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Walter Gropius: Architect and Educator

Steve Smith, a senior History major, wrote this paper for Dr, 0'Connor’s History
of Europe in the Twertieth Century Fall term 19088,

Thn early twentieth century witnessed revolutions of
many types; political, scientific, artistic, and literary.
Most people arc aware of Einstein's contributions 1o
phiysics, Freud's 1o psychology, and Picasso's to art,
bt the revolutionary fervor of the early twentieth
century touched many other areas as well. Among the
mast visible yet underappreciated revolutions
occurred in the field of architecture, Led by such men
a3 Le Corbusier, Frank Lloyd Wright, and Walter
Gropius, the revolutionary trensformation of
architecture touched almost everyone and established
trends that still assen great infloence over the feld of
architecture today. Walter Gropius was a key figure
in the new urban architectare and influenced the
training that embodied itself in the Bauhaus school.
In thiz paper, I will examine Gropius the anchitec,
study his influence on architectural thought, analyze
his mark on modem architeciure, and discuss his
legacy as an artist. Walter Gropius was bom i Berlin
in 1883. Both his father and great uncle were
architects, and early in life the young Gropius gained
a deep appreciation for the discipline, During Gro-
pius's youth in the nineteenth century, Berlin was
undergoing massive impersonal urban growth.
Gropius deplored this development and perceived the
need for & new style of architecture, His early
impression of Beslin influenced architectural beliefs
later in life. In 1903, Gropius studied architecture at
the University of Munich, and from 1905-1907, he
stodied a1 Charlottenberg. Tt was immediately afier
his university training in 1907 that he joincd the

firm of Peter Behrens, an event that would mature
him as an architect and introduce him to a new realm
of study shaping his artistic and intellectunl future.,

In 1907 the “Deutche Werkbund™ was founded
in Munich, Germany. This movement called for the
coordination of all artistic disciplines into large scale
enterprises. A revealing sentence in its constitution
states: *The aim of the League is 1o raise the standard
of manufactured products by the joint elfors of an,
industry, and craftsmanship.” [1] Through his

identification with the “Deatche Werkbund,” Peter
Behrens became known as a “one man Werkbund,”
and it was under Behrens's mtelage that Groplus
began his professional career. [2] By 1910 he had
become Behrens's chief assistant, a major accom-
plishment considering that he was chosen over other
soon-to-be famous young architects such as Ludwig
Mies (the later Ludwig Mies van der Robe) and Le
Corbusier who were also working in Behrens's office
at the time. OF Behrens, Gropins would tater write; “I
owe him much, particularly the habit of thinking in
principles... moved maore by reason than emotion.™
[3] In Behrens's office Gropius was also exposed 10
many of the problems inherent in the new wave of
indtustrial and urban architecturs—problems he
would address, through education and writing, Ister
in his life. When he left Behrens's practice in 1910,
Gropius had clearly begun to develop the mtellectual
andd artistic ideals that would shape his coreer as well
as the architecture of the future.

Gropius's first major design of consequence
came in 1911, the year he actually joined the
*“Dieutche Werkbund™ and one year after he estab-
lished his own private practice. ln cooperation with
Adolph Mayer, he designed the "Fagus Shoe Last
Factory.” This building was revolutionary for two
reasons, First, it made use of cantilevered constrsc-
tion which allowed the corners of the building to
siand without the aid of stroctural columns. Second,
Gropius and Mayer made extensive use of a glass
facade which gave the building a sense of openness
from within and the appearance of modernity from
the outside. ‘This building was the first example of the
“International Style,” characterized by extensive use
of glass and modern construction materials. Gropius
and Mayer followed the “Fagus” success in 1914
with the “Deutche Werkbund Exposition”™ which
once again made vse of these new approaches.

As with most other emerging movements of the
day, architecture fell victim to the First World War,
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Unlike some oither movements, it reemorged after
the war as strong as it lad been in 1914, Walier
Giropius, having survived a wound sustained while
fighting for Germany, was there to lead the way.
World War I had a profound impact on Gropius. He
realized that a new age had downed on Germany and
the world, As he would Iner say; “This is more than
just a lost war. A world las come o an end. We must
seck a radical solution to our problems.” [4] Gro-
pius's answer (o his own call for radical new solue-
tions was the Bauhous,

Created in 1919 in Weamar, Germany, after the
merger of Saxony's academy of art with its school for
applied arts, the Bauhaus was to be Gropius's
greatest and most influential contribotion to architee-
ture. In the Bauhaus Gropius intcgrated all of his
valpes into & school for aspiring designers. The basic
tencts of the Banhauws called for the unification of
sculptor, painter, and architect “with the specific
object of realizing a modemn architectonic art, which
like human nature was meant (o be all-cmbracing in
its scope.” 5] Testimony to his commitment to total
integration of the arts was his employment of such
famous artists as Lyonel Feineger, Marchel Brewer,
Wasilly Kandinsky, and Paul Klee to teach almost
every imaginable art form at the Bauhaus, Gropius
also realized the importance of machinery o modern
design and taught that while machines could be
harmiful, they were an inevitable consequence of
modemization that had o be mastered by the
architect. [6] The most important aspect of the
Banhaus, however, was not the technical or artistic
fields that were taught, but the intellectnal snd social
principles that Gropius formulated and passed on o
his students,

In keeping with his belief that quality architec-
ture was the result of the coordination of all of the
ars, Gropins reqquired all of his students at the
Bauhaus 1o ke introductory classes in ceramics and
design in order to give them hands-on experience
with the basic material of construction. Gropius also
stressed the imponance of teamwork, While a very
non-political man at the mecro level of society,
Gropius was a firm believer in true socialism at the
micro or group level, to the extent of sharing idess
and perpetuating the attitedes of idealism and
fraternity. He also saw the architect as a socinl leader,
not a servant of his client, believing that only the
architect had the discipline to design with the futore
in mind, whereas most non-anchitects were “satisfied
with duplicating the tastes of their parents.” [7] He
felt that the artist should ignore tradition and concen-
trate on individual inspiration and original design
when creating a work of art. {8] A good example of
this ideological contrast with radition came when

Gropius submitted an entry to the Chicago Tribune
Tower competition in 1922, Gropius designed a
building that incorporated many of the modem
trends of design. Eventually he was rejected in favor
of Howells and Hood, who designed a gothic-like
structure that incorporaied an exterior facade reminis-
cent of European architecture of several centurics
earkier. By exomining these two enirics, we can sce
that Gropins was clearly looking towands the

future while Howells and Hood were seeking
inspiration from the past. It is clear that many clients
were not yet ready to accept Gropius's form of
architecture, but it would not be long before citics
were 0 be transformed by his modem style,

In 1925, under the growing conservalive pressure
of Weimar, Gropins moved the Banhaus to Dessau
into the famous “Bauhaus™ building which he
designed. Employing the architectural technigues he
had perfected, “The Bavhans™ building in Dessan
gpitomized his commitment 1o modern architecture.
The building mode efficient nse of space, was buill
with modem materinl, and was designed with an
emphasiz on coniemporary techniques. [9] The
Dessan Bavhaos continued to serve as a school for
design, still ignoring technical training in structural
architeciure, bul conlinuing o encompass the
creation of modem fomitore, lamps, and ableware, 1o
make modem living as pleasant and convenient for as
many peaple as possible. In 1927, an actual Baohaus
school of architecture was established in Dessan
which finally gave Gropius the opportunity (o
educate students in technical archilecione as well as
the ans,

In 1928, a= o result of rising German nationalizm
in Deszai that was becoming intolerant of the
Baghans and its members, Gropins resigned as head
of the school and reentered private practice in Berlin,
[10] The Bauhaus continued 1o operate under the
leadership of Hannes Mayer{1930-1933), until 1933
whien it was forced (o close under pressure from the
Maoziz. In 1934, a vear after Hitler's rise to power,
Gropius secrely left Germany fior England as it
became obvioos to him that the Mazis woold not
tolerate his type of thinking, A major period of
Groping"s life had drawn to a close, Unlike most
victims of the Mazis, however, Gropius was (o
continwe his brilliant career in architeciure in other
counirics, most notably the United States.

Immediately after leaving Germany, Gropius
ook up residence in England for a beef tme, and in
1937 he set off for the United Staies where he
became a professor of archileciure at Harvard
University. Within a year he was chairman of the
department and exenting hizs direct influence on



American students for the first time, Despite the fact
that he was weaching in an unfamiliar environment, be
did mot “bring about any change in his methods of
approach,” but did respond to the “living and educa-
tional pattemns of the U.S.A." [11] Fer fifteen years,
antil his retirement from Harvard in 1952, Harvard's
students were treated to the finest in architectural
education from the master, Even as he tanght at
Harvard, Gropius continued to invelve himsalf with
ontside programs and projects that helped to shape
the face of advancing architecture both technically
and intellectually.

Throughout his life, Gropius had been concermed
with producing affordable housing for the masses. By
1909 he had “grasped the essential principles of the
factory-prodoced house.” [12] He saw these prefabri-
cated houses as the answer to the masses” need for
quality living. Although he realized this problem at
an early age and experimented with prefabricated
options for much of his life, in 1943 he took his
greatest step in the advancement of this type of
production by becoming a member of a company
known as “Ceneral Panel Construction,” It may seem
that by advocating the development of prefabricated
housing Gropius was contradicting his belief that
each man should have a unigue home of his own.
However, he was addressing a greater social need
that demanded good shelter for all people while
following his belief that the architect must exenl
control over technology, and not the other way
anoumnd:

‘The true aim of prefabrication is certainly not the
dull multiplication of a house ad infinitum.... But in-
dustrinlization will not stop af the threshold of
building. We have no choice but to accept the
challenge of the machine in all fields of production
until men finally adapt it fully 1o serve their biologi-
cal needs. [13]

While clearly realizing the dangers of prefubrica-
tion, Gropins also realized the importance of exploit-
ing technology responsibly and not allowing this type
of housing to be built with no concern for the
individual or the community, Rather than creating
massive communities of identical houses, he wanted
affordable choices of prefabricated housing that
would promote diversity within individual develop-
menis.

In 1944, soon after joining “Genernl Panel Con-
struction” Gropius became a United States citizen.
Twoa years later, in 1946, Gropius and six of his
former students formed The Architects Collaborative
(TAC). Taking the principles of the Bavhaus and
transferring them 1o the professional level, The
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Architects Collaborative was Gropius's way of
allowing architects to express individualism while at
the same time promoting the free exchange of ideas.
TAC contracted to design buildings world-wide: The
Harvard Graduoate Center, the ULS. Embassy in
Athens, The University of Baghdad, and the Pan Am
building in New Yaork. While drawing on a wide pool
of talent, Gropius was the clear leader of TAC, but
typically, be never claimed or accepted the credit he
deserved. He remained a devoted member of TAC
until his death in 19639,

In hig book Walier Gropius, James Morston
Fitch summarizes Gropins's intellectual lifie in three
distinct areas: as an educator, an architect/designer,
and a social critic. [14] I can think of no belier way 1o
examing his impact on society and architecture, in
particular, than by looking at these three arcas and the
inflsence Gropins exerted over them.

As an educntor, Gropius was clearly at the
forefront of twentieth century architecture. The
Banhaus school was his greatest contribution in this
arceq. More than jost the schoal, however, the
new style of education he promated was revolution-
ary for the time. Instead of encouraging SErict arlistic
individualism and exclusive service o the wealthy
elite, he tmoght that cooperation and interaction were
important for the architect and that society demanded
that artisis serve the masses, Many modem architects
attack Gropios for being “anti-individualist” and
“sonl-destroying.” [15] In reality, though, he just saw
group interaction as a way 1o promote fratemity and
1o draw the best talent out of the individual.
Gropius also believed that artists should seek inspira-
tion from within themselves and avoid looking at the
past or 1o teachers for ideas. Although few architec-
turnl students todny appreciate the contributions of
Gropius, everyone educated in that discipline has
been taught, s least in part, by professors who use
elements of the Bauhaus idea,

As an architect, aside from his contributions o
prefabricated housing, Gropius is most famous for his
unique designs of buildings such as the “Fagus Shoe
Factory,” his Chicago Tribune submittal, the
“Pauhaus building,” and the Pan Am building. It is in
his work as an architect however, that his legacy is
most diztorted, Gropius is ofien blamed for the “con-
crete prisons” and “glass cages” that dominate most
cities today. [16] While he was among the first
architects to make cxiansive use of glass in modem
buildings, he nonetheless hoped that future buildings
in urhan areas would be sufficiently different from
one another 5o &8 10 avoid the creation of identically
crafted neighborhoods. [17] Unfortunately, in many
cities this is exactly what has happened. Gropius can
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alzo be called a father of the modem,
indistingnishable suburbia that developed outside
most major American cities, but I disagree with

this sccusation, While he did promote prefabricated
housing, he never intended for entire communities,
such as Levittown, MN.Y ., to be constructed with the
same fundemental desipn for every hoose, He
realized that in these types of communities “the
individual becomes a mere number.” [18] This is not
the direction he intended mass-produced housing to
take, Thios, while Gropius developed many revalu-
tionary buildings and supported inexpensive housing
for the masses, he is often blamed onjustly for the
cold, faceless citizs and suburhs that we live in today.
These cities are the result of efficiency-minded or
profit-seeking developers who are not conscious of
ihe social importance of urban developmeni; not the
result of Gropius, whose belief it was that each
building should be designed with its greater social
implications in mind,

‘This leads 1o the third legacy of Gropius's
intelleciual life, that of social critic, The effect of
architectune on sociely s a major one. As the
historian Peter Gay says, it is “the most emphatically
public of all the arts”, [19] Gropius realized this fact
early in life, and dedicated much of his professional
career [0 & commitment (o the social principles of
architeciure, He belicved that the arts do more than
please the senses of the viewer, they touch the person
mogally. As he said, “the creation of love and beauty
ot only enrich man with a great measure of happi-
ness, but also bring forth ethical powers.™ [20)]

(1) 5.Giedion, Walter Gropius: Work and
Teamwork (Mew York: Reinhold Publishing Cosp.,
1954), 21.

(2} Peter Gay, Art and Act (New York: Harper
and Row, 1976), 115, .

(3) Walter Gropius, Apollo in the Democracy
(Mew York: McGraw-Hill, 1968), 166.

(4) Gay, Art and Act, 122,

(3) Walter Gropius, Scope of Total Architec-
ture{Mew York: Harper and Brothers Publishers,
1955), 7.

(6 Gideon, Walter Gropins, 25-26.

(7)) Gay, Art and Acr, 111,

(8) James M. Fitch, Walter Groplus (New
York: George Braziller, Inc., 1960), 13.

Through his architecture and teachings be promoted
the idea of designing all art with these ideals in mind.
Gropius was also a critic of the societies he lved in.
Having been a victim of the Mazis in Germany, he
spoke of the dangers of totalitarianism, and having
lived in the United States, he condemmned racial
sopregation. [21] He was a man who loved bath
countrics despite their social problems and a man
who worked o improwe both socicties through archi-
tecture and education,

Walter Gropius's architectural and intellectual
legacy is o contimuing one, Hizs boildings =l occupy
many major cities, and his beliefs still influence the
study of architecture today. Students of architecture
must remember, however, that while Gropius would
waunl them 1o recognize his accomplishments, he
would not want them to copy his style of design. Of
Frank Llovd Wright's students he wrote that their
works expressed “the vocobulory of thedr grest
masier,” thus condemning Wright's method of
teaching whese the students subordinated their
creative impulses 1o his. [22] Artists” inspiration
should come from within, not from the influence of
history or oiher great artists, He Turber stated, “The
sutocratic approach cannot be called creative, for it
invites imitation; it results in raining assistants, not
independent arizis.” [23] The architect's responsibal-
ity is to himself and society, and that responsibility is
to create with a hlind-eye 1o the past and with the
concerns of society in mind. This is the legacy of
Walter Gropius,

Notes

(9) Gideon, Walter Gropius, 54,
(100 Ihid., 36,
(11) Ibid., 56.
(12) Ihid., 74.
(13) Ibid., 76,
{(14) Fiich, Walter Gropius.
(15} Gay, Arl and Aci, 134,
(16) Ihid., 135.
(17) Ihid.
(18) Gropius, Apotlo in the Democracy, 80,
(1% Gay, Arrand Aer, 111,
(20) Gropius, Apollo in the Democracy, 4.
(21) Fitch, Walter Gropius, 29,
{22) Gropius, Apollo in the Democracy, 169,
(23) Thid,
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MacArthur and Truman; A Conflict of Interest

Jan Stewart ix a sendor History major. He wrate this eseay in
Dr. Chaifield’s history of American foreign policy.

On April 10, 1951, after a serics of differences with
Douglas MacArthur over how to conduct the politi-
cally delicate war in Korea, President Harry Truman
felt compelled 1o relicve the general of all of his
commands. The array of commands MacArthur
handed over to LL General Mathew Ridgeway were
impressive indeed: Supreme Commander, Allicd
Powers: Commander in Chief, United Mations
Command; Commander in Chief, Far East; and
Commanding General, US Army, Far EasL. Having
presided as America's preminant military official in
the Pacific region for over fiftecn years, MacArthur
was abruptly mnunduml to civilinn life despite his
enourmous popularity among citizens of the United
States. The immediate reasons for MacArthur's
dismizsnl were many, but the ultimate canse of his
fall from power was the voicing of his opposition to
Harry Truman's Cold War tactics, which MacArnthur
felt were defeatist. In his desire to actively pursue the
military defeat of communism in Asia, Douglas
MacArther failed to fully grasp the political implica-
tions of his actions, As a result, he was removed from
the scene of international politics.

The Korean conflict began on June 25, 1950 as
Morth Korean troops dashed across the thirty-gighth
parallel in a well planned surprise attack on the
unsuspecting South Korean army. As the North
Koreans rolled down the peninsula, the United Siates
was put in a difficult position. American strategy for
the containment of communism in the Pacific region
specifically left Korea out of the defense perimeter,
as it was genernlly considered wisest not 10 become
embroiled in a conflict on the Asian conlinent.
MacArthur himsell had once stated that anyone who
advocated such a conflict “should have his head
gxamined.”[1] The official US policy, stated by
Secretary of State Acheson and supported by
MacArthur, was that Korea was not vital o the
interests of the United States.

With the invasion, however, President Truman

had to regard Korea in a different fashion, Perhaps
the peninsula was not of signifigance in the military
sense, but politically there were a great many
frightening implicatons 1o a communist defeat of a
US backed “democracy.” There was o be considered
the kind of message the free world would be sending
ihe communist world if this act of aggression was not
met with force. There was recent historical precedent
to draw from, as Spanier nodes, “since President
Truman and his advisors saw in the North Korean
attack an uncomforable resemblance 1o the Maei and
Fascist aggression of twenty years earlier,"[2] There
was a great fear that if the commmunist challenge
were not met with foree, the nations of the free world
might be assuring a third world war. Of equal
importance was the impact a failure to take action
might have on America’s Asian allics, In these days
of strict bi-polarity, what free nation in Asia and
elsewhere would not be disheartened by an easy
communist victory so near to the American strong-
hold of Japan, Such an eventuality would be a serious
blow to American prestige,

With these considerntions in mind, Truman and
hig mdvisors decided on June 30 to authorize naval
and air force bombings of suitable North Korean
targeds and blockade the entire Korean coast. General
MacArthur was also anthorized 1o commit a limited
number of ground troops (o assist the South Koseans.
With a rapidity which must have even surprised the
policy makers themselves, the United States had
reversed its strategy completely and committed all
three branches of the armed services (o acton in
Korea.

In a politically fortunate circumstance of history,
the United States was able to legitimize its entry into
a conflict between two armics of an artificially
divided nation through the aid and support of the
United Mations. The Soviet Union, whose delegation
was boycotting the UN over the issue of Communist
China's denied entrance to the UN, missed its
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oppartunity 1o veto a resolution on July 27 calling on
all member nations to fumish assistance (o South
Korea in her effort 10 repel the North Korean inva-
sion, The UN sanctioning of military aid to South
Korea also elevated the reputation of Douglas Mac-
Arthur, On July 14, he was officially named Com-
mander of United Nations forces.

MacArthur's role in foreign affairs had already
been quite political for some time as he presided over
Japan's affairs, but his selection by both the US and
the UN 1o lead their combined military efforts in the
tense Korean conflict made him even more popalar.
As the New York Times editorialized, MacArthar was
“seked to be not only a great soldier, but a great
statesman: not only to direct battle, but to satisly the
Pentagon, the State Department, and the United
Mations in the process.”[3] MacArthur, realizing full
well his political and military status, would voice his
opinions on the direction US foreign policy should
proceed quite vigorously. In the end, his desire o
make opinions known would prove to be the undging
of his political as well as military career.

Upaon his entry Into the fray, the prospacts for the
allied forces looked dim. The North Koreans had
contral over all but a small portion of the Korean
peninsula around Pusan. Not much progress was
made in repelling the invaders until the early morning
hours of September 15, 1950, when MacArthur
implemented a daring landing st the port of Ichon,
Within a week, Seoul was liberated, and by Sepiem-
ber 30 nearly half of the Morth Korean anmy was
trapped while the rest were sent reeling in retreat.
Even as MacArthur planned his invasion, one
question weighed heavy on the minds of American
policy makers - how far should the North Koreans be
pursued? The initial intent of the American commmit-
ment was to repel the North Korean invasion, Should
the LS forces now pursue their retreating opponents
into enemy territory? If not, how conld South Korea
be guarentecd safety from future attacks? I the Alliez
did continue the chase across the thirty-cighth
parallel, should the North Koreans be pushed back to
the Chinese and Soviet borders? If so, would either
be likely to intervene? These were questions which
had 10 be carefully considered before the President
make his decision on the matter.

One prominent political advisor who was
opposed o crossing the thirty-eighth pasallel was
George Kennan, the author of containment. Kennan's
chief concern was that further advances would spread
allbed forces too thin and might provoke intervention
by either the Communist Chinese or the Soviets or
both. He pointed out that “the Russians are ternbly
terribly sensitive where foreign territory comes very

close (o their important centers.[4] Secretary of State
Acheson and General Marshall supported crossing
the parallel, but only as a means of crushing the
North Kaorean army, not for the purpose of uniting the
penisula.[5] There is no doubt as to MacArthur's
opinion on the matter, 1 intend to destroy and not
merely drive back the North Korean forces....” he
declared, “T may have to occupy all of Narth Ko-
rea,"[6] The final decision, however, rested with
President Troman, and when he did declare policy on
September 11, he actually left the decision up o the
communists, Significantly, Allicd forces were
permitted to move into North Korean territory so long
as neither the Chinese or the Sovicts threatened the
situation. Truman did make clear that allied forces
were in no way 10 cross into or 1o bomb Chinese or
Soviet territory. Along with this, only South Korean
forces were permitted 1o make the final approach (o
the Yalu river,[7] Given conditional permission to
carry the fight into the North, however, MacArthur
proceeded to take large segments of Nornh Korean
ferrilnTy.,

What happened next presented the US with its
maost difficult and sensitive situation since the Berlin
blockade, On the night of November 25, approxi-
mately 300,000 Chinese troops staged a counter-
offensive against the approaching allied forces. This
time it was the unprepared US forces who were sent
reeling inio retreat. Before the allies could regather
from the onslanght, they had been pushed right back
to the area around the thirty-eighth parallel, from
where the war had begun and from where either side
wiald make any more significant advances.

With the Chinese intervention, the differences
between the intentions of MacArthur and the Truman
administration were blatantly exposed. This conflict
im interest was bot one of several disagreements that
had occured betweeen the two, Despite the admini-
stration's clearly stated policy that it did not wish 1o
throw its support behind Chiang Kai-Shek's ambi-
tions of re-taking mainland China, MacArthur had
prepared and published a speech which was to be
read at a VFW convention in which he glowingly
praised Chiang’s anti-communism and criticized
those who thought otherwise. Angry at MacArthar
for issning a statement so completely contrary 1o
official policy, Truman ordered MacArthur to retract
the specch even though it had already been published.
This controversy cveniually passed. Later, Mac-
Arthur complained incesstantly about Truman's
refusal to allow bombing the bridges over the Yalu
river, Citing the strategic importance of these bridges,
MacArthor sill was forced 1o find anather means to
cutting the North Korean arms supply. Now that the
Chinese hnd entered the Korean conflict, it was clear



that MacAnhur and Truman were once again
involved in a struggle for power,

Dounglas MacArthur was a soldier molded in the
tradition of the “old school,” War and conflict were
1o be in ahsoloie terms. Compromise was not
tolerated. Believing America to be the gremtest
industrial and econpmic country in the world, Mac-
Arthur asserted that the evil of international commu-
nism had to be destroyed if the United States wished
to enjoy future prosperity, Furthermore, the idea that
the US was not the protector of the free world was
beyond MacAsthur, As Spanier puts it, Douglas
MacArthur firmly believed that “any policy which
admitted that the United States could not defend
every place in the world was tantamount 10 appease-
ment."[8] Thus America should fight communism
everywhere and anywhere, anytime. Morncover,
MacAnhur detested the idea that Burope should be
the prime concern of the United States. He com-
plained on December 26, 1950 that “this group of
Europhiles just will not recognize that it is Asia
which has been selected for the test of Communist
power and that if all Asia falls Enrope would not
have a chance.”[%]

As the Allied forces were in the midst of a
terrible pummelling &t the hands of the Chinese in the
winter of 1950, MocArthur made crystal clear his
opinion that the time for taking the fight to the
Chinese had come. By entering the war, according o
MacArthur, the Chinese had identified themselves s
encmics of the United States and as such they could
not be spared the full might of the American war
machine, The general proposad to the Joint Chicfs
that the US commence bombing Chinese supply
bases and other suitable targets. He also called for o
naval Mockade 1o be imposed along her coast. He
also advocated assisting the Natonalist Chinese in an
invasion of the mainland in order to open a second
front. To the argument that such actions on the allied
part would bring the Soviets into the conflict and so
initiate a general war, MacArthur adopted a wait and
see policy. Who knew what the Soviets might do in
any event, 5o why not go ahead and show them the
US waen't afraid of them anyway? Besides, he
argued, our nuclear capabilities far exceeded theirs,
£0 'We were in a better position 10 win a general war,
Finally, 1o the argument that expanding the war woud
drive US allies from the battle, MacArthur replicd
that the US could not afford to subscribe 1o their
policies of appeasement. It was the Chinese who
attncked us, he insisted, and the time was now
finish the fight.

Whereas MacArthur's stmiegy was out front and
military, the strategy of Truman and his advisors was
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more subile and primarily political. First, they
asserted that a lmited war conld and should be
pursued in the case of Korea, MacArthur complained
that the idea of permitting the Chinese to maintain
priviliged sanctuary in China went against all logic.
Yet, the administration realized that the US had a
priviliged sanctuary in Japan, If the US began bom-
bing bases in China, Japan would surley be subjected
to bombing as well. Second, MacArthur underesti-
mated the importance of the allies (o the interests of
the United States, Without the suppart of oar allies in
our most basic foreign policy, the US would be
isolated and more vulnerable than ever 1o o Soviet
attack. Third, MacArthur’s insistence that Korea be
pnified a5 an example of rolling back communism
wis not reasonable, Korea, which had lately been
deemed worhty of a limited war, was certainly not
worth the risk of a third waorld war, Militarily,
according 1o the Joint Chiefs, MacArthur undenesti-
mated the effort which would have w go into an
effective war on China, A naval blockade on the long
Chinese coast would drain the US naval capacity
world wide, especially since the allies would almost
certainly nod participate, and the airpower necessary
to inflict any meaningful damage on a country as
large as China would significantly weaken US air
power in Evrope and even in America

The risk of war with the Soviet Union was a
whale different argument unto itsell, The Soviets and
the Chinese had only recently signed a pact of mutual
defense, and share a very long common border, Thus,
the probability of the Soviets geing provoked into
action was much greater than Mac Arthur supposed.
While it is true that the US possessed a far superior
nuclear capacity, it was also troe that the Soviets
mainiained a superior conventional force in Europe
which, Atom bombs notwithstanding, could probably
overrun Burope, Furthermore, LS contingency plans
fior war with the Soviet Union called for the complate
evacuation of Korea, so why risk war with them over
Korea?

In terms of long range foreign policy, the last
thing the US wanted to do was intensify the Chinese
war effort. Though a long, drawnout stalemate was
the last thing the US public wanted, it was also ithe
lnst thing the Chinese wanted since such a struggle
only increased their matenial dependence on the
USSR, This would be unpopular with China since it
was o nation secking 1o establish an identity, and it
would be unpopular with the USSR because of the
drain on the already sirained Soviel economy. The
combinaton of these two faciors could only serve US
interests in the long run since they could possibly
forge a split in the * monolithic™ structure of interna-
tional communism. Yel, in reality, uniting the
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two powers against the US would push the USSR and
China only closer together.

In an effort o keep these kinds of disagreements
from surfacing to the public, a directive was issued
on December 5 requiring any statements of policy o
be cleared by the Department of State and Defense.
MacArnthur ignored this directive on March 24, 1951
when he asserted that since e had stalemated a larger
Chinsese force despite being hampered by the admin-
istration's policies, he had so far defeated the
Chinese, By essentially calling on the Chinese 1o
admit defeat, he assured that they would not do so
any time soon, effectively sabotaging any peace tulks
which were being discussed, Then, on April 5,
Republican Minority leader Joseph Martin read in
Congress a letter from MacArthur expressing his
afore mentioned conviction that Asia should be the
first concern of any American defense policy. This
was the kst straw, Five days lnter, General
MacArthur was forced into retirement.

The tulmulivous public acclaim to which
MacArhur returned to the United States is evidence
of the kind of popular support a get-tough-on-
communism-policy engendered. MacAnhur was
feted and tickertaped and cheered all the way back to
Washington where he bade an emotional farewell o
his public life. He then took part in a Congressional
inquiry concerning the circumstances surrounding his
dismissal. When this investigation was completed,
MacArthur solidified his herode image and Truman
retained his villainows aurn, Hisory has vindicated
Truman, however. South Korea remains an independ-
ent nation o this day, the acceptance of limited war
by both superpowers has prevented any large scale
wars, and a rift was indeed created between the
Chinese and the Soviets. Yet, MacArthur's image is
not really tamished. He retired with a fantastic
record for victory, and he was relieved of his dutics
fighting for what he believed. Honor certainly
belonged 1o Donglas MacArthur, It is comforting to
know, however, that the concept of civilian authority
over the military withstood this very trying test.

Notes
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The World’s Best Hope:
Eleanor Roosevelt and Her Struggle for Human Rights

Jennifer McConoughey, a senior History mjor, swhriited iz
exsay as a candidaie for the Dristinguizhed Writing Award in Women's Stedles.

Wlml can't understand is why 50 many newspa-
pusmﬂmuguﬁmmdmthﬁmmlwbﬁ:tmm
been attacking the UN instead of boosting it. Doesn't
everybody know by now that the UN is our last big
hope for peace in this world? [ER. 1945](1]

This quetation by Eleanor Roosevell caplures the
easence of her commitment to world peace. ER starts
by expressing her dismay in the media and the
general public for neglecting the importance of the
United Nations. She then states her belief that the UN
is the necessary instrument for attaining world peace.
Eleanor Roosevelt was not, however, a starry-eyed
idealist. Nor were her words idle propaganda. She felt
deeply that world peace could only be obtained
through a realistic approach to global justice:. She
initiated this philosophy by struggling for domestic
harmony. Rooscvell stands &s a twenticth-century
model for realistic application of the ideals of moral
responsibility for humankind.

The twentieth century has been a period of
mistakes, realizations, and learned lessons., This
century marks the establishment of a truly interre-
Iated warld. We have witnessed two world wars, the
development of a new world system quartered into
North-South, East-West “spheres,” and an increasing
realization of moral responsibility for our political,
economic, and social actions. Through her work in

. the area of social reform, Eleanor Roosevelt has
camed the title of “First Lady of the Warld.” This
label, however complimentary, implics a Inck of
independent professionalism in ER's works. Yet, her
role as a diplomat in the United Nations, her influ-
ence 45 an American internationalist, and her
devotion to educating and cultivating the public’s
knowledgs of political and social issues greatly
influenced American foreign policy.

ER's greatest contribution to the struggle for
human rights involved her position as one of the five
Amersican delegates to the United Nations from 1546

1o 1953, She served as US representative to Commit-
tee 3 (the Human Rights Commission) for the six-
year term and chaired the committee from 1946 1o
1948, during which time the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights was drafied. This shall be discussed in
depth later, It is amazing to think that a woman in the
mid-twenticth century came (o achieve and sucoess-
fully use political power and have the ability o
influence politics. It is even more amazing 10 think
that a woman out of the privileged upper-class would
feel compelled to not only have compassion for the
deprived but to devote her entire life to the cause of
soctal issnes both in the United States and in the
world community. Eleanor Roosevelt's backgroand
provides valuable insight to why she was successful
and what motivated her toward the cause of humean
rights.

Eleanor Roosevell was born in 1884 in New
York into a traditional Victorian family. Althoagh
ER was bom into a family of wealth and prestige, she
suffered a very painful and lonely childhood, Eleanor
was arphaned by the age of ten and spent her
easly years being passed from relative to relative.
he marricd her handsome and promisingly success-
ful cousin, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, in March of
1905. However, her life continued to be filled with
hardship. She loved Franklin deeply, but her constant
competition with a domineering mother-in-law
dampened their relationship. Eleanor coped with
Eranklin's crippling polio by nursing him and
constantly encouraging him (o pursue a public life,
often at great sacrifice o her own personal ambitions.
She also raised her five chiliren only o have them
exclude her from their lives, Eleanor's personal life
never did reap great joy, but she found friends and
activities which filled her life with meaning and
satisfaction. Through ER's trials of loneliness and
disappointment, she became sympathetic and
sensitive 1o the deprived people of the world. In
Tamara Hareven's biography of ER, she describes
this dichotomy in Eleanor's life by stating:



12 = The Winenberg History Journal

The pressures under which she found
hersalf, the absence of love in her early life,
and her sense of inferiority could have made
her info a retreating, introverted, hostile, and
neurotic person. Instead, she transcended the
preoccupation with herself and focused her
interest on the needs of others, Self-pity
turned into compassion, restlessness into
service, a need 1o receive into a compulsion
to give.[2]

Eleanor developed her feelings of responsibility
to society early in her life through the teachings of
her uncle, Theodore Roosevell. Her sense of public
service and her belief that one should contribute to
society emerged from her family background. In her
life, ER devoted much time toward the advancement
of the less privileged in society, ER concerned hersell
largely with straggling for human rights and saw the
greatest hopes for future peace in wiat she called
“world understanding and the development of a
global community.” She viewed our youth as the
force for the future. Thus ER emphasized social
reform and education as the two greatest investments
for world peace.

With this historical background in mind, ER"s
career in politics comes out of the experiences she
had before FDR was elected President of the United
States. As the first lady (1932-1945), ER served as an
influential consultant to her husband and, through
those years, increasingly enjoyed a political career
independent of Mr. Roosevelt. “Through her trips,
speeches, and writings, she developed the unigqoe
position of a semi-official link between the
administration and the public."[3] ER travelled
around the country campaigning New Deal
ideas and “feeling out™ public opinions on various
issues, She was allowed 1o perform this job largely
because of FDR's failing health and inability to
travel. ER delved into many social issues, sharing the
compassionate ideals of reform held by her hushand,
She wrote a daily column, entitled “My Day,” which
was eventually syndicated to 135 nowspapers. The
column originated as a diary of ER"s daily activities
and was filled with trivial details which appealed 1o
the apolitical reader. Yet, over the years it gradually
became weighted with political and social issues, She
used the column 1o voice her opinions and even
allowed her husband to use it upon occasion “to
launch trial balloons for new political programs.™(4]
Another area of her political career began in 1920
when Roosevelt eamned the position of legislative
coordinator of the League of Women Voters. This not
only boosted her into a political and social arena
disconneciad from FDR, but introduced her to
influential social and political activists, many of

whom, Elizabeth Read and Ester Lape for example,
became lifelong friends, In this position, Eleanor
strengthened her skills as a leader and expanded her
awareness of the domestic and international issues of
human justice to which she would eventually devote
her life,

As ER became mone and more interested in
interational politics, she swiftly applied her hos-
band’s ideals of democratic social reform 1o the
newly developing world order, With the outbreak of
World War II, ER took the stand that fascism, and
such leaders as Hitler and Mussolini, threatened the
world and had o be conquered, So, even though
Eleanor opposed war, she believed the United States
could not morally take an isolationalist stand.[5]
Combining her work in the women's movement with
her desire for world peace, she called for women to
become more involved in the war effort. Here her
column “My Day” really began to inform the readers
of the political issves of ER's choosing, She saw the
greatest hope for world peace in the establishment of
the United MNations, but realistically viewed the
eradication of the causes of war, poverty and hunger,
as the ultimate solution for a lasting warld peace.[6]
ER believed fascism rose out of weakness and
desperation caused by hunger and suppression. She
therefore felt her greatest service o the goal of world
peace was found in committing herself to the “im-
provement of the human condition,”[7] From this
point on in her life, Eleanor's travels, in the 1S and
abroad, became more focused on her own curiosity
and desire to become well informed of the realities of
inequality and human injustice. Unique to this first
lady, Eleanor*s career in domestic and intermational
affairs fully developed rather than abruptly ended
upon the death of her husband in 1945,

ER's career in international relations began as a
diplomat under President Harry Traman, FDR's
successor. President Truman realized the significance
of ER"s dedication to the struggle for human rights
and her Laith in the United Nations as the agent for
the ultimate goal of world peace. He appointed
her as one of the five American delegates to the first
United Nations conference in 1946, In this position
she represented the United States in Commiltes 3
which dealt with humanitarian, social, and cultural
issues.

ER's success as an international leader of
diplomacy earned her great respect throughout the
UN and the international community. She ook her
assignment seriously and “was one of the hardest
working and best informed UN delegates,"[8]

Her worst critics were fellow American delegates
who treated her with “lafty condescension. ™[9]
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Originally, her sppointment to the Human Rights
Committee was viewed as insignificant by the
Truman Administration becanse this comminee was
thought to be fairly insignificant and thus safely
represented by ER. However, the Human Rights
Commission became increasingly controversial and
important; it developed the human rights issue into a
discussion of fundsmental freedoms, social progress,
and world development. Ironically, it was the poor
judgement of our country's leaders which permitted
ER's work in the UN, and specifically the Human
Rights Commission, to prove her ability as a diplo-
mat, Chafe states that “her name became SynONymoLS
with the efforts 1o compose a declaration of human
rights embodying standards that civilized humankind
would accept as sacred and inalienable,"[10]

ER proved her leadership qualities as well as her
sensitivity 1o cultural issues when she was unani-
mously elected into the position of chair for the
Human Rights Commission from 1946 through 1948,
after which she resigned in order 1o allow other
countries the opporiunity 1o lead.[11] ER"s role as
chair demandad of her what Ratph Martin called
“diplomatic fencing,"[12] wherein she impartially
guided the committee through the drafting of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights amid the
representation of moral, ideological, and cultural
diversities, ER has been described as the “super
mather™ of the committee and ran meetings offi-
clemly with a firm, yet toctful, manner.[13] She
reached her personally set goal, the completion of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights before the
end of 1948. The Declaration was, subsequently,
approved by the UN General Assembly on December
10, 1948, To show their acknowledgement of her
leadership, the UN gave ER a standing ovation
in 1948.[14]* Whether the ovation was in recognition
of ER or the work of the commitiee, it nevertheless
demonstrates the public recognition that she received
for her work on the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights. This declaration stands as Secretary General
U Thant put it a “Magna Carta” for all mankind.[16]
It states a commaon standard for human rights
crossing all national borders. The document was
purposafully worded in a simple fashion to facilitate
its transtation into the five official languages of the

*Same sources atiribate the final approval of the
Universal Declaration of Homan Rights as the
intended recipient of the standing ovation,

not ER (Cook, 113). Young docs not directly connect
the standing ovation with the Declaration; he ac-
claims it 1o ER (Youngs, 218). Further, William
Chafe notes that the standing ovation was directly for
ER sometime after the Declaration was passed
(Chafe, 23).

UM.[17] 1t consists of a preamble and thirty articles.
The declaration encompasses both fundamental
freedoms and economic and social rights, The first
twenty-two articles deal with political and civil rights
such g freedom of thought, freedom of conscience,
freedom of speech, freedom of religion, freedom of
legal representation, freedom of marriage, freedom of
peaceful assembly, freedom of social security,
freedom from discrimination, freedom from torture
and freedom from arbitrary armest. Aricles 23
through 30 incorporate the “obligations of the human
community to cnsure the free and foll development of
personality™[18] and are expressed as freedoms of
employment, standards of living, education, sociali-
zation, and caltural expression.[19]

The Human Rights Commission was originally
set up with three goals for the International Bill of
Human Rights. The first, the Internationnl Declara-
tion of Human Rights, states the fundamental
principles of human rights. The declaration is not
legally binding and serves only as a moral ideal for
all nations, [20] The second document was to be a
covenant viewed as an international treaty and
ratified by each of the member nations of the UN;
this covenant would act as an intermational law, The
third docoment was 1o deal with the “machinery for
enforcement” and methods of implementation.[21]
Although the initial declaration was approved in
1948, the covenants were not completed until 1961.
As they stand, the covenants are divided between
civic/political freedoms and social/economic free-
doms. The United States has yet to ratify either.

ER's role as chair of the Human Rights Commis-
slon dealt mostly with drafling the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights. Her most difficult task was
steering the many texts into a compromising and
agrecable final draft.[22] The major conflicts within
the commission were East-West ideological differ-
ences, semantics (being clear about the meanings and
not just transtations of words), and cultural differ-
ences which created rifts not only in communiction,
bat aleo in definitions of fundamental human rights
as geen through different religions. ER's skills of
diplomacy successfully curbed the many arguments
which arose in the committee meetings, Often she
would bridge gaps through informal gatherings at her
house with only a few delegates at a time.[23] ER
had an innate ability to bring the intellectual abstract
ideas down (o a simple concrete discussion and (o
harness those abstract ideas into coherent and
meaningful siatements, Her desire (o achicve success
in her “crusade for human rights,” as so many have
called it, guided her through the constant struggle
within the Human Rights Commission. This allowed
her to be, as Youngs states, “exceedingly practical,
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and even iough, though in an outwardly dreamy amnd
idealiztic way."[24] She demonstrated qualities of
tru leadership in the commission, but her “crusade™
waz not only on the intermational level. As stated
before, ER"s greatest difficoltics, worst criticism, and
hardest work were domestic in origin. '

During ER"s tenure as US delegate to the UN,
the United States experienced waves of sirong
izolationist and anti-communist sentiments. The
pressures of the Cold War also fed into a general fear
of binding the U5 inio a UN-based world system. In
her frustration at the country®s hesitance toward
supporting the UN, ER proclaimed that without the
LUIN:

our copniry would walk alone, reled by fear
instead of conflidence or hope. To weaken
or hamstring the UN, through lack of faith
and lack of vision, would be 1o condemn
ourselves to endless struggle for survival in
a jungle world.[25]

Because of ERs commitment (o human rights
during the period of McCarthyism, she was accused
of being a communist. Some of her closest colleagues
were acinally detained by the US government.[26]
Amid all of this criticism, however, ER pushed on.
She refused to be stopped by the foolish insensitivity
to reality which was, in her eves, based on ignorance.
In order to combat this ipnorance, she lectured, wrote
articles, and started a second syndicated article
entitled “Turn Towards Peace."[27] Even though she
devoted limitless energy and time, ER s vision of
global equality and human righis never achieved
acceptance in the Senate during her lifetime. With the
election of Dwight D, Eisenhower in 1952, ER was
nof reappointed o the UN, Thus, her official caresr
az a US diplomat ended in 1953, The valoe she saw
in global equality did not end, however, In 1953 ER
maoved into the next stage in her struggle for human
rights. Thiz stage focused on domestic policy and
international awareness,

o In 1933, at the age of 69, ER became a full-tima
wvoluntesr at the Amencan Association for the UN in
New York. This position allowed her speaking and
wriling income to support her.[28] The organization
alzo provided her with connections (o continue ler
commitment 1 human rights. ER travelled in the US
and around the world in support of peace and human
rightz[29], continuing personal diplomacy. One of
her most notable achievements during this period was
her establishment as an intemationally acclaimed
Journalizt, This allowed her to meet by invitation
such political leaders as Marshal Josip Broz Tito of
Yugoslavia in 1953 and Khrushchey of the Soviet

Union at his villa in Yalta in 1957, and at Hyde Park
(ER"s home) in Mew York in 1959 and 1960.[30] In
addition, ER accepted numerous invitaions from
other world leaders, Prime Minisier Nehru invited ER
in 1952 to visit India. Along the way, she travelled in
Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, and Israel, This experience
exposed her to Eastern culiure, Through these travels,
she obtained a greater understanding of their people
and culture, In her lifetime, ER. traveled the waorld
over several umes. ER broadeasted both in the Unied
States and in Europe, conducting interviews and
speaking in French, German, Spanizh and Ialian. In
1959, she accepted the position of visiting professor
of international issues at Brandeis University. ER
iruly devoted her energy to the cause of human rights
by informing the public through the media and by
educatingthe youth of the world.

In retrospect, although ER never actually made
forcign policy, she did mold the ideals of ondversal
human rights and practically applied them as no other
in the taentieth century. ER belisved strongly in the
possibility, and necessity, of world peace, Although
world peace is, at least af present, an ideal nod
realistically attainable, ER placed faith in the UN as
having the greatest potential of achieving world
peace through a new world order, She maintained
that a person could make a difference and took this as
a personal philosophy as well as direction in life. She
understood power and knew how o use it to obtain
her goals of peace through the sraggle for human
rights,

ER acted in sociely with ssnsitivity and intuition,
She saw voids in the system and realistically went
after the voids she could affect. When she saw an
ignorant American public, she strove to inform and
educate them with newspaper articles, broadcasis,
and lecture tours. This, in torn, shaped the leaders®
policics in Washington, They felt the impact of ER as
sl hosted imponiant guests at her house and as she
lobbied through the newspapers and in Washington
for improvements in the system. ER shaped Ameri-
can social reforms and led America to a new global
view of respect for other cultures and ways of life. In
this way, Roosevelt affected our American govern-
ment’s foreign policy toward emerging developing
Countrics,

W must keep in mind that it is impossible to
judge ER"s impact on society and government by
today's standards. Forty and fifty years ago, women
did not enjoy the right o choose careers and were not
considencd equals o men, With this in mind, ER"s
robe especially in the UM as chair of the Human
Rights Commission is only now being fully realized
and appreciated, In addition, her personal efforts in
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meeting with top world leaders as an independent
international diplomat, informing the public, and
educating the youth all exemplify how she devated
her life 1o the improvement of the human condition.
Roosevell’s many accomplishments prove that she

(1) Ralph G. Martin, “Number One Citizen,”
The New Republic (August 5, 1946): 139-40.
(2) Tamara K. Hareven, ER: An American Con

succeeded in obtaining the goals that she set for
herself. Maoreover, her work continues to influence
individuals and governments through the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights and throogh her
thought-provoking writings proclaiming a new
world system. Elcanor Roosevelt rightfully stands as
an example of the joining of human rights 1o human
responsibility.
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The Benefit of Hindsight

William Edwards, a serior History major, wrote this paper for Dr. Huffman's
History of Modern Ching.

On the mosming of March 26, 1926, New York City
was preparing for yet another high-pressured working
day. If you were to have purchased a newspaper from
a local vendor, the headlines that Wednesday would
have related the death of John Calvin Coolidge,
father of the acting President. Central Park renova-
tions were 1o begin the following Friday, and a local
patralman had foiled an attempted robbery in lower
Manhattan, For the serious reader, Wayne B, Wheler
would describe the "inside story™ of the Prohibition
fight.[1] These were the top storics in the New Yark
Times on March 20, 1926.

These were the stories that would sell news-
Papers,

Several thousand miles away in Guangzhou,
China, a key power struggle was taking place within
the Guomindang political party. Forced to work
together as a result of recent Japanese hostilities, the
Guomindang and the Chinese Communists co-gxisied
in an aura of contineal tension. This uneasy atmos-
phere exploded into open conflict on March 19, 1926
when Chiang Kai-shek staged a successful coup in
Guangzhou, Suspicious of the comings and gaings of
the gunboat Chung-shan, Chiang seized the boat,
accusing the Communists of formulating an assassi-
nation plot against his life. Chiang then proceeded 1o
declare martial law in Guangzhou, disarming the
Communist-directed workers militia, and detaining
several top Communists. By acting without the
consent of his superior, Wang Jing-wei, Chiang Kai-
shek had aggressively expressed his desire for power.

Historians point o the Chung-shan gunboat
incident as a very important event in Chiang Kai-
shek's qoest to control China. While Ranbir Vohm
describes the event as “notorions,“[2] C. Martin
Wilbur emphasizes the fact that many people do not
appreciate the implications of the March 19 coup.[3]
Thess “many people™ included the Soviets, the
Japanese, and the entire Western world. On

March 26, 1926, the New York Times printed an
gight-line AP wire report describing the possibility of
a minor coup d'etat in the city of Guangzhou. The
emphasis of the report (four Hines) centered upon the
fact that cight Russians had been killed in the
process.[4] Faced with the pressure to sell newspa-
pers, the editors of the New York Times most likely
felt that a “minor coup™ in southeast Asin would not
be appealing to an isolationist America. Moreover, by
reporting on the death of John Calvin Coolidge
instead of the Chung-shan gunboat incident, a higher
profit could be expected for the newspaper. The
Japan Times makes no mention of the Masch 19
coup. Preoccupied with Chinese problems in Peking
and Tienstin, the Japanese must alzo have viewed the
Chung-shan incident as miniscule. Furthermore, the
editors of The Japan Times were careful not to place
too much emphasis on Chinese affairs for the reason
that China was Japan's main rival in Asia. To cover
the Chinese extensively might suggest a state of
inferiority on the part of the Japanese. Consequently,
China would only be covered by The Japan Times
when Japan was involved.

Unlike the journalist who is motivated by the
expectation of high profit, the historian is goided by
the rules and regulations of high scholarship, Asa
result, each student of history must adhere 1o the
prescribed guidelines of proper historianship. These
guidelines reduce the threat of sensationalism which
often occurs in newspaper reporting. Furthermaore, the
historian is forced 1o view an issue from every
possible angle available. While the jounalist can
afford 1o report from a biased perspective, the
historizn must strive 10 explore all sides of an issue
before establishing his personal interpretation.

By analyzing the Chung-shan gunboat incident,
one can see the great advantage that hindsight offers
to the historian. Althoagh the editors of the New York
Times and The Japan Times measured the appealing
nature of a stary for profit, one conld assert that the
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importance of the Chung-shan incident could not be
immediately realized by any journalist. As a result,
Chiang Kai-shek's coup was placed under the
category of “local disturbances”™ in China by many
writers in 1926, Sixty-three years after the Chung-
shan incident, historians can loak into the past with a

(1) New York Times, March 26, 1926, 1.
{2) Ranbir Viohra, China' s Path io Moderniza-
tion: A Historical Review from 1800 1o the Present
{(Mew York: Prentice Hall, 1987), 131.

better understanding of the vital importance of
Chiang Kai-shek's seizure of power in Guangzhou,
Although Maseh 20, 1926 was just another day for
the reporters of the New York Times and The Japan
Times, it is a day that would help determine the
guidelines for future Chinese domestic conflict,

Notes

{3) Martin Wilbur, The Nationalist Revolution
in China, 1923-1945 Boston: Cambridge Press,
1983), 123.

{4) New York Times, March 26, 1926, 4.
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The Progressive Era: An Overview

Dendse Bouschard, o sendor Hivtory Majar, wrole this paper for Dr, Chatfield s History
of the Progressive Era during Fall term 1988,

Eriﬂ Goldman's Rendezsvous with Destiny, along
with the writings of many progressive reformers,
presented the view that the major American reforms
of the Progressive Era (as was well as those taking
place before and after the period) were brought ahout
by the efforts of the reformers, including the so-
called “muckrakers.” These people were interested in
un-covering cormuption and correcting it in the
interests of the common people, and one of their
favorite targets was business, including the trusts.
From this perspective, Progressive Era reform came
essentially from and for the people, aimed against
business and the special interests, It sought justice
and reliaf for the suffering and the poor, and to give
everyone in society a fair chance, Government
reform, thorough organization and legislation, was
perceived as libernl and innovative—and again, in the
interesis of the people.

Gabriel Kolko's book, The Trinmph of Conzer-
vatizm, presents an extremely different point of view.
He acknowledges that changes took place during the
Progressive Era, but feels that they were brought
about largely through the work of business interests,
which were in reality the beneficiaries of the new
legislation. Rather than a group of angry reformers
forcing through new laws to protect the downtrodden,
businessmen encouraged new laws that actually
protected, not threatened, their interests, by helping
to give them a more positive image and preventing
what would have been much stricter state legislation.
Kolko argues that since Progessive reforms actually
helped to protect the businesses and the system in
which they functioned, it was actoally a period of
conservative action.

The writings of other thinkers during this period,
including businessmen and the socialists, shed further
light on the varying perceptions of reform, While
some leaders, such as Andrew Camegie and Willinm
Summer, rejected the reformers® views (af least to an
extent) in so far as they felt that giving the peaple oo

much would destroy the work incentive and the
future possibility of self-improvement in American
society, the socialisis presented yet another view.
They wenl beyond most reformers® hopes for povern-
ment protection and regulation (o argue for govemn-
ment ownership of the means of production in the
country. “This was an extension of the concept of
cooperation far the good of all which most reformers
encouraged, Instcad of seeking to reform the capital-
ist system, the socialists sought to abolish it More-
over, rather than perceiving the Presidents as support-
ers of these goals seeking a better society for all, the
Socialist Party declored the Democrats and Republi-
cans 1o be in the service of the capitalists (a view
Kolko also holds). Although the socinlists were
oppescd to the views of such thinkers as Sumner and
Carnegie, they all agresd that the actions of the
“muckraking™ type of reformer, seeking a limited
amount of government action for the sake of the
people, did not provide a good solution to the prob-
lems of America.

John D, Hicks noted the Populist reforms that
were actoally carried out and Lincoln Sielfens
pointed out that the people could actunlly fight graft
and corruption in thedr cities, creating an image of
reform by and for the people. However, the opposing
argument holds that little was accomplished by the
people (certainly, if anything was, it was not in the
economic sphere). The famous “trust-busting™
approach of Henry D, Lloyd, Walter E. Weyl, and
others can be scen in contrast 1 both Eolko’s picture
of businessmen secking federal regulation that
actually supported their goals and 1o the socialists
who viewed trusts a5 a natural and unavoidable step
in the development of an economic system and
simply sought to replace them with popular owner-
ship,

Kaolko focutes, of course, on an economic inter-
pretation of the Progressive Era, and is not clear
whether or not he would fecl that there was some
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social reform that benefitted the common man (or
even whether the people may have gained something
from business legistation, despite the fact that
business itself encouraged it). Inany case, he refules
the belief that govemment legislation was pushed
through by reformers o put limits on business against
the will of the businessmen.

In The Triumph of Conservatism, Kolko analyzcs
in detail the various bosiness and banking reforms
carried out under Theodore Roosevelt, William
Howard Taft, and Woodrow Wilson. He goes beyond
a simple discussion of the legislation that was
actually passed and considers the legislation that
might have been passed, the various individuals and
groups who supported or opposed it, and the effiect
the new laws and organizations really had on
America,

Kaolko also covers a variety of bills and laws con-
sidered during the 1900-1916 period. He creates an
image of the government, including the Presidents, as
showing little tendency to attack the foundations of
business or the trusts. Indeed, Kolko declares that the
contrary was true:"The views and desires of Wilson
and bosiness were virnally identical.”[1]A conserva-
tive desire to preserve the basic status quo of the
economic system prevented any radical changes. As
Kolko describes it, the Presidents tended io view the
business leaders as admirable and trustworthy, seeing
their goals as essentially honorable and believing
their ¢laims of just action.

Many of the big business interests, Kolko notes,

“were under a variety of pressures. For example, meat
packers were not forced to clean things op simply
because of public outrage. Rather, they faced
financial loss from European bans on their unhealthy
meat; furthermore, Americans could look for the best
and healthicst prodwce. Meat inspection laws, Kolko
argues, were supported, not hindered, by s FE-
bers of the industry. The inspection kaws, instead of
hindering business, actually helped the meat industry
. by ensuring that the packers turned out a healthy
product that would be trusted and acceped by the
CONSUMErs.

Government legislated banking reform was
another business riumph, Kolko describes the inefl-
cient system of banking during the Progressive Em
which made financing in targe amounts difficult for
businesses. However, banking reform helped to make
the system more elficient and wassupported by the
bankers.

Kolko also frequently notes that the individual
states were often quite hostile to business and trusts,

and that the national government was sought as a
more friendly soarce of regulation (rather than the
most efficicnt means of controlling huge corpora-
tions, as many Progressive reformers believed).
Regulation also conld help prevent excessive
competition, The Triumph of Canservatism notes that
business benelitted in a variety of ways:

Big business wished to have federal incorpora-
tinn or & commission, or both, to escape from
burdensome state regulation, to stabilize conditions
within an industry..., (o create a bufler against n
hostile public and epportunistic politicians, and to
secure those conditions of stability and predictabil-
ity.... Small businesses...songht the right to create and
enforce price and ocutput Agreement—to end the
burden of competition [2].

Federal detentes, Kolko forther notes, allowed
companies to avoid some of the potential dangers that
legislation might bring. As already stated, the
Presidential attitudes ended to be mone trusting than
not, and business was generally given wamings and
assumed innocent in many instances.

Again, this all contradicts the pciure of govern-
ment legislation concerned with “trust-busting™ and
protecting the public interest from the evils of the
giant corporations. Theodore Roosevell, of course,
stated his opposition to excessive government
assistance directed at the poorer elements of society
in such writings as, “"How Not to Help Our Poorer
Brother” and “The Strenuous Life.” Even if govern-
ment did get involved in legislation and regulation, it
should not yigld too much 1o the people or make life
50 easy that the incentive to work would be lost.

A number of other writers shared Roosevelt's
fear on this point. Andmew Camegie saw opportuni-
ties open to the young people of America if they
warked hard, He also argued that siarting out poor
was the best way 10 begin—the children of the rich
wonld be lazy, with no incentive (o work hard.
William Graham Sumner ssemed even more opposed
to giving too much to the peaple. In*“The Forgotten
Man" he praises the ordinary hard-working individual
and disclaims responsibility for the unproductive
members of sociely, noting that drunks in the gulter
belong there. Those who worked hard should reap the
benefits, while thase who did not, shoald not.

These views, while making sense in relation (o
Kolko's book, which advocates that the basic capital-
istic economic system is conserved, join that wark in
opposing the policy of “Progressive” reform which
urged the need for greater compassion and aid to the



poor who were victims of a cornupt system, unable to
make it through their own effors.

This view(supported by Henry George, Henry D
Lloyd, and many others)was expressed forcibly by
the socialist thinkers of the period. The Socialist
Party saw itself as the representative—the ONLY
representative party of the people, As already stated,
they extended the view of power and relief for the
people, and the concept of a cooperative effort. The
socialists aimed at the nationalkzation of all means of
production ander the control of the government—or,
in actuality, under the control of the people.

As already stated, the socialists had a somewhat
different view of the trusts as well, Some argued that
the trusts were a natural step in the movement toward
a socialistic economy, but that ownership of trusts
should pass from the hands of a few individuals into
the hands of the people. This was one aspect of the
way society would be organized— as a whole unit
rather than as a mass of competing individualz, On
the other hand, Marris Hillquit argoed that it weoubd
be socialism and not capitalism that would lead to
true democracy and individualism, since the capitalist
system tumed the working class into onc homogene-
415 MAss.

For the Socialists, the effors at mild refiorm
taking place within the government were not enough,
Even Willinm Graham Sumner, in “Logislation
by Clamar,” stated that many of the reforms passed
by the government had not actually had any effect, in
practice, they merely created the impression that
something was being done to solve the problems and
thus gave the people a sense of having accomplished
something. The Socialists, too, felt that the current
system, and the established parties, were not the
answer to the real problems of the American econ-
Qmy.

An important theme in Socialist thinking,
expressed in the “Socialist Party Platform of 1912"
and in Eugene V. Debs’s “Speech at Indianapolis,”
was the idea that both the Republican and the De-
mocratic Parties (actually, any political parly except
the Socialist Party) were working to keep the capital-
isl system strong and wers thus opposed to the true
interests of the working people. This attitude, of
course, is directly in harmony with Kolko's views of
the situstion. He states at one point, “Roosevell was
consciously using government regulation to save the
capitalist system....” [3] For men like Debs, the work-
ing man and woman's only hope lay in the Socialist
Party, which represented their true interests. The
Socialist Party declared, that this class would gain
power and economic control, which was its right.

The Progressive Era: An Overview = 25

Although much of their platform was radical, many
of the reforms sought in the 1912 platform, advocat-
ing an end to child labor, women's sulfrage, and the
referendum, were enacted into low eventually.

Edward Bellamy's novel, Looking Backward,
scemed 10 praject a very optimistic view of future
progress. The sense that socialistic reforms were the
omly answer, and that change was not only desirable
but inevitable, was brought out in a novel that looked
back on a disorderly, sulfering world of 1888 with
amazement and some disbeliel. The question of why
the people had not used their votes (o bring about
change beneficial to themselves meant asking why
they were not doing so—and saying that there was no
good reason why not. The novel furthermore pre-
sented a world free of strife and economic suffer-
ing—ALL of the people had reached a very high
standard of living and of culture as well. This
argumeni—that socialism would in fact bring
benefits to ALL members of society, including the
business interests was an important element brought
out by William English Walling. To these thinkers, it
was merely a matter of time before socialism,
obviously a positive and reasonable system, amrived.

All in all, the question of the Progressive Era
appears increasingly complex and multi-sided. While
Goldman and many reformers viewed the period as a
time for liberal legislation, government regulation of
the economic system for the benefit of the commaon
people, and as an era that achieved many positive
refiorms—Kaolko and the businessmen, as well as the
socialists, viewed things quite differently. While
Kolko saw it as & conservative period, with business
actually influencing and coordinating economic
legislation to their own advantage, the socialists
noted and despised this trend, hoping for govemment
influence and nationalization of business which
would lead to collective ownership of the means of
production. While each side (business and socialism)
had very different goals, they both presented an
image of a system that was NOT, in fact, giving
greater power and justice to the ordinary people.
Rather, it displayed n conservatism that the business-
men approved and the socialists resented—not the
liberalism that so many would-be reformers saw and
applauded.
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Motes
(1) Gabricl Kolko, The Triumph of Conserva- (3) Ihid., 130.
tism (New York: The Free Press, 1963), 278,
(2) Ibid., 179,
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Review of Splendid Isolation

Jenny Robb, a sophomore History major, wrote this review for Dr. Hayden's History
of Enpland If during Winter ferm 1959,

*S plendid isalation,” in reference to Great Britian's
forcign policy from 1890-1914, has been the subject
of much debate among historians. Many maintain
that Britain followed a policy of “isolation™ from
other countries, especially other European countrics,
particolarly under the leadership of the 3rd Marquis
of Salishury(1886-92 and 1895-1902). Christopher
Howard, confirms the view held by other historians
that the phrase had many meanings and that it does
not accurately describe Britain's or Salisbury”s
foreign policy.

Howard points out that the term “isolation™
generally had a negative connotation in the 19th
century. It implied weakness and “an embarrassing
lack of friends among other powers on whom reliance
could be placed for suppont in case of need."[1]
According to Howard, the phrase “splendid isolation™
originated in Canada and was not used by Salishury
or the foreign office to describe their policies. 1L was
usedd primarily by politicians and the press who
reflected a popular sttitde in the last few years of the
1%1h century. He offers evidence that Britain was
bound by alliances that had been made in the past,
showing that she was not completely “isolated.” He
suggests that Salisbury's reputation for following a
policy of “isolation” was a result of his last two ad-
ministrations during which he aften declared his
imability to make alliances on constitutionnl grounds.
Moreover, Howard also cites other evidence showing
that this was not & strict policy followed by Salisbury
and that his contemporaries would not have singled
him out in this way.

Howard makes use of substantial evidence for
his conclusions. The use of many primary Sources,
both archival and printed, serves as the basis of
Howard's discussion. Howard also makes extensive
use of dispatches and minutes from the foreign olfice,
Parliameniary debates, public speeches, and the daily
press during the period under discussion, He relies on
secondary sources that deal with the issues of loreign

affairs. Although the book is short, Howard's
dedication to the thorough examination of availabla
evidence is reflected throughout his study, Unfortu-
nately, his conclusions, especially with regard to
Salisbury, are sometimes ambiguous. In Howard's
defense, his ambiguons conclugions ssem 10 come
from the evidence. As Howand points out, it is
possible to arrive at several different conclusions
depending on what one considess an alliance or a
policy of “isolation.”

Howard's critics have dilfering opinions of his
book. Bernard Semimel, of the State University of
New York concludes in a brief review of Howard's
book, that Howard “does nol atizmpl (o come io
serious grips with the guestions or to suggest why
they might be important ones to ask; the result, con-
sequently, is less an analysis than a lengthy foot-
nate,”[2] Max Beloff of All Souls College and Zarn
Steiner of New Hall, Cambridge give the study more
credit, BelofT states tha even though the conclusions
are not startling, the book will help in bringing
people to realize that British administrations should
not be given credit for a policy which was not even
theirs, An unsigned review in The Economist is the
mast complimentary of all, saying that the survey
was “impeccably conducted” and that Howard “dis-
plays a heartening regard for ascertainable fucts."[3)

1 am in agreement with Beloff: Howard's study
is important in so far as it carelully examines the
evidence and shows that the many myths surrounding
Britain's so-called “splendid isolation™ can no longer
be accepted as fact. The idea that “splendid isolation™
was not the policy of Britain or Salisbury is not
priginal to Howard, but he shows its validity through
extensive research into documents of the time.
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Review of An Encore for Reform—
The Old Progressives and the New Deal

Becky Sittason, a senior History major, wrote this review for Dr. Ortquist’s Reading Colloguiom:
Franklin I, Roosevelt and the New Deal during Fall term 1987,

AJI Encore for Reform is the first of five books Otis
Graham has written concerning reform and American
palitical history, Graham was a professor of history at
the University of Califormia Santa Barbara when An
Encore for Reform was written and published. He is
presently a professor of history at the University of
Narth Carolina, Chapel Hill. Graham received his
B.A. at Yale(1957) and both his MLA.(1961) and Ph.
D.(1966) at Columbia University. Born in 1935 in
Little Rock, Arkansas, Graham gssociates himsell
with the Democratic party.[1]

An Encore for Reform was writien in the Lue
sixties during a time, sccording to Graham, when the
Left was dealing with problems that the progressives
either ignored or could not change such &s racism and
poverty. Graham suggests that at this time a welcome
new perspective of the progressives was beginning 1o
form. The left no loager ignored the shoricomings
and conservatism of the progressive movement,
However, Gmham does emphasize that one cannot
deny the difficult struggle that the progressives had 1o
overcome 1o gain each bit of reform.

Ciraham clid not ake a direct stand for or against
the Mew Deal, but examines the discontinuity be-
tween the progressive reform and the New Deal. He
also used criteria (o analyze why the majority of the
progressive reformers opposed the New Deal even
though these movements shared common goals of
social justice and anti-unrestrained economic
power.

‘The progressive party was heterogencous and
individualistic; thercfore, attempts to make generali-
zations concemning progressive beliefs are futile, The
progressive movement fragmented between the years
of 1912 and 1933 especially in light of the New Deal.
Graham examined a sample of one hundred and
sixty-eight progressive men and women who
Jivqui through the tum of the century, World War I,

and at least into the first part of the New Deal, He
amalyzed and systematically categorized the attitudes
and actions of the progressives into supporters of the
New Deal and opponents of the New Deal. The
remaining two categories involve progressives who
withdrew from the political arena and those that held
belicfs more radical than the New Deal. Within these
categories, Graham researched the topics of family
backgound, age, and edocation to assimilate his
assumplions and conclusions about the progressive
behavior,

Giraham concloded that those who opposad the
Mew Deal did not agree with its national interests and
economic policies. The opposition generally feared
Franklin Roosevelt's power and the unintelligible
disorganization of the New Deal. The progressives
were men who were more intellectually organized
than Roosevelt and accustomed 1o the logical ex-
amination of issues and the synthestzng of set goals
1o accomplish reform.

Cwverall, there were less progressive supporiers of
the Mew Deal than opponents(Graham's data was 40
1o £0), Graham found that pro-New Dealers usually
had some sort of urban backgroand and wers most
likely involved in social or municipal reform. He
characterized them as most likely either flexible or
pugnacions, Graham believed that some supporiers
were liberals who saw the New Deal as their last
chance fiar reform.

Graham also examined five progressive men
who Theodare Roosevelt refermed to as on the
“lunatic fringe" of the progressive movement.[2]
These men were primarily writers and intellectuals
who dedicated themselves to social justice, These
“rudicals” were skeptical of the New Deal liberalism
and did not taks it seriously,

Of the ten men who completely secluded
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themselves from political concerns afier the mini
progressive movement and the New Deal years,
Graham suggested that the intelleciunl, psychologi-
cal, and financial strain of reform severely drained
thesa men, Most were disillusioned and disappointed,
feeling like George MNoaris that nothing they wanted
for America would ever ba.[3]

Graham conducted an admirable amount of
research 1o wrile An Encore for Reform. He presented
the habits, thoughts, and behaviors of the progres-
gives in 8 human and captivating way. Although
one’s previous knowledge of the progressives may be
limited, it will be casy (o follow Grahnm”s analysis
and to learn a great deal about the movement and its
aftermath. I found it intriguing 10 read how New Deal
contemporaries, who were nod directly involved in i,
criticized or supported a reform that was not their

own. Graham encourages the reader to sympathize
with the progreszive reformers who more or less

lost their progressive identity at the onset of the New
Deal. Perhaps this impression arises from Graham's
own affinity towards the progressives—whitch often
resuliz after intenss rescarch on any

particular subject. I did not detect any other biases in
Graham's writing. However, | was expecting to find a
liberal slant due 1o his democratic alfiliation and o
the time the book was wrilien.

Owverall, 1 conzsider An Encore for Reform an ex-
ceptional educational book in so far is Graham
explains the topic in an organized manner. I think
that one who reads this book will gain a clear
understanding of the various positive and negative
associations of the progessive reformers to the New
Deal.

Notes
(1) Who"z Who, 1986-87 ed., s.v. "Grham, (3)ibid., 164,
s,
(2} CHiz Livingston Graham, Ir., An Encore for
Reform-The Old Progressives and the New Deal
(Mew York: Oxford University Press, 1967), 129,
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