes to the rights of black people, why, you and I should hang our heads in shame. You talk
about a march on Washington in 1963, you haven't seen anything. There's some more going
down in '64.

And this time they're not going like they went last year. They're not going singing "We Shall
Overcome." They're not going with white friends. They're not going with placards already
painted for them. They're not going with round-trip tickets. They're going with one way
tickets. And if they don't want that non-nonviolent army going down there, tell them to bring
the filibuster to a halt.

The black nationalists aren't going to wait. Lyndon B. Johnson is the head of the Democratic
Party. If he's for civil rights, let him go into the Senate next week and declare himself. Let him
go in there right now and declare himself. Let him go in there and denounce the Southern
branch of his party. Let him go in there right now and take a moral stand -- right now, not later.
Tell him, don't wait until election time. If he waits too long, brothers and sisters, he will be
responsible for letting a condition develop in this country which will create a climate that will
bring seeds up out of the ground with vegetation on the end of them looking like something
these people never dreamed of. In 1964, it's the ballot or the bullet.

Thank you.
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DAY OF AFFIRMATION ADDRESS

Senator Robert F. Kennedy (D-NY), June 6, 1966, University of Cape Town

Mzr. Chancellor, Mr. Vice Chancellor, Professor Robertson, Mr. Diamond, Mr. Daniel, and
Ladies and Gentlemen:

I come here this evening because of my deep interest and affection for a land settled by the
Dutch in the mid-seventeenth century, then taken over by the British, and at last independent;
a land in which the native inhabitants were at first subdued, but relations with whom remain a
problem to this day; a land which defined itself on a hostile frontier; a land which has tamed
rich natural resources through the energetic application of modern technology; a land which
once the importer of slaves, and now must struggle to wipe out the last traces of that former
bondage. I refer, of course, to the United States of America.

But I am glad to come here -- and my wife and I and all of our party are glad to come here to
South Africa, and we're glad to come to Cape Town. I am already greatly enjoying my stay and
my visit here. I am making an effort to meet and exchange views with people of all walks of
life, and all segments of South African opinion, including those who represent the views of the
government.

Today I am glad to meet with the National Union of South African Students. For a decade,
NUSAS has stood and worked for the principles of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
-- principles which embody the collective hopes of men of good will all around the globe. Your
work at home and in international student affairs has brought great credit to yourselves and to
your country. I know the National Student Association in the United States feels a particularly
close relationship with this organization.

And I wish to thank especially Mr. Ian Robertson, who first extended the invitation on behalf
of NUSAS. I wish to thank him for his kindness to me in inviting me. I am very sorry that he
can not be with us here this evening. I was happy to have had the opportunity to meet and
speak with him earlier this evening. And I presented him with a copy of Profiles in Courage
which was a book that was written by President John Kennedy and was signed to him by
President Kennedy's widow, Mrs. John Kennedy.

This is a Day of Affirmation, a celebration of liberty. We stand here in the name of freedom. At
the heart of that Western freedom and democracy is the belief that the individual man, the
child of God, is the touchstone of value, and all society, all groups and states exist for that
person's benefit. Therefore, the enlargement of liberty for individual human beings must be the
supreme goal and the abiding practice of any Western society.

The first element of this individual liberty is the freedom of speech: the right to express and
communicate ideas, to set oneself apart from the dumb beasts of field and forest; the right to
recall governments to their duties and to their obligations; above all, the right to affirm one's
membership and allegiance to the body politic -- to society -- to the men with whom we share
our land, our heritage, and our children's future.
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Hand in hand with freedom of speech goes the power to be heard, to share in the decisions of
government which shape men's lives. Everything that makes man's life worthwhile -- family,
work, education, a place to rear one's children and a place to rest one's head -- all this depends
on the decisions of government; all can be swept away by a government which does not heed
the demands of its people, and I mean all of its people. Therefore, the essential humanity of
man can be protected and preserved only where government must answer -- not just to the
wealthy, not just to those of a particular religion, not just to those of a particular race, but to all
of the people.

And even government by the consent of the governed, as in our own Constitution, must be
limited in its power to act against its people, so that there may be no interference with the right
to worship, but also no interference with the security of the home; no arbitrary imposition of
pains or penalties on an ordinary citizen by officials high or low; no restriction on the freedom
of men to seek education, or to seek work or opportunity of any kind, so that each man may
become all that he is capable of becoming.

These -- These are the sacred rights of Western society. These were the essential differences
between us and Nazi Germany, as they were between Athens and Persia.

They are the essence of our differences with communism today. I am unalterably opposed to
communism because it exalts the State over the individual and over the family; and because its
system contains a lack of freedom of speech, of protest, of religion, and of the press, which is
characteristic of a totalitarian regime. The way of opposition to communism, however, is not to
imitate its dictatorship, but to enlarge individual human freedom:s.

There are those in every land who would label as Communist every threat to their privilege.
But may I say to you as I have seen on my travels in all sections of the world, reform is not
communism. And the denial of freedom, in whatever name, only strengthens the very
communism it claims to oppose.

Many nations have set forth their own definitions and declarations of these principles. And
there have often been wide and tragic gaps between promise and performance, ideal and
reality. Yet the great ideals have constantly recalled us to our own duties. And with painful
slowness, we in the United States have extended and enlarged the meaning and the practice of
freedom to all of our people.

For two centuries, my own country has struggled to overcome the self-imposed handicap of
prejudice and discrimination based on nationality, on social class or race -- discrimination
profoundly repugnant to the theory and to the command of our Constitution. Even as my
father grew up in Boston, Massachusetts, signs told him: "No Irish Need Apply." Two
generations later President Kennedy became the first Irish Catholic, and the first Catholic, to
head the nation; but how many men of ability had, before 1961, been denied the opportunity to
contribute to the nation's progress because they were Catholic or because they were of Irish
extraction? How many sons of Italian or Jewish or Polish parents slumbered in the slums --
untaught, unlearned, their potential lost forever to our nation and to the human race? Even
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today, what price will we pay before we have assured full opportunity to millions of Negro
Americans?

In the last five years we have done more to assure equality to our Negro citizens, and to help
the deprived both white and black, than in the hundred years before that time. But much,
much more remains to be done. For there are millions of Negroes untrained for the simplest of
jobs, and thousands every day denied their full and equal rights under the law; and the
violence of the disinherited, the insulted, the injured, looms over the streets of Harlem and of
Watts and of the South Side Chicago.

But a Negro American trains now as an astronaut, one of mankind's first explorers into outer
space; another is the chief barrister of the United States government, and dozens sit on the
benches of our court; and another, Dr. Martin Luther King, is the second man of African
descent to win the Nobel Peace Prize for his nonviolent efforts for social justice between all of
the races.

We have passed laws prohibiting -- We have passed laws prohibiting discrimination in
education, in employment, in housing, but these laws alone cannot overcome the heritage of
centuries -- of broken families and stunted children, and poverty and degradation and pain.

So the road toward equality of freedom is not easy, and great cost and danger march alongside
all of us. We are committed to peaceful and nonviolent change, and that is important to all to
understand -- though change is unsettling. Still, even in the turbulence of protest and struggle
is greater hope for the future, as men learn to claim and achieve for themselves the rights
formerly petitioned from others.

And most important of all, all of the panoply of government power has been committed to the
goal of equality before the law, as we are now committing ourselves to the achievement of
equal opportunity in fact. We must recognize the full human equality of all of our people
before God, before the law, and in the councils of government. We must do this, not because it
is economically advantageous, although it is; not because the laws of God command it,
although they do; not because people in other lands wish it so. We must do it for the single and
fundamental reason that it is the right thing to do.

We recognize that there are problems and obstacles before the fulfillment of these ideals in the
United States, as we recognize that other nations, in Latin America and in Asia and in Africa,
have their own political, economic, and social problems, their unique barriers to the
elimination of injustices.

In some, there is concern that change will submerge the rights of a minority, particularly where
that minority is of a different race than that of the majority. We in the United States believe in
the protection of minorities; we recognize the contributions that they can make and the
leadership that they can provide; and we do not believe that any people -- whether majority or
minority, or individual human beings -- are "expendable" in the cause of theory or of policy.
We recognize also that justice between men and nations is imperfect, and the humanity
sometimes progresses very slowly indeed.
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All do not develop in the same manner and at the same pace. Nations, like men, often march to
the beat of different drummers, and the precise solutions of the United States can neither be
dictated nor transplanted to others -- and that is not our intention. What is important,
however, is that all nations must march toward increasing freedom, toward justice for all,
toward a society strong and flexible enough to meet the demands of all of its people --
whatever their race -- and the demands that the world of immense and dizzying change that
face us all.

In a few hours, the plane that brought me to this country crossed over oceans and countries
which have been a crucible of human history. In minutes we traced migrations of men over
thousands of years; seconds, the briefest glimpse, and we passed battlefields on which millions
of men once struggled and died. We could see no national boundaries, no vast gulfs or high
walls dividing people from people; only nature and the works of man -- homes and factories
and farms -- everywhere reflecting Man's common effort to enrich his life. Everywhere new
technology and communications brings men and nations closer together, the concerns of one
inevitably becomes the concerns of all. And our new closeness is stripping away the false
masks, the illusion of differences which is the root of injustice and of hate and of war. Only
earthbound man still clings to the dark and poisoning superstition that his world is bounded
by the nearest hill, his universe ends at river shore, his common humanity is enclosed in the
tight circle of those who share his town or his views and the color of his skin.

It is -- It is your job, the task of young people in this world, to strip the last remnants of that
ancient, cruel belief from the civilization of man.

Each nation has different obstacles and different goals, shaped by the vagaries of history and
of experience. Yet as I talk to young people around the world, I am impressed not by the
diversity but by the closeness of their goals, their desires and their concerns and their hope for
the future. There is discrimination in New York, the racial inequality of apartheid in South
Africa, and serfdom in the mountains of Peru. People starve to death in the streets of India; a
former Prime Minister is summarily executed in the Congo; intellectuals go to jail in Russia,
and thousands are slaughtered in Indonesia; wealth is lavished on armaments everywhere in
the world.

These are different evils, but they are the common works of man. They reflect the
imperfections of human justice, the inadequacy of human compassion, the defectiveness of our
sensibility toward the sufferings of our fellows; they mark the limit of our ability to use
knowledge for the well-being of our fellow human beings throughout the world. And
therefore they call upon common qualities of conscience and indignation, a shared
determination to wipe away the unnecessary sufferings of our fellow human beings at home
and around the world.

It is these qualities which make of our youth today the only true international community.
More than this, I think that we could agree on what kind of a world we would all want to
build. It would be a world of independent nations, moving toward international community,
each of which protected and respected the basic human freedoms. It would be a world which
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demanded of each government that it accept its responsibility to insure social justice. It would

be a world of constantly accelerating economic progress -- not material welfare as an end in/of
itself, but as a means to liberate the capacity of every human being to pursue his talents and to
pursue his hopes. It would, in short, be a world that we would all be proud to have built.

Just to the north of here are lands of challenge and of opportunity, rich in natural resources --
land and minerals and people. Yet they are also lands confronted by the greatest odds --
overwhelming ignorance, internal tensions and strife, and great obstacles of climate and
geography. Many of these nations, as colonies, were oppressed and were exploited. Yet they
have not estranged themselves from the broad traditions of the West; they are hoping and they
are gambling their progress and their stability on the chance that we will meet our
responsibilities to them to help them overcome their poverty.

In the world we would like to build, South Africa could play an outstanding role, and a role of
leadership in that effort. This country is without question a preeminent repository of the
wealth and the knowledge and the skill of this continent. Here are the greater part of Africa's
research scientists and steel production, most of its reservoirs of coal and of electric power.
Many South Africans have made major contributions to African technical development and
world science. The names of some are known wherever men seek to eliminate the ravages of
tropical disease and of pestilence. In your faculties and councils, here in this very audience, are
hundreds and thousands of men and women who could transform the lives of millions for all
time to come.

But the help and the leadership of South Africa or of the United States cannot be accepted if
we, within our own country or in our relationships with others, deny individual integrity,
human dignity, and the common humanity of man. If we would lead outside our own borders,
if we would help those who need our assistance, if we would meet our responsibilities to
mankind, we must first, all of us, demolish the borders which history has erected between men
within our own nations -- barriers of race and religion, social class and ignorance.

Our answer is the world's hope: It is to rely on youth. The cruelties and the obstacles of this
swiftly changing planet will not yield to obsolete dogmas and outworn slogans. It cannot be
moved by those who cling to a present which is already dying, who prefer the illusion of
security to the excitement and danger which comes with even the most peaceful progress.

This world demands the qualities of youth; not a time of life but a state of mind, a temper of
the will, a quality of the imagination, a predominance of courage over timidity, of the appetite
for adventure over the life of ease -- a man like the Chancellor of this University.

It is a revolutionary world that we all live in, and thus, as I have said in Latin America and in
Asia and in Europe and in my own country, the United States, it is the young people who must
take the lead. Thus, you, and your young compatriots everywhere, have had thrust upon you a
greater burden of responsibility than any generation that has ever lived.

"There is," said an Italian philosopher, "nothing more difficult to take in hand, more perilous to
conduct, or more uncertain in its success than to take the lead in the -- in the introduction of a
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new order of things." Yet this is the measure of the task of your generation, and the road is
strewn with many dangers.

First, is the danger of futility: the belief there is nothing one man or one woman can do against
the enormous array of the world's ills -- against misery, against ignorance, or injustice and
violence. Yet many of the world's great movements, of thought and action, have flowed from
the work of a single man. A young monk began the Protestant Reformation, a young general
extended an empire from Macedonia to the borders of the earth, and a young woman
reclaimed the territory of France. It was a young Italian explorer who discovered the New
World, and 32 year-old Thomas Jefferson who proclaimed that "all men are created equal."

"Give me a place to stand," said Archimedes, "and I will move the world." These men moved
the world, and so can we all. Few will have the greatness to bend history, but each of us can
work to change a small portion of the events, and then the total -- all of these acts -- will be
written in the history of this generation.

Thousands of Peace Corps volunteers are making a difference in the isolated villages and the
city slums of dozens of countries. Thousands of unknown men and women in Europe resisted
the occupation of the Nazis and many died, but all added to the ultimate strength and freedom
of their countries. It is from numberless diverse acts of courage such as these that the belief
that human history is thus shaped. Each time a man stands up for an ideal, or acts to improve
the lot of others, or strikes out against injustice, he sends forth a tiny ripple of hope, and
crossing each other from a million different centers of energy and daring, those ripples build a
current which can sweep down the mightiest walls of oppression and resistance.

"If Athens shall appear great to you," said Pericles, "consider then that her glories were
purchased by valiant men, and by men who learned their duty." That is the source of all
greatness in all societies, and it is the key to progress in our time.

The second danger is that of expediency: of those who say that hopes and beliefs must bend
before immediate necessities. Of course, if we must act effectively we must deal with the world
as it is. We must get things done. But if there was one thing that President Kennedy stood for
that touched the most profound feeling of young people around the world, it was the belief
that idealism, high aspirations, and deep convictions are not incompatible with the most
practical and efficient of programs -- that there is no basic inconsistency between ideals and
realistic possibilities, no separation between the deepest desires of heart and of mind and the
rational application of human effort to human problems. It is not realistic or hardheaded to
solve problems and take action unguided by ultimate moral aims and values, although we all
know some who claim that it is so. In my judgment, it is thoughtless folly. For it ignores the
realities of human faith and of passion and of belief -- forces ultimately more powerful than all
of the calculations of our economists or of our generals. Of course to adhere to standards, to
idealism, to vision in the face of immediate dangers takes great courage and takes self-
confidence. But we also know that only those who dare to fail greatly, can ever achieve greatly.
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It is this new idealism which is also, I believe, the common heritage of a generation which has
learned that while efficiency can lead to the camps at Auschwitz, or the streets of Budapest,
only the ideals of humanity and love can climb the hills of the Acropolis.

And a third danger is timidity. Few men are willing to brave the disapproval of their fellows,
the censure of their colleagues, the wrath of their society. Moral courage is a rarer commodity
than bravery in battle or great intelligence. Yet it is the one essential, vital quality for those who
seek to change the world -- which yields most painfully to change. Aristotle tells us: "At the
Olympic games it is not the finest or the strongest men who are crowned, but those who enter
the lists." "So, too, in the life of the honorable and the good it is they who act rightly who win
the prize." I believe that in this generation those with the courage to enter the conflict will find
themselves with companions in every corner of the world.

For the fortunate amongst us, the fourth danger, my friends, is comfort, the temptation to
follow the easy and familiar paths of personal ambition and financial success so grandly
spread before those who have the privilege of an education. But that is not the road history has
marked out for us. There is a Chinese curse which says, "May he live in interesting times." Like
it or not we live in interesting times. They are times of danger and uncertainty; but they are
also the most creative of any time in the history of mankind. And everyone here will ultimately
be judged, will ultimately judge himself, on the effort he has contributed to building a new
world society and the extent to which his ideals and goals have shaped that effort.

So we part, I to my country and you to remain. We are, if a man of 40 can claim the privilege,
fellow members of the world's largest younger generation. Each of us have our own work to
do. I know at times you must feel very alone with your problems and with your difficulties.
But I want to say how I -- impressed I am with the stand -- with what you stand for and for the
effort that you are making; and I say this not just for myself, but men and women all over the
world. And I hope you will often take heart from the knowledge that you are joined with your
fellow young people in every land, they struggling with their problems and you with yours,
but all joined in a common purpose; that, like the young people of my own country and of
every country that I have visited, you are all in many ways more closely united to the brothers
of your time than to the older generations in any of these nations. You're determined to build a
better future.

President Kennedy was speaking to the young people of America, but beyond them to young
people everywhere, when he said: "the energy, the faith, the devotion which we bring to this
endeavor will light our country and all who serve it; and the glow from that fire can truly light
the world." And, he added, "With a good conscience our only sure reward, with history the
final judge of our deeds, let us go forth to lead the land we love, asking His blessing and His
help, but knowing that here on earth God's work must truly be our own."

I thank you.
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PORT HURON STATEMENT

Students for a Democratic Society, 1962

We are people of this generation, bred in at least modest comfort, housed now in universities,
looking uncomfortably to the world we inherit.

When we were kids the United States was the wealthiest and strongest country in the world;
the only one with the atom bomb, the least scarred by modern war, an initiator of the United
Nations that we thought would distribute Western influence throughout the world. Freedom
and equality for each individual, government of, by, and for the people — these American
values we found good, principles by which we could live as men. Many of us began maturing
in complacency.

As we grew, however, our comfort was penetrated by events too troubling to dismiss. First, the
permeating and victimizing fact of human degradation, symbolized by the Southern struggle
against racial bigotry, compelled most of us from silence to activism. Second, the enclosing fact
of the Cold War, symbolized by the presence of the Bomb, brought awareness that we
ourselves, and our friends, and millions of abstract “others” we knew more directly because of
our common peril, might die at any time. We might deliberately ignore, or avoid, or fail to feel
all other human problems, but not these two, for these were too immediate and crushing in
their impact, too challenging in the demand that we as individuals take the responsibility for
encounter and resolution.

While these and other problems either directly oppressed us or rankled our consciences and
became our own subjective concerns, we began to see complicated and disturbing paradoxes
in our surrounding America. The declaration “all men are created equal . . .” rang hollow
before the facts of Negro life in the South and the big cities of the North. The proclaimed
peaceful intentions of the United States contradicted its economic and military investments in
the Cold War status quo. . ..

Some would have us believe that Americans feel contentment amidst prosperity — but might it
not better be called a glaze above deeply felt anxieties about their role in the new world? And
if these anxieties produce a developed indifference to human affairs, do they not as well
produce a yearning to believe there is an alternative to the present, that something can be done
to change circumstances in the school, the workplaces, the bureaucracies, the government? It is
to this latter yearning, at once the spark and engine of change, that we direct our present
appeal. The search for truly democratic alternatives to the present, and a commitment to social
experimentation with them, is a worthy and fulfilling human enterprise, one which moves us
and, we hope, others today. . . .

... As a social system we seek the establishment of a democracy of individual participation,
governed by two central aims: that the individual share in those social decisions determining
the quality and direction of his life; that society be organized to encourage independence in
men and provide the media for their common participation.
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In a participatory democracy, the political life would be based in several root principles:

that decision-making of basic social consequence be carried on by public groupings;

that politics be seen positively, as the art of collectively creating an acceptable pattern of
social relations;

that politics has the function of bringing people out of isolation and into community,
thus being a necessary, though not sufficient, means of finding meaning in personal
life; . ..

The economic sphere would have as its basis the principles:

that work should involve incentives worthier than money or survival. . . .

that the economy itself is of such social importance that its major resources and means
of production should be open to democratic participation and subject to democratic
social regulation.

Like the political and economic ones, major social institutions — cultural, education,
rehabilitative, and others — should be generally organized with the well-being and dignity of
man as the essential measure of success.

In social change or interchange, we find violence to be abhorrent because it requires generally
the transformation of the target, be it a human being or a community of people, into a
depersonalized object of hate. It is imperative that the means of violence be abolished and the
institutions — local, national, international — that encourage nonviolence as a condition of
conflict be developed.

These are our central values, in skeletal form. It remains vital to understand their denial or
attainment in the context of the modern world. . . .

Communism and Foreign Policy

As democrats we are in basic opposition to the communist system. The Soviet Union, as a
system, rests on the total suppression organized opposition. . . . Communist parties throughout
the rest of the world are generally undemocratic in internal structure and mode of action. . . .

But present trends in American anti-communism are not sufficient for the creation of
appropriate policies with which to relate to and counter communist movements in the world.
In no instance is this better illustrated than in our basic national policy-making assumption
that the Soviet Union is inherently expansionist and aggressive, prepared to dominate the rest
of the world by military means. On this assumption rests the monstrous American structure of
military “preparedness”; because of it we sacrifice values and social programs to the alleged
needs of military power. . . .

... [W]e can develop a fresh and creative approach to world problems which will help to
create democracy at home and establish conditions for its growth elsewhere in the world.
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VIETNAM VETERANS AGAINST WAR

Lieutenant John Kerry, April 23, 1971, US Senate Foreign Relations Committee

... In our opinion and from our experience, there is nothing in South Vietnam which could
happen that realistically threatens the United States of America. And to attempt to justify the
loss of one American life in Vietnam, Cambodia or Laos by linking such loss to the
preservation of freedom, which those misfits supposedly abuse, is to us the height of criminal
hypocrisy, and it is that kind of hypocrisy which we feel has torn this country apart.

We found that not only was it a civil war, an effort by a people who had for years been seeking
their liberation from any colonial influence whatsoever, but also we found that the Vietnamese
whom we had enthusiastically molded after our own image were hard put to take up the fight
against the threat we were supposedly saving them from.

We found most people didn’t even know the difference between communism and democracy.
They only wanted to work in rice paddies without helicopters strafing them and bombs with

napalm burning their villages and tearing their country apart. They wanted everything to do

with the war, particularly with this foreign presence of the United States of America, to leave

them alone in peace, and they practiced the art of survival by siding with whichever military

force was present at a particular time, be it Viet Cong, North Vietnamese or American.

We found also that all too often American men were dying in those rice paddies for want of
support from their allies. We saw first hand how monies from American taxes were used for a
corrupt dictatorial regime. We saw that many people in this country had a one-sided idea of
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who was kept free by the flag, and blacks provided the highest percentage of casualties. We
saw Vietnam ravaged equally by American bombs and search and destroy missions, as well as
by Viet Cong terrorism — and yet we listened while this country tried to blame all of the havoc
on the Viet Cong.

We rationalized destroying villages in order to save them. We saw America lose her sense of
morality as she accepted very coolly a My Lai and refused to give up the image of American
soldiers who hand out chocolate bars and chewing gum.

We learned the meaning of free fire zones, shooting anything that moves, and we watched
while America placed a cheapness on the lives of orientals.

We watched the United States falsification of body counts, in fact the glorification of body
counts. We listened while month after month we were told the back of the enemy was about to
break. We fought using weapons against “oriental human beings.” We fought using weapons
against those people which I do not believe this country would dream of using were we
fighting in the European theater. We watched while men charged up hills because a general
said that hill has to be taken, and after losing one platoon or two platoons they marched away
to leave the hill for reoccupation by the North Vietnamese. We watched pride allow the most
unimportant battles to be blown into extravaganzas, because we couldn’t lose, and we couldn’t
retreat, and because it didn’t matter how many American bodies were lost to prove that point,
and so there were Hamburger Hills and Khe Sanhs and Hill 81s and Fire Base 6s, and so many
others.

Now we are told that the men who fought there must watch quietly while American lives are
lost so that we can exercise the incredible arrogance of Vietnamizing the Vietnamese.

Each day to facilitate the process by which the United States washes her hands of Vietnam
someone has to give up his life so that the United States doesn’t have to admit something that
the entire world already knows, so that we can’t say that we have made a mistake. Someone
has to die so that President Nixon won’t be, and these are his words, “the first President to lose
a war.”

We are asking Americans to think about that because how do you ask a man to be the last man
to die in Vietnam? How do you ask a man to be the last man to die for a mistake? But we are
trying to do that, and we are doing it with thousands of rationalizations ...
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ON THE ARTICLES OF IMPEACHMENT

Rep. Barbara Jordan (D-TX), July 24, 1974, House Judiciary Committee

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I join my colleague Mr. Rangel in thanking you for giving the junior members
of this committee the glorious opportunity of sharing the pain of this inquiry. Mr. Chairman,
you are a strong man, and it has not been easy but we have tried as best we can to give you as
much assistance as possible.

Earlier today, we heard the beginning of the Preamble to the Constitution of the United States:
"We, the people." It's a very eloquent beginning. But when that document was completed on
the seventeenth of September in 1787, I was not included in that "We, the people." I felt
somehow for many years that George Washington and Alexander Hamilton just left me out by
mistake. But through the process of amendment, interpretation, and court decision, I have
finally been included in "We, the people."

Today I am an inquisitor. An hyperbole would not be fictional and would not overstate the
solemnness that I feel right now. My faith in the Constitution is whole; it is complete; it is total.
And I am not going to sit here and be an idle spectator to the diminution, the subversion, the
destruction, of the Constitution.

"Who can so properly be the inquisitors for the nation as the representatives of the nation
themselves?" "The subjects of its jurisdiction are those offenses which proceed from the
misconduct of public men." And that's what we're talking about. In other words, [the
jurisdiction comes] from the abuse or violation of some public trust.

It is wrong, I suggest, it is a misreading of the Constitution for any member here to assert that
for a member to vote for an article of impeachment means that that member must be
convinced that the President should be removed from office. The Constitution doesn't say that.
The powers relating to impeachment are an essential check in the hands of the body of the
Legislature against and upon the encroachments of the Executive. The division between the
two branches of the Legislature, the House and the Senate, assigning to the one the right to
accuse and to the other the right to judge, the Framers of this Constitution were very astute.
They did not make the accusers and the judgers—and the judges the same person.

We know the nature of impeachment. We've been talking about it awhile now. It is chiefly
designed for the President and his high ministers to somehow be called into account. It is
designed to "bridle" the Executive if he engages in excesses. "It is designed as a method of
national inquest into the conduct of public men." The Framers confided in the Congress the
power if need be, to remove the President in order to strike a delicate balance between a
President swollen with power and grown tyrannical, and preservation of the independence of
the Executive.

The nature of impeachment: a narrowly channeled exception to the separation-of-powers
maxim. The Federal Convention of 1787 said that. It limited impeachment to high crimes and
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misdemeanors and discounted and opposed the term "maladministration." "It is to be used
only for great misdemeanors," so it was said in the North Carolina ratification convention. And
in the Virginia ratification convention: "We do not trust our liberty to a particular branch. We
need one branch to check the other."

"No one need be afraid"—the North Carolina ratification convention—"No one need be afraid
that officers who commit oppression will pass with immunity." "Prosecutions of impeachments
will seldom fail to agitate the passions of the whole community," said Hamilton in the
Federalist Papers, number 65. "We divide into parties more or less friendly or inimical to the
accused." I do not mean political parties in that sense.

The drawing of political lines goes to the motivation behind impeachment; but impeachment
must proceed within the confines of the constitutional term "high crime[s] and misdemeanors."
Of the impeachment process, it was Woodrow Wilson who said that "Nothing short of the
grossest offenses against the plain law of the land will suffice to give them speed and
effectiveness. Indignation so great as to overgrow party interest may secure a conviction; but
nothing else can."

Common sense would be revolted if we engaged upon this process for petty reasons. Congress
has a lot to do: Appropriations, Tax Reform, Health Insurance, Campaign Finance Reform,
Housing, Environmental Protection, Energy Sufficiency, Mass Transportation. Pettiness cannot
be allowed to stand in the face of such overwhelming problems. So today we are not being
petty. We are trying to be big, because the task we have before us is a big one.

This morning, in a discussion of the evidence, we were told that the evidence which purports
to support the allegations of misuse of the CIA by the President is thin. We're told that that
evidence is insufficient. What that recital of the evidence this morning did not include is what
the President did know on June the 23rd, 1972.

The President did know that it was Republican money, that it was money from the Committee
for the Re-Election of the President, which was found in the possession of one of the burglars
arrested on June the 17th. What the President did know on the 23rd of June was the prior
activities of E. Howard Hunt, which included his participation in the break-in of Daniel
Ellsberg's psychiatrist, which included Howard Hunt's participation in the Dita Beard ITT
affair, which included Howard Hunt's fabrication of cables designed to discredit the Kennedy
Administration.

We were further cautioned today that perhaps these proceedings ought to be delayed because
certainly there would be new evidence forthcoming from the President of the United States.
There has not even been an obfuscated indication that this committee would receive any
additional materials from the President. The committee subpoena is outstanding, and if the
President wants to supply that material, the committee sits here. The fact is that on yesterday,
the American people waited with great anxiety for eight hours, not knowing whether their
President would obey an order of the Supreme Court of the United States.
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At this point, I would like to juxtapose a few of the impeachment criteria with some of the
actions the President has engaged in. Impeachment criteria: James Madison, from the Virginia
ratification convention. "If the President be connected in any suspicious manner with any
person and there be grounds to believe that he will shelter him, he may be impeached."

We have heard time and time again that the evidence reflects the payment to defendants
money. The President had knowledge that these funds were being paid and these were funds
collected for the 1972 presidential campaign. We know that the President met with Mr. Henry
Petersen 27 times to discuss matters related to Watergate, and immediately thereafter met with
the very persons who were implicated in the information Mr. Petersen was receiving. The
words are: "If the President is connected in any suspicious manner with any person and there
be grounds to believe that he will shelter that person, he may be impeached."

Justice Story: "Impeachment" is attended—"is intended for occasional and extraordinary cases
where a superior power acting for the whole people is put into operation to protect their rights
and rescue their liberties from violations." We know about the Huston plan. We know about
the break-in of the psychiatrist's office. We know that there was absolute complete direction on
September 3rd when the President indicated that a surreptitious entry had been made in Dr.
Fielding's office, after having met with Mr. Ehrlichman and Mr. Young. "Protect their rights."
"Rescue their liberties from violation."

The Carolina ratification convention impeachment criteria: those are impeachable "who behave
amiss or betray their public trust."4 Beginning shortly after the Watergate break-in and
continuing to the present time, the President has engaged in a series of public statements and
actions designed to thwart the lawful investigation by government prosecutors. Moreover, the
President has made public announcements and assertions bearing on the Watergate case,
which the evidence will show he knew to be false. These assertions, false assertions,
impeachable, those who misbehave. Those who "behave amiss or betray the public trust."

James Madison again at the Constitutional Convention: "A President is impeachable if he
attempts to subvert the Constitution." The Constitution charges the President with the task of
taking care that the laws be faithfully executed, and yet the President has counseled his aides
to commit perjury, willfully disregard the secrecy of grand jury proceedings, conceal
surreptitious entry, attempt to compromise a federal judge, while publicly displaying his
cooperation with the processes of criminal justice. "A President is impeachable if he attempts to
subvert the Constitution."

If the impeachment provision in the Constitution of the United States will not reach the
offenses charged here, then perhaps that 18th-century Constitution should be abandoned to a
20th-century paper shredder!

Has the President committed offenses, and planned, and directed, and acquiesced in a course
of conduct which the Constitution will not tolerate? That's the question. We know that. We
know the question. We should now forthwith proceed to answer the question. It is reason, and
not passion, which must guide our deliberations, guide our debate, and guide our decision. I
yield back the balance of my time, Mr. Chairman.
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A TIME FOR CHOOSING

Ronald Reagan, 1964

I have spent most of my life as a Democrat. I recently have seen fit to follow another course. I
believe that the issues confronting us cross party lines. Now, one side in this campaign has
been telling us that the issues of this election are the maintenance of peace and prosperity. The
line has been used, "We've never had it so good."

But I have an uncomfortable feeling that this prosperity isn't something on which we can base
our hopes for the future. No nation in history has ever survived a tax burden that reached a
third of its national income. Today, 37 cents out of every dollar earned in this country is the tax
collector's share, and yet our government continues to spend 17 million dollars a day more
than the government takes in. We haven't balanced our budget 28 out of the last 34 years.
We've raised our debt limit three times in the last twelve months, and now our national debt is
one and a half times bigger than all the combined debts of all the nations of the world. We
have 15 billion dollars in gold in our treasury; we don't own an ounce. Foreign dollar claims
are 27.3 billion dollars. And we've just had announced that the dollar of 1939 will now
purchase 45 cents in its total value.

As for the peace that we would preserve, I wonder who among us would like to approach the
wife or mother whose husband or son has died in South Vietnam and ask them if they think
this is a peace that should be maintained indefinitely. Do they mean peace, or do they mean we
just want to be left in peace? There can be no real peace while one American is dying some
place in the world for the rest of us. We're at war with the most dangerous enemy that has ever
faced mankind in his long climb from the swamp to the stars, and it's been said if we lose that
war, and in so doing lose this way of freedom of ours, history will record with the greatest
astonishment that those who had the most to lose did the least to prevent its happening. Well I
think it's time we ask ourselves if we still know the freedoms that were intended for us by the
Founding Fathers.

Not too long ago, two friends of mine were talking to a Cuban refugee, a businessman who
had escaped from Castro, and in the midst of his story one of my friends turned to the other
and said, "We don't know how lucky we are." And the Cuban stopped and said, "How lucky
you are? [ had someplace to escape to." And in that sentence he told us the entire story. If we
lose freedom here, there's no place to escape to. This is the last stand on earth.

And this idea that government is beholden to the people, that it has no other source of power
except the sovereign people, is still the newest and the most unique idea in all the long history
of man's relation to man.

This is the issue of this election: whether we believe in our capacity for self-government or
whether we abandon the American revolution and confess that a little intellectual elite in a far-
distant capitol can plan our lives for us better than we can plan them ourselves.

You and I are told increasingly we have to choose between a left or right. Well I'd like to
suggest there is no such thing as a left or right. There's only an up or down: [up] man's old --
old-aged dream, the ultimate in individual freedom consistent with law and order, or down to
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the ant heap of totalitarianism. And regardless of their sincerity, their humanitarian motives,
those who would trade our freedom for security have embarked on this downward course.

In this vote-harvesting time, they use terms like the "Great Society," or as we were told a few
days ago by the President, we must accept a greater government activity in the affairs of the
people. But they've been a little more explicit in the past and among themselves; and all of the
things I now will quote have appeared in print. These are not Republican accusations. For
example, they have voices that say, "The cold war will end through our acceptance of a not
undemocratic socialism." Another voice says, "The profit motive has become outmoded. It
must be replaced by the incentives of the welfare state." Or, "Our traditional system of
individual freedom is incapable of solving the complex problems of the 20th century." Senator
Fulbright has said at Stanford University that the Constitution is outmoded. He referred to the
President as "our moral teacher and our leader," and he says he is "hobbled in his task by the
restrictions of power imposed on him by this antiquated document.” He must "be freed," so
that he "can do for us" what he knows "is best." And Senator Clark of Pennsylvania, another
articulate spokesman, defines liberalism as "meeting the material needs of the masses through
the full power of centralized government."

Well, I, for one, resent it when a representative of the people refers to you and me, the free men
and women of this country, as "the masses." This is a term we haven't applied to ourselves in
America. But beyond that, "the full power of centralized government" -- this was the very
thing the Founding Fathers sought to minimize. They knew that governments don't control
things. A government can't control the economy without controlling people. And they know
when a government sets out to do that, it must use force and coercion to achieve its purpose.
They also knew, those Founding Fathers, that outside of its legitimate functions, government
does nothing as well or as economically as the private sector of the economy.

Now, we have no better example of this than government's involvement in the farm economy
over the last 30 years. Since 1955, the cost of this program has nearly doubled. One-fourth of
farming in America is responsible for 85% of the farm surplus. Three-fourths of farming is out
on the free market and has known a 21% increase in the per capita consumption of all its
produce. You see, that one-fourth of farming -- that's regulated and controlled by the federal
government. In the last three years we've spent 43 dollars in the feed grain program for every
dollar bushel of corn we don't grow.

Senator Humphrey last week charged that Barry Goldwater, as President, would seek to
eliminate farmers. He should do his homework a little better, because he'll find out that we've
had a decline of 5 million in the farm population under these government programs. He'll also
find that the Democratic administration has sought to get from Congress [an] extension of the
farm program to include that three-fourths that is now free. He'll find that they've also asked
for the right to imprison farmers who wouldn't keep books as prescribed by the federal
government. The Secretary of Agriculture asked for the right to seize farms through
condemnation and resell them to other individuals. And contained in that same program was a
provision that would have allowed the federal government to remove 2 million farmers from
the soil.

At the same time, there's been an increase in the Department of Agriculture employees. There's
now one for every 30 farms in the United States, and still they can't tell us how 66 shiploads of
grain headed for Austria disappeared without a trace and Billie Sol Estes never left shore.
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Every responsible farmer and farm organization has repeatedly asked the government to free
the farm economy, but how -- who are farmers to know what's best for them? The wheat
farmers voted against a wheat program. The government passed it anyway. Now the price of
bread goes up; the price of wheat to the farmer goes down.

Meanwhile, back in the city, under urban renewal the assault on freedom carries on. Private
property rights [are] so diluted that public interest is almost anything a few government
planners decide it should be. In a program that takes from the needy and gives to the greedy,
we see such spectacles as in Cleveland, Ohio, a million-and-a-half-dollar building completed
only three years ago must be destroyed to make way for what government officials call a
"more compatible use of the land." The President tells us he's now going to start building
public housing units in the thousands, where heretofore we've only built them in the
hundreds. But FHA [Federal Housing Authority] and the Veterans Administration tell us they
have 120,000 housing units they've taken back through mortgage foreclosure. For three
decades, we've sought to solve the problems of unemployment through government planning,
and the more the plans fail, the more the planners plan. The latest is the Area Redevelopment
Agency.

They've just declared Rice County, Kansas, a depressed area. Rice County, Kansas, has two
hundred oil wells, and the 14,000 people there have over 30 million dollars on deposit in
personal savings in their banks. And when the government tells you you're depressed, lie
down and be depressed.

We have so many people who can't see a fat man standing beside a thin one without coming to
the conclusion the fat man got that way by taking advantage of the thin one. So they're going
to solve all the problems of human misery through government and government planning.
Well, now, if government planning and welfare had the answer -- and they've had almost 30
years of it -- shouldn't we expect government to read the score to us once in a while? Shouldn't
they be telling us about the decline each year in the number of people needing help? The
reduction in the need for public housing?

But the reverse is true. Each year the need grows greater; the program grows greater. We were
told four years ago that 17 million people went to bed hungry each night. Well that was
probably true. They were all on a diet. But now we're told that 9.3 million families in this
country are poverty-stricken on the basis of earning less than 3,000 dollars a year. Welfare
spending [is] 10 times greater than in the dark depths of the Depression. We're spending 45
billion dollars on welfare. Now do a little arithmetic, and you'll find that if we divided the 45
billion dollars up equally among those 9 million poor families, we'd be able to give each family
4,600 dollars a year. And this added to their present income should eliminate poverty. Direct
aid to the poor, however, is only running only about 600 dollars per family. It would seem that
someplace there must be some overhead.

Now -- so now we declare "war on poverty," or "You, too, can be a Bobby Baker." Now do they
honestly expect us to believe that if we add 1 billion dollars to the 45 billion we're spending,
one more program to the 30-odd we have -- and remember, this new program doesn't replace
any, it just duplicates existing programs -- do they believe that poverty is suddenly going to
disappear by magic? Well, in all fairness I should explain there is one part of the new program
that isn't duplicated. This is the youth feature. We're now going to solve the dropout problem,
juvenile delinquency, by reinstituting something like the old CCC camps [Civilian
Conservation Corps], and we're going to put our young people in these camps. But again we
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do some arithmetic, and we find that we're going to spend each year just on room and board
for each young person we help 4,700 dollars a year. We can send them to Harvard for 2,700!
Course, don't get me wrong. I'm not suggesting Harvard is the answer to juvenile delinquency.

But seriously, what are we doing to those we seek to help? Not too long ago, a judge called me
here in Los Angeles. He told me of a young woman who'd come before him for a divorce. She
had six children, was pregnant with her seventh. Under his questioning, she revealed her
husband was a laborer earning 250 dollars a month. She wanted a divorce to get an 80 dollar
raise. She's eligible for 330 dollars a month in the Aid to Dependent Children Program. She got
the idea from two women in her neighborhood who'd already done that very thing.

Yet anytime you and I question the schemes of the do-gooders, we're denounced as being
against their humanitarian goals. They say we're always "against” things -- we're never "for"
anything.

Well, the trouble with our liberal friends is not that they're ignorant; it's just that they know so
much that isn't so.

Now -- we're for a provision that destitution should not follow unemployment by reason of
old age, and to that end we've accepted Social Security as a step toward meeting the problem.

But we're against those entrusted with this program when they practice deception regarding
its fiscal shortcomings, when they charge that any criticism of the program means that we
want to end payments to those people who depend on them for a livelihood. They've called it
"insurance" to us in a hundred million pieces of literature. But then they appeared before the
Supreme Court and they testified it was a welfare program. They only use the term "insurance”"
to sell it to the people. And they said Social Security dues are a tax for the general use of the
government, and the government has used that tax. There is no fund, because Robert Byers,
the actuarial head, appeared before a congressional committee and admitted that Social
Security as of this moment is 298 billion dollars in the hole. But he said there should be no
cause for worry because as long as they have the power to tax, they could always take away
from the people whatever they needed to bail them out of trouble. And they're doing just that.

A young man, 21 years of age, working at an average salary -- his Social Security contribution
would, in the open market, buy him an insurance policy that would guarantee 220 dollars a
month at age 65. The government promises 127. He could live it up until he's 31 and then take
out a policy that would pay more than Social Security. Now are we so lacking in business sense
that we can't put this program on a sound basis, so that people who do require those payments
will find they can get them when they're due -- that the cupboard isn't bare?

Barry Goldwater thinks we can.

At the same time, can't we introduce voluntary features that would permit a citizen who can
do better on his own to be excused upon presentation of evidence that he had made provision
for the non-earning years? Should we not allow a widow with children to work, and not lose
the benefits supposedly paid for by her deceased husband? Shouldn't you and I be allowed to
declare who our beneficiaries will be under this program, which we cannot do? I think we're
for telling our senior citizens that no one in this country should be denied medical care
because of a lack of funds. But I think we're against forcing all citizens, regardless of need, into
a compulsory government program, especially when we have such examples, as was
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announced last week, when France admitted that their Medicare program is now bankrupt.
They've come to the end of the road.

In addition, was Barry Goldwater so irresponsible when he suggested that our government
give up its program of deliberate, planned inflation, so that when you do get your Social
Security pension, a dollar will buy a dollar's worth, and not 45 cents worth?

I think we're for an international organization, where the nations of the world can seek peace.
But I think we're against subordinating American interests to an organization that has become
so structurally unsound that today you can muster a two-thirds vote on the floor of the
General Assembly among nations that represent less than 10 percent of the world's population.
I think we're against the hypocrisy of assailing our allies because here and there they cling to a
colony, while we engage in a conspiracy of silence and never open our mouths about the
millions of people enslaved in the Soviet colonies in the satellite nations.

I think we're for aiding our allies by sharing of our material blessings with those nations which
share in our fundamental beliefs, but we're against doling out money government to
government, creating bureaucracy, if not socialism, all over the world. We set out to help 19
countries. We're helping 107. We've spent 146 billion dollars. With that money, we bought a 2
million dollar yacht for Haile Selassie. We bought dress suits for Greek undertakers, extra
wives for Kenya[n] government officials. We bought a thousand TV sets for a place where they
have no electricity. In the last six years, 52 nations have bought 7 billion dollars worth of our
gold, and all 52 are receiving foreign aid from this country.

No government ever voluntarily reduces itself in size. So, governments' programs, once
launched, never disappear.

Actually, a government bureau is the nearest thing to eternal life we'll ever see on this earth.

Federal employees -- federal employees number two and a half million; and federal, state, and
local, one out of six of the nation's work force employed by government. These proliferating
bureaus with their thousands of regulations have cost us many of our constitutional
safeguards. How many of us realize that today federal agents can invade a man's property
without a warrant? They can impose a fine without a formal hearing, let alone a trial by jury?
And they can seize and sell his property at auction to enforce the payment of that fine. In
Chico County, Arkansas, James Wier over-planted his rice allotment. The government obtained
a 17,000 dollar judgment. And a U.S. marshal sold his 960-acre farm at auction. The
government said it was necessary as a warning to others to make the system work.

Last February 19th at the University of Minnesota, Norman Thomas, six-times candidate for
President on the Socialist Party ticket, said, "If Barry Goldwater became President, he would
stop the advance of socialism in the United States." I think that's exactly what he will do.

But as a former Democrat, I can tell you Norman Thomas isn't the only man who has drawn
this parallel to socialism with the present administration, because back in 1936, Mr. Democrat
himself, Al Smith, the great American, came before the American people and charged that the
leadership of his Party was taking the Party of Jefferson, Jackson, and Cleveland down the
road under the banners of Marx, Lenin, and Stalin. And he walked away from his Party, and he
never returned til the day he died -- because to this day, the leadership of that Party has been
taking that Party, that honorable Party, down the road in the image of the labor Socialist Party
of England.
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Now it doesn't require expropriation or confiscation of private property or business to impose
socialism on a people. What does it mean whether you hold the deed to the -- or the title to
your business or property if the government holds the power of life and death over that
business or property? And such machinery already exists. The government can find some
charge to bring against any concern it chooses to prosecute. Every businessman has his own
tale of harassment. Somewhere a perversion has taken place. Our natural, unalienable rights
are now considered to be a dispensation of government, and freedom has never been so
fragile, so close to slipping from our grasp as it is at this moment.

Our Democratic opponents seem unwilling to debate these issues. They want to make you and
I believe that this is a contest between two men -- that we're to choose just between two
personalities.

Well what of this man that they would destroy -- and in destroying, they would destroy that
which he represents, the ideas that you and I hold dear? Is he the brash and shallow and
trigger-happy man they say he is? Well I've been privileged to know him "when." I knew him
long before he ever dreamed of trying for high office, and I can tell you personally I've never
known a man in my life I believed so incapable of doing a dishonest or dishonorable thing.

This is a man who, in his own business before he entered politics, instituted a profit-sharing
plan before unions had ever thought of it. He put in health and medical insurance for all his
employees. He took 50 percent of the profits before taxes and set up a retirement program, a
pension plan for all his employees. He sent monthly checks for life to an employee who was ill
and couldn't work. He provides nursing care for the children of mothers who work in the
stores. When Mexico was ravaged by the floods in the Rio Grande, he climbed in his airplane
and flew medicine and supplies down there.

An ex-GI told me how he met him. It was the week before Christmas during the Korean War,
and he was at the Los Angeles airport trying to get a ride home to Arizona for Christmas. And
he said that [there were] a lot of servicemen there and no seats available on the planes. And
then a voice came over the loudspeaker and said, "Any men in uniform wanting a ride to
Arizona, go to runway such-and-such," and they went down there, and there was a fellow
named Barry Goldwater sitting in his plane. Every day in those weeks before Christmas, all
day long, he'd load up the plane, fly it to Arizona, fly them to their homes, fly back over to get
another load.

During the hectic split-second timing of a campaign, this is a man who took time out to sit
beside an old friend who was dying of cancer. His campaign managers were understandably
impatient, but he said, "There aren't many left who care what happens to her. I'd like her to
know I care." This is a man who said to his 19-year-old son, "There is no foundation like the
rock of honesty and fairness, and when you begin to build your life on that rock, with the
cement of the faith in God that you have, then you have a real start." This is not a man who
could carelessly send other people's sons to war. And that is the issue of this campaign that
makes all the other problems I've discussed academic, unless we realize we're in a war that
must be won.

Those who would trade our freedom for the soup kitchen of the welfare state have told us they
have a utopian solution of peace without victory. They call their policy "accommodation." And
they say if we'll only avoid any direct confrontation with the enemy, he'll forget his evil ways
and learn to love us. All who oppose them are indicted as warmongers. They say we offer
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simple answers to complex problems. Well, perhaps there is a simple answer -- not an easy
answer -- but simple: If you and I have the courage to tell our elected officials that we want our
national policy based on what we know in our hearts is morally right.

We cannot buy our security, our freedom from the threat of the bomb by committing an
immorality so great as saying to a billion human beings now enslaved behind the Iron Curtain,
"Give up your dreams of freedom because to save our own skins, we're willing to make a deal
with your slave masters." Alexander Hamilton said, "A nation which can prefer disgrace to
danger is prepared for a master, and deserves one." Now let's set the record straight. There's no
argument over the choice between peace and war, but there's only one guaranteed way you
can have peace -- and you can have it in the next second -- surrender.

Admittedly, there's a risk in any course we follow other than this, but every lesson of history
tells us that the greater risk lies in appeasement, and this is the specter our well-meaning
liberal friends refuse to face -- that their policy of accommodation is appeasement, and it gives
no choice between peace and war, only between fight or surrender. If we continue to
accommodate, continue to back and retreat, eventually we have to face the final demand -- the
ultimatum. And what then -- when Nikita Khrushchev has told his people he knows what our
answer will be? He has told them that we're retreating under the pressure of the Cold War, and
someday when the time comes to deliver the final ultimatum, our surrender will be voluntary,
because by that time we will have been weakened from within spiritually, morally, and
economically. He believes this because from our side he's heard voices pleading for "peace at
any price" or "better Red than dead," or as one commentator put it, he'd rather "live on his
knees than die on his feet." And therein lies the road to war, because those voices don't speak
for the rest of us.

You and I know and do not believe that life is so dear and peace so sweet as to be purchased at
the price of chains and slavery. If nothing in life is worth dying for, when did this begin -- just
in the face of this enemy? Or should Moses have told the children of Israel to live in slavery
under the pharaohs? Should Christ have refused the cross? Should the patriots at Concord
Bridge have thrown down their guns and refused to fire the shot heard 'round the world? The
martyrs of history were not fools, and our honored dead who gave their lives to stop the
advance of the Nazis didn't die in vain. Where, then, is the road to peace? Well it's a simple
answer after all.

You and I have the courage to say to our enemies, "There is a price we will not pay." "There is a
point beyond which they must not advance." And this -- this is the meaning in the phrase of
Barry Goldwater's "peace through strength.” Winston Churchill said, "The destiny of man is
not measured by material computations. When great forces are on the move in the world, we
learn we're spirits -- not animals." And he said, "There's something going on in time and space,

and beyond time and space, which, whether we like it or not, spells duty."
You and I have a rendezvous with destiny.

We'll preserve for our children this, the last best hope of man on earth, or we'll sentence them
to take the last step into a thousand years of darkness.

We will keep in mind and remember that Barry Goldwater has faith in us. He has faith that
you and I have the ability and the dignity and the right to make our own decisions and

determine our own destiny. Thank you very much.
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CHILD ABUSE IN CLASSROOMS

Phyllis Schlafly, 1987

Thank you very much for those kind words. And good morning, ladies and gentlemen. I do
thank the sponsors of this meeting for presenting such a balanced program, and I thank you
for your willingness to hear another side of the issue. Perhaps this is a first. I wish that school
boards had been willing to do what you're doing today for the last twenty years. But I
certainly do sincerely compliment you on your willingness to listen to some thoughts that you
may not agree with.

First, I think it’s important to know what frame of reference I am coming from. I am not part of
the religious right. I am not a fundamentalist who is trying to impose my religion on public
school children. I come from a state where prayer was banned from the public schools at the
time of World War I, and I am not seeking to put it back in. I am not an enemy of public
schools. I had a very happy public school experience. I certainly believe in education. I come
from a family where the women and men have been college graduates for more than a century.
I wanted college so much that, having no money, I worked my own way through college
without any aid of any type, in a grimy night-shift job, forty-eight hours a week. My husband
and I have financed six children though thirty-seven years of university education at seven
secular universities. So, indeed, I care about education.

I think these three lawsuits that have been mentioned today are symptomatic of two
movements which are current in our society. On the one hand, we have those people who seem
to believe that the public school child is a captive of the administrators of the public schools,
and that the schools can do anything they want with the children pretty much as though they
were guinea pigs. Those people seem to think that, if parents presume to interfere with or
criticize curriculum, they are troublemakers, mischief-makers, censors, bigots, and the whole
host of epithets that is spun out by the ACLU and People for the American Way.

On the other hand, there are those of us who believe that, since the children—and they are
minor children in public schools—are a captive audience under compulsory school laws, the
authority figure must be limited and restricted by two other elements.

First of all, we have the power and rights of the parents. Certainly, it is good constitutional law
in our nation that the parents are the primary educators of their children. They have the right
to safeguard the religion, the morals, the attitudes, the values, and the family privacy of their
children.

Secondly, the schools are subject to the taxpayers and the citizens of our nation. I come from
the frame of reference that anybody who spends the taxpayers” money simply has to put up
with citizens’ surveillance. Ronald Reagan has to put up with it. The Congressmen have to put
up with it. The state legislators have to put up with it. And teachers, school administrators,
and librarians have to put up with it. This is one of the penalties of being able to spend the
taxpayers’ money. Those who don’t like other citizens looking over their shoulders and
second-guessing their judgment should really go into some other line of work where they’re
not spending the taxpayers’ money.
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So, we find it very distressing when schools resent parents and citizens looking over their
shoulders. I think it is their absolute right. Congress has the same right to look over what the
President is doing. Forty years ago it was not necessary to identify these different categories or
types of right because the public schools had a very high reputation in our land. I can
remember forty years ago when conservative speakers who made some critical remarks about
public schools were literally hooted down. Public schools enjoyed a high reputation like the
Post Office. They were sacred cows. Nobody could attack them and get by with it.

That public confidence, frankly, is no longer there. And let me explain one reason why it’s no
longer there. Thirty-two years ago, I was ready to enter my first child in public school,
thinking that the first task of the school was to teach the child to read. We now know that there
are at least twenty-three million illiterates in this county, adults who have been through the
public schools and didn’t learn how to read.

Well, I discovered that thirty-two years ago when I entered my first child in public school and
found that they didn’t teach him to read. They only taught little children to memorize a few
words by guessing at them from the picture on the page. That is why I kept all my six children
out of school until I taught them to read at home—so that they would be good readers, and so
they would not be six of the twenty-three million functional illiterates in our country today.
This is not a matter of Secular Humanism or morals or affluence versus poverty or anything
else.

No public school in my area taught reading. Schools only taught silly little word guessing,
which was a cheat on the taxpayers and a cheat on the children. We see the results today.
Thirty-two years ago I didn’t know anybody else who taught her own child. Today there are
about a million who are doing that because, indeed, they feel cheated by the public schools.

In the mid-1970s something else came into the schools to use up the time that could not be
spent in reading the great books and the classics, which formerly children were able to do. This
new element that came into public schools was best summarized and described by Senator
Sam Hayakawa, who was a university president before he became a United States Senator. He
called it a “heresy” in public school education. He said that, instead of teaching children
knowledge and basic skills, the purpose of education has become group therapy. That’s the
best way to describe what has happened in the schools.

In public school classrooms, children are required to discuss feelings and emotions and
attitudes. They are confronted with all sorts of moral dilemmas, instead of being given the
facts and the knowledge they need. As a result of what happened, Hayakawa was a major
promoter of a federal law passed in 1978 called the Protection of Pupil Rights Amendment,
which said that schools should not give psychological testing or treatment to public school
children in a list of areas that includes family privacy, sexual matters, and other personal
matters, without the prior written consent of their parents.

The purpose of this law was to prevent the schools from engaging in this psychological
probing, invasion of privacy, or manipulation of values. What people had discovered was that
so much of education has adopted the techniques best described in Sidney Simon’s book on
Values Clarification. The education establishment was so powerful that no regulations were
issued on this law until 1984. But the parents were discovering what was happening to their
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children, and they didn’t like it. They discovered that these psychological manipulations in the
classroom constituted a continuing attack on their religion, on their morals, on their family,
and on parents. And, yes, we do believe that the continuing attack is so gross as to rise to the
level of a violation of the First Amendment rights of parents and their children.

What happened is best illustrated by the classic lifeboat game, which is probably used in every
school in this country. I had a reporter tell me that she had some variation of it at every level of
elementary and secondary education. This is the game where the child is taught that ten
people are in a sinking lifeboat, and the child must throw five of them out to drown. Which
five will you kill? Will it be the senior citizen, or the policeman, or the pregnant woman, or the
college co-ed, or the black militant, or whoever? You pick which you will kill.

This game is played so widely, in many variations—the fall-out shelter, the kidney machine,
starting a new race, and so forth. To explain what’s wrong about this game, we have the
example of the creative child who answered the lifeboat problem by saying, “Jesus brought
another boat, and nobody had to drown.” That child was creative, but she got an “F” on her
paper. That explains what values clarification does. Don’t let anybody tell you it’s neutral. It is
not neutral in any shape or form. It is a direct attack on the religion and the values of those of
us who believe that God created us, and that it is not up to the child to play God and decide
who lives and who dies.

The curriculum is filled with these moral dilemmas. The reason we know about so many of
them is that, in 1984, the Department of Education conducted hearings across the country,
where parents could come and describe what had happened to their own children. Those
hearings had no press, but you can read much of the testimony in my book called Child Abuse
in the Classroom. My book is filled with the authentic testimonies of parents. They told how
the children were given moral dilemmas as: Stand up in class and give a good example of
when it’s okay to lie; write a paper on when it’s all right to steal; let’s discuss which kind of
drugs you will take, how much and how many.

These moral dilemmas never tell the child that anything is wrong. The child is taken through
all the areas of sex, with obscene descriptions, and discussions and role-playing, and other
psychological manipulations in the classroom. You can call this secular humanism, you can call
it situation ethics, you can call it group therapy, you can call it psychological manipulations,
you can call it counseling. You can call it no-name. But whatever it is, it is completely prevalent
and widespread in the public schools, and it is a direct attack on the First Amendment rights of
those who believe that God created us, and that He created a moral law that we should obey.
There’s nothing neutral about the way these values are taught. The option that we should
abide by God’s law is never offered.

I am very excited about the Alabama textbook case because it has finally brought out of the
closet a situation that has been going on for fifteen, twenty years, without media coverage or
public attention. I noticed that Mr. Bradford said how surprised he was, when he got into this
case, to discover that home ec is about sex. Well, if you've been reading the textbooks, you
would have known that for the last fifteen years. And this is why parents are so upset.

What Judge Hand’s decision in the Alabama textbook case did was, simply, to give the child
who believes in God the same right as the atheist. What's wrong with that? In the Jaffree case,
the Supreme Court held that little atheist Jaffree had the right to be in the public school
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classroom, and not be embarrassed when his peer said a prayer, or spoke about God. In the
Alabama textbook case, Judge Hand’s decision simply gives the child who believes in God the
same right as the atheist. I do believe that the child has a right to be in the public school
classroom, and not have his religion, his morals, and his family belittled or harassed, or told
that they are irrelevant, or be presented with moral dilemmas which tell him that he can
decide what is moral or legal.

We hear about giving the child a choice. Of course, the child, if accosted by the drug peddler,
has to make a choice whether to buy or not. But it is so wrong to tell the child in class that he is
capable of making a choice on an issue which the law has already decided. The law has
already decided that illegal drugs are bad, and that he must not take drugs. That is what the
school should teach.

Since the First Amendment seems to prohibit the school from teaching belief in God and His
moral commandments, the school must not be permitted to teach that there isn’t any God, that
God did not create the world, and did not give us His moral commandments. It becomes a fact
question to see if they're teaching that.

If you look at what was involved in these Alabama textbooks, you'll find textbooks saying that
“what is right or wrong depends more on your own judgment than on what someone tells you
to do.” That’s a direct attack on religion. One book tells the teacher to design a bulletin board
showing conflicting values held by young people and their parents. This is absolute mischief-
making between the child and his parents.

Another textbook teaches that a family is a group of people who live together. That's not what
a family is. A family starts with a marriage between a man and a woman. We find a textbook
telling a child that, “in democratic families, every member has a voice in running the family,
and parents and teenagers should decide together about curfew, study time, chores,
allowances, and use of the car.” Where does anybody get the idea that the school can tell the
child that he’s got a right to decide when he uses the car?

Here’s another one. “Steps in decision-making can apply to something so simple as buying a
new pair of shoes. They can also be applied to more complex decisions which involve religious
preferences, use of alcohol, tobacco, and drugs.” Where did schools get the idea that schools
can teach children that the family should be democratic and that the children should make
these decisions?

Here’s another textbook: “In the past, families were often like dictatorships. One person, or
two, made all the decisions.” Is that mischief-making? You bet it's mischief-making. Here’s one
that seems to say that it’s okay if people want to experience parenthood without marrying.
Here’s a quotation from another textbook: “People who have strong prejudices are called
bigots. Bigots are devoted to their own church, party, or belief.” That really puts your parents
down, doesn’t it!

Here’s a long passage saying that divorce is an acceptable way of solving a problem. Then it
calls on the class to role-play the circumstances that might lead the child to choose a divorce.
The school has no right to attack the morals of children by telling them that divorce is
acceptable. Whose idea is it that schools can do this?
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Actually, the Alabama school textbooks are probably pretty mild compared to a lot of others
we find around the rest of the country. We just succeeded in exposing one in Seattle that came
right out and said that promiscuity should not be labeled good or bad, that premarital sexual
intercourse is acceptable for both men and women, that morality is individual, it's what you
think it is, that homosexuality is okay, that prostitution should be legalized, that it is not
deviant for teenagers to watch others performing sex acts through binoculars or windows, that
alternatives to traditional marriage such as group sex and open marriage are okay, and then
asks the child if he’d like to join such a group.

It took eighteen months and finally some TV cameras, to get the curriculum committee to say
they would replace that textbook. And yet, it had been the textbook in a mandatory course in
the Seattle public school system since 1978. Then you come to your own video, “Sex, Drugs
and AIDS,” which I understand has been so controversial in New York, that it is now being
revised. But the original version has now gone all over the country. It blows my mind to think
that anybody could believe it is constitutional, or acceptable, to present a video in the public
school classroom teaching children that fornication and sodomy are acceptable behavior so
long as you use condoms, and telling them that homosexuality is all right, which is exactly
what that video does. I cannot believe that anybody could approve such an evil video for use
in the public school classroom. It is a direct attack on the First Amendment right of those who
believe that fornication and sodomy are wrong.

What we want is the same right for people who believe in God and His commandments as the
atheist has already established. Whatever you call it, this no-name ideology, it all boils down to
an attack on religion, a war on parental rights, a betrayal of trust, and yes, indeed what I called
it in my book, “child abuse in the classroom.” What a terrible thing it is to indicate, imply, and
even tell children that sexual intercourse with males or females, of the same sex or the opposite
sex, is okay and socially acceptable! Yet, that is widely taught in the public schools across the
country.

Because of this situation, we have prepared our Student Bill of Rights. None of these rights has
been litigated, because the school administrators have a great battery of tax-paid lawyers. The
parents who object to this are generally vilified, condemned, ostracized, isolated, and harassed
through the media, and they have to go out and hire their own lawyers.

The general attitude of most public school administrators, when parents make objections, is: If
you don’t like it, take your child out and to a private school. That is not an acceptable answer.
Our position is that the child who believes in God and His Commandments has a right to be in
the public school classroom, and the right to be there without having his religion, his morals,
and his family degraded, belittled, subjected to clarification or role-playing, or subjected to any
of the psychological dilemmas that are presented by authority figures, who tell them in every
way possible, overtly and indirectly, that there is no right or wrong answer, that anything the
little fifth grader decides will be perfectly all right.

I am very happy about the Alabama textbook case, and the East Tennessee case, and all of the
similar cases, because while the public schools with their great battery of lawyers may be able
to win in the courts, and the media are clearly on their side, these cases are not increasing
respect for the public schools. It is very useful that these cases have occurred. They have
brought into public debate issues which should have been debated for the last twenty years.
Thank you for listening.
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2002 STATE OF THE UNION ADDRESS

President George W. Bush, January 29, 2002

... As we gather tonight, our nation is at war, our economy is in recession, and the civilized
world faces unprecedented dangers. ...

We last met in an hour of shock and suffering. In four short months, our nation has comforted
the victims, begun to rebuild New York and the Pentagon, rallied a great coalition, captured,
arrested, and rid the world of thousands of terrorists, destroyed Afghanistan’s terrorist
training camps, saved a people from starvation, and freed a country from brutal oppression.

The American flag flies again over our embassy in Kabul. Terrorists who once occupied
Afghanistan now occupy cells at Guantanamo Bay. And terrorist leaders who urged followers
to sacrifice their lives are running for their own...

For many Americans, these four months have brought sorrow, and pain that will never
completely go away. Every day a retired firefighter returns to Ground Zero, to feel closer to his
two sons who died there. At a memorial in New York, a little boy left his football with a note
for his lost father: “Dear Daddy, please take this to heaven. I don’t want to play football until I
can play with you again some day.”...

Our cause is just, and it continues. ...

What we have found in Afghanistan confirms that, far from ending there, our war against
terror is only beginning. ...

Our nation will continue to be steadfast and patient and persistent in the pursuit of two great
objectives. First, we will shut down terrorist camps, disrupt terrorist plans, and bring terrorists
to justice. And, second, we must prevent the terrorists and regimes who seek chemical,
biological or nuclear weapons from threatening the United States and the world.

Our military has put the terror training camps of Afghanistan out of business, yet camps still
exist in at least a dozen countries. ... While the most visible military action is in Afghanistan,
America is acting elsewhere. ... My hope is that all nations will heed our call, and eliminate the
terrorist parasites who threaten their countries and our own. ... But some governments will be
timid in the face of terror. And make no mistake about it: If they do not act, America will.

Our second goal is to prevent regimes that sponsor terror from threatening America or our
friends and allies with weapons of mass destruction. Some of these regimes have been pretty
quiet since September the 11th. But we know their true nature. North Korea is a regime arming
with missiles and weapons of mass destruction, while starving its citizens.

Iran aggressively pursues these weapons and exports terror, while an unelected few repress
the Iranian people’s hope for freedom.

Iraq continues to flaunt its hostility toward America and to support terror. The Iraqi regime has
plotted to develop anthrax, and nerve gas, and nuclear weapons for over a decade. This is a
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regime that has already used poison gas to murder thousands of its own citizens—leaving the
bodies of mothers huddled over their dead children. This is a regime that agreed to
international inspections—then kicked out the inspectors. This is a regime that has something
to hide from the civilized world.

States like these, and their terrorist allies, constitute an axis of evil, arming to threaten the
peace of the world. By seeking weapons of mass destruction, these regimes pose a grave and
growing danger. They could provide these arms to terrorists, giving them the means to match
their hatred. They could attack our allies or attempt to blackmail the United States. In any of
these cases, the price of indifference would be catastrophic.

We will work closely with our coalition to deny terrorists and their state sponsors the
materials, technology, and expertise to make and deliver weapons of mass destruction. ... And
all nations should know: America will do what is necessary to ensure our nation’s security.

We'll be deliberate, yet time is not on our side. I will not wait on events, while dangers gather. I
will not stand by, as peril draws closer and closer. The United States of America will not permit
the world’s most dangerous regimes to threaten us with the world’s most destructive
weapons.

Our war on terror is well begun, but it is only begun. This campaign may not be finished on
our watch—yet it must be and it will be waged on our watch.

We can’t stop short. If we stop now—Ileaving terror camps intact and terror states unchecked—
our sense of security would be false and temporary. History has called America and our allies
to action, and it is both our responsibility and our privilege to fight freedom’s fight...

None of us would ever wish the evil that was done on September the 11th. Yet after America
was attacked, it was as if our entire country looked into a mirror and saw our better selves. We
were reminded that we are citizens, with obligations to each other, to our country, and to
history. We began to think less of the goods we can accumulate, and more about the good we
can do.

For too long our culture has said, “If it feels good, do it.” Now America is embracing a new
ethic and a new creed: “Let’s roll.” In the sacrifice of soldiers, the fierce brotherhood of
firefighters, and the bravery and generosity of ordinary citizens, we have glimpsed what a new
culture of responsibility could look like. We want to be a nation that serves goals larger than
self. We’ve been offered a unique opportunity, and we must not let this moment pass...

Steadfast in our purpose, we now press on. We have known freedom’s price. We have shown
freedom’s power. And in this great conflict, my fellow Americans, we will see freedom’s
victory.

Thank you all. May God bless.
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DEMOCRATIC CONVENTION KEYNOTE ADDRESS

Illinois State Senator Barack Hussein Obama (D-Cook County)
July 27, 2004, Boston, MA

On behalf of the great state of Illinois...crossroads of a nation, land of Lincoln, let me express
my deep gratitude for the privilege of addressing this convention. Tonight is a particular honor
for me because, let's face it, my presence on this stage is pretty unlikely.

My father was a foreign student, born and raised in a small village in Kenya. He grew up
herding goats, went to school in a tin- roof shack. His father, my grandfather, was a cook, a
domestic servant to the British.

But my grandfather had larger dreams for his son. Through hard work and perseverance my
father got a scholarship to study in a magical place, America, that's shown as a beacon of
freedom and opportunity to so many who had come before him.

While studying here my father met my mother. She was born in a town on the other side of the
world, in Kansas.

Her father worked on oil rigs and farms through most of the Depression. The day after Pearl
Harbor, my grandfather signed up for duty, joined Patton's army, marched across Europe. Back
home my grandmother raised a baby and went to work on a bomber assembly line. After the
war, they studied on the GI Bill, bought a house through FHA and later moved west, all the
way to Hawaii, in search of opportunity.

And they too had big dreams for their daughter, a common dream born of two continents.

My parents shared not only an improbable love; they shared an abiding faith in the
possibilities of this nation. They would give me an African name, Barack, or "blessed,"
believing that in a tolerant America, your name is no barrier to success.

They imagined me going to the best schools in the land, even though they weren't rich,
because in a generous America you don't have to be rich to achieve your potential.

They're both passed away now. And yet I know that, on this night, they look down on me with
great pride.

And I stand here today grateful for the diversity of my heritage, aware that my parents'
dreams live on in my two precious daughters.

I stand here knowing that my story is part of the larger American story, that I owe a debt to all
of those who came before me, and that in no other country on Earth is my story even possible.

Tonight, we gather to affirm the greatness of our nation not because of the height of our
skyscrapers, or the power of our military, or the size of our economy; our pride is based on a
very simple premise, summed up in a declaration made over two hundred years ago: "We hold
these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal... that they are endowed by their
Creator with certain inalienable rights, that among these are life, liberty and the pursuit of
happiness."

That is the true genius of America, a faith... a faith in simple dreams, an insistence on small
miracles; that we can tuck in our children at night and know that they are fed and clothed and
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safe from harm; that we can say what we think, write what we think, without hearing a
sudden knock on the door; that we can have an idea and start our own business without
paying a bribe; that we can participate in the political process without fear of retribution; and
that our votes will be counted -- or at least, most of the time.

This year, in this election, we are called to reaffirm our values and our commitments, to hold
them against a hard reality and see how we are measuring up, to the legacy of our forbearers
and the promise of future generations.

And fellow Americans, Democrats, Republicans, independents, I say to you, tonight, we have
more work to do ... more work to do, for the workers I met in Galesburg, Illinois, who are
losing their union jobs at the Maytag plant that's moving to Mexico, and now they're having to
compete with their own children for jobs that pay 7 bucks an hour; more to do for the father I
met who was losing his job and chocking back the tears wondering how he would pay $4,500 a
months for the drugs his son needs without the health benefits that he counted on; more to do
for the young woman in East St. Louis, and thousands more like her who have the grades,
have the drive, have the will, but doesn't have the money to go to college.

Now, don't get me wrong, the people I meet in small towns and big cities and diners and office
parks, they don't expect government to solves all of their problems. They know they have to
work hard to get a head. And they want to.

Go into the collar counties around Chicago, and people will tell you: They don't want their tax
money wasted by a welfare agency or by the Pentagon.

Go into any inner-city neighborhood, and folks will tell you that government alone can't teach
kids to learn.

They know that parents have to teach, that children can't achieve unless we raise their
expectations and turn off the television sets and eradicate the slander that says a black youth
with a book is acting white. They know those things.

People don't expect -- people don't expect government to solve all their problems. But they
sense, deep in their bones, that with just a slight change in priorities, we can make sure that
every child in America has a decent shot at life and that the doors of opportunity remain open
to all. They know we can do better. And they want that choice.

In this election, we offer that choice. Our party has chosen a man to lead us who embodies the
best this country has to offer. And that man is John Kerry.

John Kerry understands the ideals of community, faith and service because they've defined his
life. From his heroic service to Vietnam to his years as prosecutor and lieutenant governor,
through two decades in the United States Senate, he has devoted himself to this country. Again
and again, we've seen him make tough choices when easier ones were available. His values
and his record affirm what is best in us.

John Kerry believes in an America where hard work is rewarded. So instead of offering tax
breaks to companies shipping jobs overseas, he offers them to companies creating jobs here at
home.

John Kerry believes in an America where all Americans can afford the same health coverage
our politicians in Washington have for themselves.
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John Kerry believes in energy independence, so we aren't held hostage to the profits of oil
companies or the sabotage of foreign oil fields.

John Kerry believes in the constitutional freedoms that have made our country the envy of the
world, and he will never sacrifice our basic liberties nor use faith as a wedge to divide us.

And John Kerry believes that in a dangerous world, war must be an option sometimes, but it
should never be the first option.

You know, a while back, I met a young man named Seamus in a VFW hall in East Moline,
Illinois. He was a good-looking kid, 62", 6'3", clear eyed, with an easy smile. He told me he'd
joined the Marines and was heading to Iraq the following week.

And as I listened to him explain why he had enlisted -- the absolute faith he had in our country
and its leaders, his devotion to duty and service -- I thought, this young man was all that any
of us might ever hope for in a child. But then I asked myself: Are we serving Seamus as well
as he's serving us?

I thought of the 900 men and women, sons and daughters, husbands and wives, friends and
neighbors who won't be returning to their own hometowns. I thought of the families I had met
who were struggling to get by without a loved one's full income or whose loved ones had
returned with a limb missing or nerves shattered, but still lacked long-term health benefits
because they were Reservists.

When we send our young men and women into harm's way, we have a solemn obligation not
to fudge the numbers or shade the truth about why they are going, to care for their families
while they're gone, to tend to the soldiers upon their return and to never, ever go to war
without enough troops to win the war, secure the peace and earn the respect of the world.

Now, let me be clear. Let me be clear. We have real enemies in the world. These enemies must
be found. They must be pursued. And they must be defeated.

John Kerry knows this. And just as Lieutenant Kerry did not hesitate to risk his life to protect
the men who served with him in Vietnam, President Kerry will not hesitate one moment to use
our military might to keep America safe and secure.

John Kerry believes in America. And he knows that it's not enough for just some of us to
prosper. For alongside our famous individualism, there's another ingredient in the American
saga, a belief that we are all connected as one people.

If there's a child on the south side of Chicago who can't read, that matters to me, even if it's not
my child.

If there's a senior citizen somewhere who can't pay for their prescription and having to choose
between medicine and the rent, that makes my life poorer, even if it's not my grandparent.

If there's an Arab-American family being rounded up without benefit of an attorney or due
process, that threatens my civil liberties.

It is that fundamental belief -- it is that fundamental belief -- I am my brother's keeper, I am my
sisters' keeper -- that makes this country work.

It's what allows us to pursue our individual dreams, yet still come together as a single
American family: "E pluribus unum," out of many, one.
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Now even as we speak, there are those who are preparing to divide us, the spin masters and
negative ad peddlers who embrace the politics of anything goes.

Well, I say to them tonight, there's not a liberal America and a conservative America; there's
the United States of America.

There's not a black America and white America and Latino America and Asian America;
there's the United States of America.

The pundits, the pundits like to slice and dice our country into red states and blue States: red
states for Republicans, blue States for Democrats. But I've got news for them, too. We worship
an awesome God in the blue states, and we don't like federal agents poking around our
libraries in the red states. We coach little league in the blue states and, yes, we've got some gay
friends in the red states. There are patriots who opposed the war in Iraq, and there are patriots
who supported the war in Iraq. We are one people, all of us pledging allegiance to the stars
and stripes, all of us defending the United States of America.

In the end, that's what this election is about. Do we participate in a politics of cynicism, or do
we participate in a politics of hope?

John Kerry calls on us to hope. John Edwards calls on us to hope. I'm not talking about blind
optimism here, the almost willful ignorance that thinks unemployment will go away if we just
don't think about it, or health care crisis will solve itself if we just ignore it.

That's not what I'm talking. I'm talking about something more substantial. It's the hope of
slaves sitting around a fire singing freedom songs; the hope of immigrants setting out for
distant shores; the hope of a young naval lieutenant bravely patrolling the Mekong Delta; the
hope of a millworker's son who dares to defy the odds; the hope of a skinny kid with a funny
name who believes that America has a place for him, too.

Hope in the face of difficulty, hope in the face of uncertainty, the audacity of hope: In the end,
that is God's greatest gift to us, the bedrock of this nation, a belief in things not seen, a belief
that there are better days ahead.

I believe that we can give our middle class relief and provide working families with a road to
opportunity.

I believe we can provide jobs for the jobless, homes to the homeless, and reclaim young people
in cities across America from violence and despair.

I believe that we have a righteous wind at our backs, and that as we stand on the crossroads of
history, we can make the right choices and meet the challenges that face us.

America, tonight, if you feel the same energy that I do, if you feel the same urgency that I do, if
you feel the same passion that I do, if you feel the same hopefulness that I do, if we do what
we must do, then I have no doubt that all across the country, from Florida to Oregon, from
Washington to Maine, the people will rise up in November, and John Kerry will be sworn in as
president. And John Edwards will be sworn in as vice president. And this country will reclaim
it's promise. And out of this long political darkness a brighter day will come.

Thank you very much, everybody. God bless you. Thank you.
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