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WEEK 1
Territory

Fig.1: Political map of the British Isles

(http://www.atlapedia.com/online/map images/political/Britishisles pol.ipq)
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A RADICAL VOICE

Sinn Féin is a 32-County legal registered political party with a wide range of policies, not just
relating to the conflict in Ireland but reflecting all Irish political, economic and social issues.
Partition has caused political, social and economic devastation throughout this island. The
separation of the two economies has contributed to the external dependency of both states,
which has resulted in levels of industrial underdevelopment, unemployment, emigration and
poverty in the 32 Counties. The creation of two states, both of which were dominated by the
most conservative elements on this island also set back social progress for decades.

Sinn Fein's objective is the achieving of national self-determination and the creation of a
secular, socialist republic with a democratic island economy based on the principles of the
Proclamation of 1916, the Democratic Programme of 1919 and the beliefs of Tone, Pearse and
Connolly.

Sinn Féin has radical policies on national self-determination, neutrality, the European Union,
employment, workers' rights and unemployment, industrial relations, privatisation,
emigration, agriculture, poverty, women, the environment, fisheries, culture, local
government, health and social services, education, the Irish language and international issues.

The party also campaigns on justice issues arising directly out of the partition of Ireland,
including discrimination in employment, censorship, prisoners' issues, shoot-to-kill, plastic
bullets, collusion and other repressive legislation.

http://www.sinnfein.org/

The benefits
With more powers for the Scottish Parliament, we can grow our economy, tackle social

injustice and ensure a brighter future for all. It’s time for a parliament with real powers.

The primary aim of the SNP is to take Scotland forward to independence.

Independence means the Scottish Parliament having full control over Scottish affairs, and the
right to decide when to share power with others. Independence would give Scotland the same
rights and the same responsibilities as other nations. It would give us a voice on the world
stage and a say in international bodies like the UN and EU. With an SNP government,
independence would also bring greater freedom for individuals, families and communities

within a society built on common interests.

Normality



The SNP wants Scotland to have what every other country takes for granted — the freedom to
decide what kind of society we want to live in and how we want to interact with the world

around us. In other words, normality.

As individuals, we value our own independence. We accept that it is entirely natural to make
our own decisions, to earn and spend our own money, and to take responsibility for our own

lives. Why should we settle for anything less for our country?

As a nation, we accept the independence of other countries as normal. We do not think it
strange that the people of Norway and Denmark run their own affairs. We would not expect
the people of Ireland or Sweden to ask another nation to take decisions for them because they

didn’t feel up to the job. Why should the people of Scotland be any different?

Most of us also want our communities to have more independence. We want to have a greater
say in deciding how our public services should be funded and delivered, we want to
participate in decisions which affect the environment around us and we want to contribute
more to the communities we live in. That too is normal - but it won't happen unless we start

by taking control of our country and taking decisions for ourselves.
Devolution is not enough

The SNP campaigned for the Scottish Parliament because we believed it was a move in the
right direction for our country. But devolution is not the same as independence - and it is not

nearly enough to make a real, lasting difference to Scotland.

Although the Scottish Parliament has brought a new level of democracy to our country, its
powers are strictly limited and therefore there is a limit to what it can achieve. With
devolution Westminster keeps control of crucial areas like the economy (including our oil),
taxation, benefits, pensions, immigration and asylum, broadcasting, defence and international
affairs. It also retains the right to legislate in all areas - devolved as well as reserved - and can

over-ride the will of the Scottish Parliament without consent.

The Scottish Parliament has passed some important legislation in its first two sessions,
including bills on free personal care for the elderly, land reform, homelessness and

proportional representation for local government elections. However on key issues such as



economic growth or pensions it remains powerless and on matters as basic as whether or not

to send Scottish troops to war it has no voice.

http://lwww.snp.org/independence/benefits

AiIms

« To promote the constitutional advancement of Wales with a view to attaining Full

National Status for Wales within the European Union.

« To ensure economic prosperity, social justice and the health of the natural

environment, based on decentralist socialism.

« To build a national community based on equal citizenship, respect for different
traditions and cultures and the equal worth of all individuals, whatever their race,

nationality, gender, colour, creed, sexuality, age, ability or social background.
o To create a bilingual society by promoting the revival of the Welsh language.

e To promote Wales's contribution to the global community and to attain membership of
the United Nations.

http://www.plaidcymru.org/content.php?nID=90;11D=1
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WEEK 2
Population

Enoch Powell, 'Rivers of Blood' speech, (delivered in Birmingham on 20 April 1968)

In 15 or 20 years, on present trends, there will be in this country three and a half
million Commonwealth immigrants and their descendants. That is not my figure. That is the
official figure given to parliament by the spokesman of the Registrar General's Office. There
Is no comparable official figure for the year 2000, but it must be in the region of five to seven
million, approximately one-tenth of the whole population, and approaching that of Greater
London. Of course, it will not be evenly distributed from Margate to Aberystwyth and from
Penzance to Aberdeen. Whole areas, towns and parts of towns across England will be
occupied by sections of the immigrant and immigrant-descended population.

As time goes on, the proportion of this total who are immigrant descendants, those
born in England, who arrived here by exactly the same route as the rest of us, will rapidly
increase. Already by 1985 the native-born would constitute the majority. It is this fact which
creates the extreme urgency of action now, of just that kind of action which is hardest for
politicians to take, action where the difficulties lie in the present but the evils to be prevented
or minimised lie several parliaments ahead.

The natural and rational first question with a nation confronted by such a prospect is to
ask: "How can its dimensions he reduced?" Granted it be not wholly preventable, can it be
limited, bearing in mind that numbers are of the essence: the significance and consequences of
an alien element introduced into a country or population are profoundly different according to
whether that element is 1 per cent or 10 per cent. The answers to the simple and rational
question are equally simple and rational: by stopping, or virtually stopping, further inflow, and
by promoting the maximum outflow. [...]

As | look ahead, | am filled with foreboding; like the Roman, | seem to see "the River
Tiber foaming with much blood."
www.btinternet.com/~ricjl/wiki/enoch_powell rivers of blood.html

“All together now”, The Guardian (Monday January 23, 2006)

This is Britain's second great age of immigration. It seems to be passing with much less
fanfare than the first one. For the past decade, a wave of incomers has been sweeping across
the country, scattering new cultures, languages and religions into almost every town and
village. In 1997, a total of 63,000 work permit holders and their dependants came to Britain.
In 2003, it was 119,000. Altogether, between 1991 and 2001, the UK population increased by
2.2 million, some 1.14 million of whom were born abroad. And all this was before EU
enlargement in May 2004, which pulled in 130,000 more people from the new member states
in its first year alone. The last time this country saw immigration on this scale, in the 1950s
and 60s, there were white riots in the streets. Why are there none today?

Asylum seekers and refugees (people who have been granted asylum) may also have served as
a distraction from the general immigration boom. They certainly need more support from the
state than migrant workers, and their numbers did indeed rise worldwide in the late 1990s.
Nevertheless, they remain just a fraction of the immigration picture in Britain. In 2003, when
the asylum panic was at its height, there were 1.4 million overseas workers in the UK and just


http://www.btinternet.com/~ricjl/wiki/enoch_powell_rivers_of_blood.html
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49,370 asylum seekers. Now, thanks to some extremely tough government love, the total
seeking asylum is closer to 10,000.

For a start, as the maps on the following pages show, immigration is no longer something that
only happens in big cities. Most towns of any size now have at least one established
community from overseas, and scarcely a corner of the country remains that has not been
touched by the process.

The immigrants themselves are also far more diverse now than they were in the 1950s. All the
significant immigrant and immigrant descended communities in Britain, are still dominated by
the traditional groups of Caribbeans, Chinese, south Asians and Irish. But the new arrivals of
the past decade are as likely to come from Zimbabwe, eastern Europe, the Middle East or the
Philippines.

The trends of the second immigration age may be clearest in London, but a separate story is
also developing outside the capital, where it is now commonplace for employers to find staff
through agencies that recruit abroad, often through the internet. This applies as much to large
organisations such as the NHS,

The arrival of immigrants in smaller groups than before, and from a greater variety of places,
is probably another reason why they have caused fewer shockwaves, and substantial
improvements in legislation and policing have certainly helped.

The great neglected truth of British multiculturalism is that every day, millions of different
people across the country are actually getting along very nicely, while the bad news gets all
the attention. Last year's Home Office figures show Cumbria to have the highest rate of
racially aggravated incidents in England and Wales, with 6.2% of the county's non-white
population reporting some form of racial abuse in 2004. Few people would be happy about
this, and yet the other side of the picture is worth considering: 93.8% of non-white people
living in Britain's most intolerant area were left in peace.

On many occasions, researching this issue, we asked people if they had had any problems with
the locals. Sometimes they had, but far more frequently they hadn't, and said so with a look on
their faces that seemed to ask, "Is that all you journalists want to know about?" Immigration is
a subject, like air travel or life in Africa, that we only hear about when it is making someone
miserable. This vastly inflates the extreme fringes of the immigrant experience, while the fact
that most immigrants and their families just lead normal lives gets forgotten.

On the whole, Britain today is one of the most tolerant and multicultural societies there has
ever been - in fact it is the country's multiculturalism that is making it more tolerant. The same
Home Office figures show us that immigration is not the cause of racism; it is its cure. Racist
incidents are diminishing fastest where immigrants and their families are most established,
while it is the parts of Britain with least experience of immigration - the rural areas, on the
whole - that are the most hostile.

The fact that reported incidents have risen substantially in Cumbria, Northumbria, Devon and
Cornwall, most of Wales, Durham and Cleveland since 2001 reflects the fact that, because of
this second immigration boom, many of the people who live there are rubbing shoulders with
foreigners for the first time. It is a new experience, which some are not comfortable with. But
they, or their children, will get used to it. When white Londoners found themselves living next
to Afro-Caribbeans in the 1950s, they rioted in their thousands, but by 2004, less than 1% of
London's 1.9m non-white people were reporting any racial abuse.



60

In time, integration and acceptance are inevitable. No matter how disadvantaged they were
when they arrived, every community seems to settle and prosper in the end. The only variable
is the speed at which this happens, and it is happening far more quickly than it used to.

Some examples of the kinds of questions that immigrants seeking to take out British nationality have to answer.

“Home truths”, The Guardian (December 5, 2006)

The Life in the UK test is made up of 24 multiple choice questions to be answered in 45
minutes. Sample questions:

1 When did women first get the vote?

a 1840

b 1901

c 1918

d 1945

2 How long was Britain at war during the second world war?

a Two years

b Four years

c Six years

d Eight years

3 Why did large numbers of Jewish people come to Britain during 1880-19107?
a To escape famine

b To escape violence they faced at home

¢ To invade and seize land

d None of the above

4 Cigarette smoking in Britain has risen significantly, true or false?
a True

b False

5 How often is the census carried out in the UK?

a Once every five years

b Once every eight years



¢ Once every 10 years
d Whenever the government decides.

Answers: 1,c¢:2,c¢;3,b;4,b;5,¢c

10
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WEEK 3

Institutions |

God Save the Queen

God save our gracious Queen,
Long live our noble Queen,
God save the Queen!

Send her victorious,

Happy and glorious,

Long to reign over us,

God save the Queen!

O lord God arise,

Scatter our enemies,

And make them fall!
Confound their knavish tricks,
Confuse their politics,

On you our hopes we fix,

God save the Queen.

Not in this land alone,

But be God’s mercies known,
From shore to shore!

Lord make the nations see,
That men should brothers be,
And form one family,

The wide world o’er.

From every latent foe,

From the assassin’s blow,
God save the Queen!

O’er her thine arm extend,
For Britain’s sake defend,
Our mother, prince and friend,

God save the Queen!

Thy choicest gifts in store,
On her be pleased to pour,
Long may she reign!

May she defend our laws,
And ever give us cause,

To sing with heart and voice,

God save the Queen!

11
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Lord Hailsham, The Listener (21 October 1976)

It seems that our monarchy is the one part of our constitution which is still working more or
less as it was designed to do, to the great national benefit, and to the satisfaction of all, except
perhaps to a few cranks. Obviously, its continuance would be incompatible with a communist
state, possibly also with a fully socialised one. But | do not contemplate either of these as a
permanent, or even as a temporary feature of the British political landscape.

Within the limitations of a mixed free and evolving community, | can see no rival to
our hereditary presidency — for that is what it is — except the so-called presidential system, in
reality, of course, an elective monarchy, favoured by the United States, and now by the Fifth
Republic in France. With great respect to the people of those two beloved countries, | can
nothing which would lead me to want to import this feature of their constitutions into our
own. It brings, as we have seen in America, the headship of state into the cockpit of party
politics and scandal. It deprives the nation which adopts it of the glamour, prestige and
continuity which is one of the few remaining assets of our society. A nation cannot survive by
controversy alone; it needs cement, and that cement can, in the long run, only be afforded by
tradition. And tradition needs symbols, and our symbol is the Crown, guarding and forming
part of our sovereign body, the Queen in a Parliament of two houses, by which we have been

ruled so gloriously and for so long.

Julian Baggini, “The Fairytale Farce of the Monarchy”, The Guardian (15 December,
2009)

BEFORE WE END UP WITH A KING CHARLES SPEAKING OUT OF TURN OR A BLAND, WAVING KING WILLIAM, LET'S
RETHINK THE WHOLE ROYAL SITUATION

Once upon a time, in a land far, far away with the fairies, there lived a young prince known as
the Shadow King. The land had been ruled for three score years by his much-loved
grandmother, but with his father now so old he had been granted a magic Oyster to help him
travel, the nation was looking to the Shadowy One as the man who would lead them through
the critical early years of the third millennium.

Yes, that's right. Here we are, a decade into the early 21st century, and we're still having to
talk about fairytale royal successions. "The Palace™ has just issued a denial that Prince
William is being groomed as the "shadow king", as Elizabeth Il starts to reduce the number of
her foreign visits. Royal denials aren't really worth the wax they're sealed with, but in this case
that's hardly the point. The real question is, why on earth should we even be having to think
about the lineage of the house of Windsor at all?

Until now, most people have shrugged their shoulders at such questions. Yes, it may be a little
silly, but the Queen works very hard you know, and think about all the tourism money they

12
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bring in. Besides, if you didn't have a monarch, what would you have? President Boris?
Republicanism is just for frustrated class warriors with a chip on their shoulder about posh
people acting as heads of state.

It may be true that whether or not Britain remains a monarchy is not quite as important as
whether we have a decent healthcare system, uphold law and order, offer good education for
all, drag the economy out of recession, stop the world overheating, avoid future resource wars,
help lift billions out of poverty, find cures for cancer, dementia ... you get the point. But that
is not to say it doesn't matter at all, and it might soon start mattering significantly more.

When our current queen took office in 1952, the vast majority wholeheartedly supported the
monarchy. The coronation in 1953 was a day almost everyone from that generation
remembers as incredibly special. At the time of the silver jubilee in 1977, the nation could still
be counted on to celebrate a major royal event more or less as one, as was shown again when
Charles took Lady Diana Spencer as his wife in 1981. That, of course, marked the turning
point.

Since then the mystique of royalty has gradually eroded. When the Queen celebrated her
golden jubilee in 2002, the majority hardly even noticed. Nevertheless, most had also grown
up with her reign as a fact of life, her throne simply a part of the cultural furniture. So what
will happen when a nation that has fallen out of love with the monarchy has to face the
spectacle of a succession? Pushing the Queen off the throne is one thing, installing Charles or
Wills on it is quite another.

The choice itself is a dismal one. Whether you agree with him or not, Charles is too
opinionated a figure to occupy the role of head of state by mere dint of being the product of
winning a medieval sperm and egg lottery. Today he'll be talking at Copenhagen. It is simply
unacceptable that an unelected prince should speak on behalf of my country at such an
important international event.

But if the monarch is to be purely ceremonial, then why should William be condemned to a
life of being no more than a professional hand artiste, specialising in shaking and waving? If a
contemporary king with power and opinions is outrageous, then one with no more than a
smile and good social skills is ridiculous.

So whether it's a top priority or not, we're going to have to rethink the monarchy soon,
preferably before the caterers are called in for the next coronation. A republic is not the only
choice. According to the campaigning organisation Republic (which I support, albeit mainly
passively), the monarchy currently costs 100 times more than the Irish presidency. At the very
least, it should be scaled down to fulfil only the ceremonial and diplomatic functions needed.

But we should not rule out a full republic. There is no reason why an elected president would
have to come from the ranks of the political parties. And, really, what is the worst that could
happen? I'd rather risk Boris Johnson for 10 years than an unelected regal buffoon for life. If
history has taught us anything, it's that both are horribly possible.

13
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WEEK 4

Institutions 11

“What Lords Do” (http://www.parliament.uk/about/how/members/lords.cfm)

The Lords work in Parliament’s second chamber — the House of Lords — and
complement and operate alongside the business of the House of Commons. It is one of
the busiest second chambers in the world. The expertise of its Members and flexibility to
scrutinise an issue in depth means the Lords makes a significant contribution to
Parliament’s work. The UK public does not elect Members of the Lords.

Making laws

Making laws takes up the bulk of the House of Lords time, and Members are involved
throughout the process of proposing, revising and amending legislation. Some Bills
introduced by the Government begin in the Lords to spread the workload between the two
Houses.

Judicial work

The House of Lords is the highest court in the land: the supreme court of appeal. A group of
salaried, full-time judges known as Law Lords carries out this judicial work.

Checking the work of government

Lords check the work of the Government by questioning and debating decisions made by
ministers and government departments.

Specialist committees

There are permanent committees investigating work relating to Europe, science and
technology, economics and the constitution. Occasionally one-off committees are set up to
deal with issues outside these areas.

Walter Bagehot, The English Constitution (1867)

No one can approach to an understanding of the English institutions, or of others,
which, being the growth of many centuries, exercise a sway over mixed populations, unless he
divide them into two classes. In such constitutions there are two parts (not indeed separable
with microscopic accuracy, for the genius of great affairs abhors nicety of division): first,
those which excite and preserve the reverence of the population — the dignified parts, if I may

so call them; and next, the efficient parts — those by which it, in fact, works and rules. There
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are two great objects which every constitution must attain to be successful, which every old
and celebrated one must have wonderfully achieved: every constitution must first gain
authority, and then use authority; it must first win the loyalty and confidence of mankind, and
then employ the homage in the work of government.

There are indeed practical men who reject the dignified parts of Government. They
say, we want only to obtain results, to do business: a constitution is a collection of political
means for political ends, and if you admit that any part of a constitution does no business, or
that a simpler machine would do equally well what it does, you admit that this part of the
constitution, however dignified or awful it may be, is nevertheless in truth useless. And other
reasoners, who distrust this bare philosophy, have propounded subtle arguments to prove that
these dignified parts of old Government are cardinal components of the essential apparatus,
great pivots of substantial utility; and so they manufactured fallacies which the plainer school
have well exposed. But both schools are in error. The dignified parts of Government are those
which bring it force — which attract its motive power. The efficient parts only employ that
power. The comely parts of a Government have need, for they are those upon which its vital
strength depends. They may not do anything definite that a simpler polity would not do better;
but they are the preliminaries, the needful prerequisites of all work. They raise the army,
though they do not win the battle. [...]

The brief description of the characteristic merit of the English constitution is, that its
dignified parts are very complicated and somewhat imposing, very old and rather venerable;
while its efficient part, at least when in great and critical action, is decidedly simple and rather
modern. We have made, or rather stumbled on, a constitution which [...] has two capital
merits: it contains a simple efficient part which, on occasion, and when wanted, can work
more simply and easily, and better, than any instrument of government that has yet been tried:
and it contains likewise historical, complex, august, theatrical parts, which it has inherited
from a long past — which take the multitude — which guide by an insensible but an omnipotent
influence the associations of its subjects. Its essence is strong with the strength of modern
simplicity; its exterior is august with the Gothic grandeur of a more imposing age. Its simple
essence may, mutatis mutandi, be transplanted to many very various countries, but its august
outside — what most men think it is — is narrowly confined to nations with an analogous

history and similar political materials.
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“Democracy - after 700 years” The Guardian (March 7, 2007)
THE GUARDIAN VIEW OF TONIGHT'S HISTORIC VOTE TO DIRECTLY ELECT THE HOUSE OF LORDS.

Tonight, after playing what one of them called a game of constitutional sudoku, MPs settled
the future of Britain's upper house in a dramatic and uplifting fashion. After two days of
debate they surged together in a vote to send elected members to the House of Lords after 700
years. Offered nine conflicting flavours of reform, and the chance to say no to all of them,
MPs bucked themselves up in the most radical manner possible and chose the best option by
the biggest majority, an all-elected upper house, redeeming the Commons confusion that held
back change four years ago.

The message from MPs to the frontbenches of all parties could hardly have been sharper,
stronger support for a democratic upper house than anyone had thought likely. The case for
full democracy won the day. Cash for honours, and concern at the appointment of peers which
has followed, may have played a part in undermining the government's case for a hybrid
house. But the outcome was also a tribute to Jack Straw, whose adept handling of the debate
allowed MPs to improve on the government's proposals without ministers losing face. It was a
night for progressives to feel proud.

What follows will depend largely on Gordon Brown. Assuming he takes over the Labour
leadership this summer, he must decide whether he wants the Lords to become one of the
dominant issues of his first couple of years in the job. Yesterday he ended the mystery about
what sort of upper house he wants by voting on the issue for the first time, backing election.
That is not the same thing as putting his energies behind Mr Straw's reform white paper, or
deciding to hand over parliamentary time to legislation which will not be ready until the next
session and which will take at least a year to pass and several decades to put fully into effect.
But is surely a sign that he intends to push ahead.

The task now will be to nail down other fundamentals of reform, starting with the chamber's
powers, which Mr Straw says he wants to refer to a joint committee (though he argues,
sensibly, that the present position is the best starting point). It is not yet clear how the new
elected members will be chosen, or who will stand. The white paper proposes a partially-open
list system, which in theory allows voters to rank candidates by preference but in practice will
hand the choice to parties.

The opposition parties reject that, and are right to do so, although the Conservatives offer no
alternative of their own. Opposition parties (particularly the divided Tories) will quibble over
such details - and there is much to quibble about. But the destination has been decided and the
business of getting there should be got underway as soon as possible. That means moving
rapidly from the white paper to a bill. There should be no heeding talk of postponing action
until after the next election, by making it a manifesto issue. The momentum of last night's

vote should be followed by action.
[http://commentisfree.guardian.co.uk/leader/2007/03/last_night_after_playing_what.html]
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WEEK 5
Welfare State |

Sir William Beveridge, Social Insurance and Allied Services, London: HMSO, 1942, pp. 6
-T.
THREE GUIDING PRINCIPLES OF RECOMMENDATIONS

6. In proceeding from this first comprehensive survey of social insurance to the next task - of
making recommendations - three guiding principles may be laid down at the outset.

7. The first principle is that any proposals for the future, while they should use to the full the
experience gathered in the past, should not be restricted by consideration of sectional interests
established in the obtaining of that experience. Now, when the war is abolishing landmarks of
every kind, is the opportunity for using experience in a clear field. A revolutionary moment in
the world’s history is a time for revolutions, not for patching.

8. The second principle is that organisation for social insurance should be treated as one part
only of a comprehensive policy of social progress. Social insurance fully developed may
provide income security; it is an attack upon Want. But Want is only one of the five giants on
the road of reconstruction and in some ways the easiest to attack. The others are Disease,
Ignorance, Squalor and Idleness.

9. The third principle is that social security must be achieved by co-operation between the
State and the individual. The State should offer security for service and contribution. The
State in organising security should not stifle incentive, opportunity, responsibility; in
establishing a national minimum, it should leave room and encouragement for voluntary
action by each individual to provide more than that for himself and his family.

10. The Plan for Social Security set out in this Report is built upon these principles. It uses
experience but is not tied by experience. It is put forward as a limited contribution to a wider
social policy, though as something that could be achieved now without waiting for the whole
of that policy. It is, first and foremost, a plan of insurance - of giving in return for
contributions benefits up to subsistence level, as of right and without means test, so that

individuals may build freely upon it.
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NHS Act 1946

1. It shall be the duty of the Minister of Health to promote the establishment in
England and Wales of a comprehensive health service designed to secure
improvement in the physical and mental health of the people of England and
Wales and the prevention, diagnosis and treatment of illness and for that
purpose to provide or secure the effective provision of services in accordance
with the following provisions of the Act.

2. The services so provided shall be free of charge except where any provision of

this Act expressly provides for the making and recovery of charges.

Daniel Bentley, Joe Churcher and Emily Ashton, Press Association, “NHS spending safe
with Tories, says Cameron” (Monday, 4 January 2010)

David Cameron insisted today that the Tories were "the party of the NHS" as he claimed that
health service spending was safe only with them.

As the Conservative Party published the first chapter of its draft general election manifesto,
the Tory leader said Labour would not protect the NHS budget.

His raid on traditional Labour territory came alongside the launch of a national Conservative
poster campaign denying Labour allegations of Tory cuts.

The posters featured a large portrait of Mr Cameron, and the words: "We can't go on like this.
I'll cut the deficit, not the NHS."

At a Westminster event this morning, the Tory leader stepped up his attack on Prime Minister
Gordon Brown.

"We cannot go on, we cannot afford, another five years of Gordon Brown," he said.

In an apparent bid to stymie Labour's portrayal of the Tories as the party of the rich few, Mr
Cameron announced plans to target NHS resources on the poorest areas.

The Tory leader said he would be publishing his draft manifesto, chapter by chapter, over the
weeks ahead. The first was on health, because it was his top priority, he added.

"Today, the Conservatives are the party of the NHS," he said.
"But talk is cheap. You've got to back that with action, and we have.

"We are the only party committed to protecting NHS spending.
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"It's there in black and white behind me. I'll cut the deficit, not the NHS.

"And don't for one minute buy the Labour claim that they'll do the same. They won't - and
their own figures show they won't.

"Unlike us, they have not committed to protecting areas of the health budget such as public
health and capital investment.”

The Tories said their poster would be displayed at almost 1,000 locations across the UK.

The move comes as campaigning for the election - widely expected in May - stepped up a
gear.

Mr Cameron said the first section of the Tories' manifesto confirmed the party's commitment
to protecting the NHS budget in real terms.

"It was our number one priority four years ago when | became leader of the Conservative
Party - and has remained so ever since," he said.

"It's only three letters long but in it lies the hopes of millions in our country - the NHS."

Mr Cameron accused Labour of failing to tackle the gap in health between rich and poor,
describing it as "one of the most unjust, unfair and frankly shocking things about life in
Britain today".

"Health inequalities in 21st century Britain are as wide as they were in Victorian times," he
said.

He promised the Tories would introduce a new health premium that would divert cash to the
poorest areas and "banish health inequalities to history".

"With our plans, the poorer the area, the worse the health outcomes tend to be, so the more
money they can get," he said, adding that local people would decide how it was spent.

Mr Cameron also pledged to make maternity services "more personal and more local, with
more choice".

New maternity networks to be introduced by the Tories would bring together all of the
services mothers needed under one roof.

"Local hospitals, GPs, charities, community groups and maternity consultants will all be
linked up so that they can share information, expertise and services," he said.

"There will be clinical benefits - as the more professionals communicate across the network,
the more consistent the medical practice will become and the higher the standards will be.

"And there will be social benefits - as these networks will function as a meeting place for
mothers as well as professionals."

The Liberal Democrats said the Tories needed to spell out what cuts they planned in frontline
services to pay for extra spending on the NHS.
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Health spokesman Norman Lamb said: "All today's announcement confirms is that the Tories
can't be trusted with the NHS and have every intention of playing fantasy politics all the way
up to the election.

"The NHS is facing enormous shortfalls in funding over the next few years yet the Tories
continue to promise extra health spending without any details of where the money will come
from.”

He added: "The time has come for David Cameron to be honest with the British public.

"If the Tories want to pledge extra spending on health in some areas then they must admit that
without extra funds it will lead to cuts in frontline services elsewhere.

"And if they plan to remove all central targets how do they intend to prevent a return to the
waiting lists of old?"
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WEEK 6
Welfare State 11

Butler Act, 1944, republished in C. Bernas, F. Gaudin and F. Poirier, The Document in
British Civilisation Studies, Paris: Ophrys, 1992, p. 297.

7. The statutory system of public education shall be organised in three progressive stages to be
known as primary education, secondary education, and further education; and it shall be the
duty of the local education authority for every area, so far as their powers extend, to contribute
towards the spiritual, moral, mental and physical development of the community by securing
that efficient education throughout those stages shall be available to meet the needs of the

population of their area.

James Callaghan, The Ruskin Speech, 13.10.1978, in Anémone Kober-Smith and
Timothy Whitton, Le Commentaire de Texte par I’Exemple, Nantes: Editions du Temps,
2002, pp. 117 - 1109.

First let me say so that there should be no misunderstanding, that | have been very
impressed in the schools | have visited by the enthusiasm and dedication of the teaching
profession, by the variety of courses that are offered in our comprehensive schools, especially
in arts and crafts as well as in other subjects; and by the alertness and keenness of many of the
pupils. Clearly, life at school is far more full and creative than it was many years ago. [...] |
recognise that teachers occupy a special place in those discussions because of their real sense
of professionalism and vocation about their work. But I am concerned on my journeys to find
complaints from industry that new recruits from the schools sometimes do not have the basic
tools to do the job that is required.

I have been concerned to find that many of our best trained students who have
completed the higher levels of education at university or polytechnic have no desire to join
industry. Their preferences are to stay in academic life or to find their way into the Civil
Service. There seems to be a need for a more technological bias in science teaching that will
lead towards practical applications in industry rather than towards academic studies. Or, to
take other examples, why is it that such a high proportion of girls abandon science before
leaving school? The there is concern about the standards of numeracy of school leavers. Is
there not a case for a professional review of the mathematics needed by industry at different

levels? Indeed how much of the criticism about basic skills and attitudes is due to industry’s
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own shortcomings rather than to the educational system? Why is it that 30,000 vacancies for
students in science and engineering in our universities and polytechnics were not taken up last
year while the humanities courses were full? [...]

The goals of our education, from nursery school through to adult education, are clear
enough. They are to equip children to the best of their ability for a lively, constructive place
in society and also to fit them to do a job of work. Not one or the other, but both. For many
years, the accent was simply on fitting a so-called inferior group of children with just enough
learning to earn their living in the factory. Labour has attacked that attitude consistently,
during sixty or seventy years and throughout my childhood. There is now widespread
recognition of the need to cater for a child’s personality, to let it flower in the fullest possible
way.

The balance was wrong in the past. We have a responsibility now to see that we do not
get it wrong in the other direction. There is no virtue in producing socially well-adjusted
members of society who are unemployed because they do not have the skills. Nor at the other
extreme must they be technically efficient robots. Both of the basic purposes of education
require the same essential tools. These are basic literacy, basic numeracy, the understanding of

how to live and work together, respect for others, respect for the individual. [...]

2005 Labour Party manifesto, Chapter 2, Education: More children making the grade

Forward to personalised learning, not back to mass failure

1997: 42nd in the World Education League

2005: Third best in the world for literacy at age ten and fastest improving for maths
2010: Every 16-year-old offered school, college, training or apprenticeship

Education is still our number one priority. In our first term, we transformed recruitment,
training and methods of teaching, with record results in primary schools. In our second term
we have driven fundamental reform in secondary provision — more teachers and support staff,
more money, specialist schools and the Academies programmes. Our plan now is to tailor our
education system to individual pupil needs, with parents supporting teachers and support staff
in further raising standards. That means music, art, sport and languages as well as English and
maths in primary school; a good secondary school for every child, with modern buildings and
excellent specialist teaching; catch-up support for all children who need it; the guarantee of a
sixth-form place, apprenticeship or further education at 16; sufficient quality and quantity in
higher education. At each stage we send a clear message — every child has a right to a good
education, but no child has the right to disrupt the education of other children.

[http://66.102.9.104/search?g=cache:SdHAf5xPMMEJ:image.guardian.co.uk/sys-
files/Politics/documents/2005/04/13/labourmanifesto.pdf+labour+manifesto+2005&hl=fr&ct=cInk&cd=1&qgl=fr]
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WEEK 7
The Government of the United States

Document 1. The Constitution of the United States

Preamble

We the People of the United States, in Order to form a more perfect Union, establish Justice,
insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the common defence, promote the general Welfare,
and secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity, do ordain and establish this
Constitution for the United States of America.

Article I. - The Legislative Branch

Section 1 - The Legislature

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

Section 2 - The House

The House of Representatives shall be composed of Members chosen every second Year by
the People of the several States, and the Electors in each State shall have the Qualifications
requisite for Electors of the most numerous Branch of the State Legislature. [...]

Section 3 - The Senate

The Senate of the United States shall be composed of two Senators from each State, for six
Years; and each Senator shall have one Vote. Immediately after they shall be assembled in
Consequence of the first Election, they shall be divided as equally as may be into three
Classes. The Seats of the Senators of the first Class shall be vacated at the Expiration of the
second Year, of the second Class at the Expiration of the fourth Year, and of the third Class at
the Expiration of the sixth Year, so that one third may be chosen every second Year [...]

Article I1. - The Executive Branch

Section 1 - The President

The executive Power shall be vested in a President of the United States of America. He shall
hold his Office during the Term of four Years, and, together with the Vice-President chosen
for the same Term, be elected, as follows:

Each State shall appoint, in such Manner as the Legislature thereof may direct, a Number of
Electors, equal to the whole Number of Senators and Representatives to which the State may
be entitled in the Congress: but no Senator or Representative, or Person holding an Office of
Trust or Profit under the United States, shall be appointed an Elector.

Section 2 - Civilian Power over Military, Cabinet, Pardon Power, Appointments

The President shall be Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the United States, and
of the Militia of the several States, when called into the actual Service of the United States; he
may require the Opinion, in writing, of the principal Officer in each of the executive
Departments, upon any subject relating to the Duties of their respective Offices, and he shall
have Power to Grant Reprieves and Pardons for Offenses against the United States, except in
Cases of Impeachment.

He shall have Power, by and with the Advice and Consent of the Senate, to make Treaties,
provided two thirds of the Senators present concur; and he shall nominate, and by and with the
Advice and Consent of the Senate, shall appoint Ambassadors, other public Ministers and
Consuls, Judges of the supreme Court, and all other Officers of the United States, whose
Appointments are not herein otherwise provided for, and which shall be established by Law:
but the Congress may by Law vest the Appointment of such inferior Officers, as they think
proper, in the President alone, in the Courts of Law, or in the Heads of Departments. [...]
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Article I11. - The Judicial Branch

Section 1 - Judicial powers

The judicial Power of the United States, shall be vested in one supreme Court, and in such
inferior Courts as the Congress may from time to time ordain and establish. The Judges, both
of the supreme and inferior Courts, shall hold their Offices during good Behavior, and shall, at
stated Times, receive for their Services a Compensation which shall not be diminished during
their Continuance in Office. [...]

The Bill of Rights (First Ten Amendments to the Constitution)

Amendment |

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free
exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the people
peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress of grievances.
Amendment 11

A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State, the right of the people
to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.

Amendment 111

No Soldier shall, in time of peace be quartered in any house, without the consent of the
Owner, nor in time of war, but in a manner to be prescribed by law.

Amendment IV

The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, against
unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be violated, and no Warrants shall issue, but
upon probable cause, supported by Oath or affirmation, and particularly describing the place
to be searched, and the persons or things to be seized.

Amendment V

No person shall be held to answer for a capital, or otherwise infamous crime, unless on a
presentment or indictment of a Grand Jury, except in cases arising in the land or naval forces,
or in the Militia, when in actual service in time of War or public danger; nor shall any person
be subject for the same offense to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall be
compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of life, liberty,
or property, without due process of law; nor shall private property be taken for public use,
without just compensation.

Amendment VI

In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public trial, by
an impartial jury of the State and district wherein the crime shall have been committed, which
district shall have been previously ascertained by law, and to be informed of the nature and
cause of the accusation; to be confronted with the witnesses against him; to have compulsory
process for obtaining witnesses in his favor, and to have the Assistance of Counsel for his
defence.

Amendment VII

In Suits at common law, where the value in controversy shall exceed twenty dollars, the right
of trial by jury shall be preserved, and no fact tried by a jury, shall be otherwise re-examined
in any Court of the United States, than according to the rules of the common law.
Amendment V111

Excessive bail shall not be required, nor excessive fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual
punishments inflicted.

Amendment IX

The enumeration in the Constitution, of certain rights, shall not be construed to deny or
disparage others retained by the people.
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Amendment X
The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the
States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people.

Document 2. George W. Bush (19 April, 2004 Speech on renewal of the Patriot Act)

After September the 11th, we took another vital step to fight terror, and that's what | want to talk
about today. | want to talk about the Patriot Act. It's a law that I signed into law. It's a law that was
overwhelmingly passed in the House and the Senate. It's a law that is making America safer. It's an
important piece of legislation.

First, before September the 11th, law enforcement, intelligence, and national security officials were
prevented by legal and bureaucratic restrictions from sharing critical information with each other, and
with state and local police departments.

We had -- one group of the FBI knows something, but they couldn't talk to the other group in the FBI -
- because of law and bureaucratic interpretation. You cannot fight the war on terror unless all bodies
of your government at the federal, state, and local level are capable of sharing intelligence on a real-
time basis. We could not get a complete picture of terrorist threats, therefore. Different people had a
piece of the puzzle, but because of law, they couldn't get all the pieces in the same place. And so we
removed those barriers, removed the walls. You hear the talk about the walls that separate certain
aspects of government; they have been removed by the Patriot Act. And now, law enforcement and
intelligence communities are working together to share information to better prevent an attack on
America. [...]

I'll tell you another good thing that happened. Before September the 11th, investigators had better
tools to fight organized crime than to fight international terrorism. That was the reality. For years, law
enforcement used so-called roving wire taps to investigate organized crime. You see, what that meant
is if you got a wire tap by court order -- and, by the way, everything you hear about requires court
order, requires there to be permission from a FISA court, for example.

So the crime boss, he'd be on the cell phone, maybe thinking somebody is listening to him, would toss
the cell phone and get on another cell phone. And the law allowed for our drug busters to follow the
person making the calls, not just a single phone number. So it made it more difficult for a drug lord to
evade the net that we were trying to throw on him to capture him with,

We couldn't use roving wire taps for terrorists. In other words, terrorists could switch phones and we
couldn't follow them. The Patriot Act changed that, and now we have the essential tool.

The Patriot Act authorizes what are called delayed notification search warrants. [...] These allow law
enforcement personnel, with court approval, to carry out a lawful search without tipping off suspects
and giving them a chance to flee or destroy evidence. It is an important part of conducting operations
against organized groups.

Before September the 11th, the standards for these kind of warrants were different around the country.
It made it hard to have kind of a national strategy to chase down what might be a terrorist group. The
Patriot Act provided a clear national standard and now allows these warrants to be used in terrorism
cases. And they're an important tool for those who are on the front line of using necessary means, with
court order, to find these terrorists before they hurt us. Look, what I'm telling you is, is that the Patriot
Act made it easier for people we've tasked to protect America. That's what we want. We want people
to have the tools necessary to do the job we expect them to do.
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Before September the 11th, law enforcement could more easily obtain business and financial records
of white-collar criminals than of suspected terrorists. See, part of the way to make sure that we catch
terrorists is we chase money trails. And yet it was easier to chase a money trail with a white-collar
criminal than it was a terrorist. The Patriot Act ended this double standard and it made it easier for
investigators to catch suspected terrorists by following paper trails here in America.

And finally, before September the 11th, federal judges could often impose tougher prison terms on
drug traffickers than they could on terrorists. The Patriot Act strengthened the penalties for crimes
committed by terrorists, such as arsons, or attacks on power plants and mass transit systems. In other
words, we needed to get -- we needed to send the signal, at the very minimum, that our laws are going
to be tough on you. When we catch you, you've got a problem, in America. See, that's part of
prevention. [...]

I want you to keep in mind what I've just told you about the Patriot Act the next time you hear
somebody attacking the Patriot Act. The Patriot Act defends our liberty. The Patriot Act makes it able
(sic.) for those of us in positions of responsibility to defend the liberty of the American people. It's
essential law.

The reason | bring it up is because many of the Patriot Act's anti-terrorism tools are set to expire next
year, including key provisions that allow our intelligence and law enforcement agencies to share
information. In other words, Congress passed it and said, well, maybe the war on terror won't go on
very long, and, therefore, these tools are set to expire. The problem is, the war on terror continues.
And yet some senators and congressmen not only want to let the provisions expire, but they want to
roll back some of the act's permanent features. And it doesn't make any sense. We can't return to the
days of false hope. The terrorists declared war on the United States of America. And the Congress
must give law enforcement all the tools necessary to protect the American people.

So I'm starting today to call on the United States Congress to renew the Patriot Act and to make all of
its provisions permanent. And not only that, there are some additional things that Congress should do
-- must do, in my judgment -- to strengthen authorities and penalties to defend our homeland. [...]

The reason why Congress must act is because we have a difficult job protecting America. The reason
why is because we're an open society that values freedom. We stand for the -- we're a beacon of
freedom and we say you can -- our country is an open country. And yet that makes us vulnerable -- in
itself, makes us vulnerable. We got a lot of borders to protect. We got to be right a hundred percent of
the time, at the federal level and the state level and the local level. We've got to be right a hundred
percent of the time to protect America, and the terrorists have only got to be right one time -- as 168
innocent men, women and children found out in Oklahoma City. Different forms of terror. We've got
to be vigilant against terror at all costs.

And there's only one path to safety and that's the path of action. Congress must act with the Patriot
Act. We must continue to stay on the offense when it comes to chasing these killers down and
bringing them to justice -- and we will. We've got to be strong and resolute and determined. We will
never show weakness in the face of these people who have no soul, who have no conscience, who care
less about the life of a man or a woman or a child (sic.). We've got to do everything we can here at
home. And there's no doubt in my mind that, with the Almighty's blessings and hard work, that we
will succeed in our mission.

Document 3. Denial Of Rights: Amend the USA Patriot Act Now!
An Amnesty International Fact Sheet
SOURCE: http://www.amnestyusa.org/waronterror/patriotact/
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Amnesty International is concerned that the USA PATRIOT Act undermines the human rights of
Americans and non-citizens, and weakens the framework for promoting human rights internationally.

Combined with other post-September 11 domestic security policies, the USA PATRIOT Act becomes
even more potent in its ability to erode basic civil and human rights. Even in times of crisis, it is
important to preserve constitutional freedoms and human rights.

In particular, the USA PATRIOT Act threatens the rights protected in the US Constitution and
international documents, such as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the International
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Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), the Convention against Torture, and the Convention
on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination.

Amnesty International is concerned that the USA PATRIOT Act:

Creates a broad definition of ""domestic terrorism'* that may have a chilling effect on
the US and international rights to free expression and association.

The law defines "domestic terrorism™ as acts committed in the United States "dangerous to
human life that are a violation of the criminal laws," if the US government determines that they
"appear to be intended" to "influence the policy of a government by intimidation or coercion,"
or "to intimidate or coerce a civilian population.” Such ambiguous language allows for loose
interpretation that might violate civil liberties and international human rights.

Allows non-citizens to be detained without charge and held indefinitely once charged.
This is permissible if the US government certifies that there are "reasonable grounds" to
believe a person's action threatens national security. This runs counter to US and international
rights to due process and could also lead to violations of rights in the Vienna Convention on
Consular Relations, which guarantee that governments be notified if their nationals are
detained.

Infringes on the right to privacy and removes many types of judicial review over
intelligence activities.

The USA PATRIOT Act permits the government to scrutinize peoples' reading habits by
monitoring public library and bookstore records, without notifying the suspect. It also allows
for "sneak and peak™ tactics such as physical search of property and computers, wiretapping
and monitoring of email, and access to financial and educational records, without providing
notification. These activities contradict the right to be free from arbitrary interference with
individuals' privacy, as protected in the US Constitution and the ICCPR.

In response to these measures, Amnesty International recommends that:

Individuals urge the US Congress to pass reforms to safeguard individual human rights,
such as the End Racial Profiling Act, and revoke aspects of the USA PATRIOT Act that are in
breach of the rights protected in the US Constitution and international human rights law.

Individuals urge the US Congress to enforce all Sunset provisions of the USA PATRIOT
Act and oppose efforts to extend or eliminate them. (Note: A Sunset provision provides that a
certain part of the law is automatically repealed on a certain date, unless the Congress reenacts
it).

Individuals urge Congress to pass the SAFE Act and expand and enforce use of Sunset
provisions to other problematic sections of the USA PATRIOT Act.

Individuals urge the US Congress to block new legislative initiatives, such as the proposed
CLEAR Act and VICTORY Act, which would further curtail rights of US citizens and non-
citizens.

Individuals should initiate and support community efforts to uphold civil and human rights as defined
in the US Constitution and international law.
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WEEK 8
Republican and Democratic America

Document 1. 2004 Presidential Election Results

Red States carried by George W. Bush (Republican)
Blue States carried by John Kerry (Democrat)

Document 2. 2006 Congressional Election Results

2006 Congressional Election
Purple America

source: http://www.princeton.edu/~rvdb/JAVA/election2006/
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Document 3. 2008 Presidential Election Results

Red States carried by John Mc Cain (Republican)
Blue States carried by Barack Obama (Democrat)

L~

Document 4. Barack Obama, 2004 Democratic Convention Keynote Address
Source: www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/convention2004/barackobama2004dnc.htm

[...] 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.

[We] know 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're all
connected as one people. If there is 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 is a senior citizen somewhere who
can’t pay for their prescription drugs, 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: I am my brother’s keeper. I am my sister’s keeper that
makes this country work. It's what allows us to pursue our individual dreams and yet still
come together as one American family.

E pluribus unum: "Out of many, one."

Now even as we speak, there are those who are preparing to divide us -- the spin
masters, the negative ad peddlers who embrace the politics of "anything goes." Well, I
say to them tonight, there is not a liberal America and a conservative America -- there is
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the United States of America. There is not a Black America and a 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 in 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 Irag. 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 -- In the end -- 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? [...]

Hope -- 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.

Document 5. Sam Stein, “Steele Calls Obama Health Care Socialism, Agrees This His
Waterloo”, Huffington Post (20 July, 2009)

Asked on Monday whether President Barack Obama's plan for health care reform represented
socialism, Republican National Committee Chairman Michael Steele didn't waste words.

"Yes," he declared, "next question."

In a speech that even he admitted was meant to be more about politics than policy, Steele
issued a whole host of similar accusations, with the type of rhetorical flourishes for which he
is well known. At the end of the address he was asked by the Huffington Post whether he
agreed with Sen. Jim DeMint's (R-S.C.) assessment that health care reform could be Obama's
Waterloo -- a chance for the Republican Party to break the president politically. "I think that's
a good way to put it," he responded.

Earlier in the address he was equally biting. "This is unprecedented government intrusion into
the private sector," Steele said. "Period. And you can sweeten that anyway you want but it still
tastes bitter."

"Mr. President, you are putting your party's entire big-government wish list on America's
credit card," he offered at an earlier point, "But that card comes with a bill. It is more debt our
children will have to pay because this reckless administration has an unrestrainable urge to
splurge.”

Roughly thirty times in his half-hour speech, Steele accused Obama of "experimenting" with
America's health care, pursuing a government-dominated approach that would bankrupt the
country without reforming the system. The RNC Chairman also announced a new website --
www.barackobamaexperiment.com -- and a new advertising campaign that the committee is
launching on Monday.

The president wasn't the only target. Democratic leadership also found itself on the receiving
end of acid-tongued Steele sound bite.
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"We all remember Harry and Louise," the RNC Chairman said. "Harry and Louise helped save
us from Hillary Clinton's health care experiment in 1994. This year, Harry and Louise have
been replaced by another couple -- [Senate Majority Leader] Harry Reid and [House Speaker]
Nancy Pelosi. Harry and Nancy aren't really doctors...but they are playing doctor in
Washington, experimenting with health care, insisting on a big government takeover."

Even the Blue Dog Democrats -- who have been publicly skeptical of the president's health
care proposals and could be the lawmakers who help Republicans derail reform in the House -
- found themselves besieged by the RNC Chair.

"Back in 1994, when Hillary Clinton tried to jam a massive health care bill down Congress'
throat, Sen. Bob Kerrey of Nebraska, a highly respected Democrat, gave a speech on the
Senate floor in which he flatly stated that he would not vote for a bill, which did not have
Republican support,” Steele said. "I am waiting for a Democrat--any Democrat--to show that
sort of courage today. And please do not mention the Blue Dogs [moderate Democrats] to me.
Their press releases may talk about fiscal responsibility but, in the end, they have been Nancy
Pelosi's most reliable voting bloc."”

Speaking before a half-empty room at the National Press Club, Steele, at times, treated the
event as if it were a presidential campaign rally, even flipping Obama's main slogan on him.
"Candidate Obama promised change," he said. "President Obama is conducting an
experiment.”

But his address was short on details. Pressed repeatedly during the question and answer
session why the GOP had not actually released its plan for health care reform -- and then on
specific policy proposals -- Steele demurred to his GOP colleagues in Congress.

"Look | don't do policy," he said. "I'm not a legislator. My point in coming here was to
establish a tone."”

He even grew a bit snippy with the press when he was asked whether the health care reform
debate had already been "litigated™ in the 2008 election. "Yeah, we lost the last election so
that means we shut up?" he asked. "That's a serious question?" he added, somewhat
incredulously.

In the end, the majority of scorn was saved for the president, who Steele accused of playing
"Russian roulette” with the American economy. The White House is ignoring the greatness of
the current health care system, the RNC Chair insisted. The president was operating blind in
trying to craft reform. And he wasn't making the serious efforts at bipartisanship that were
promised during the election.

Document 6. Billy Wharton, “Obama’s No Socialist. I Should Know”, Washington Post
(March 15, 2009)

It took a massive global financial crisis, a failed military adventure and a popular repudiation
of the Republican Party to make my national television debut possible. After 15 years of
socialist political organizing -- everything from licking envelopes and handing out leaflets to
the more romantic task of speaking at street demonstrations -- | found myself in the midtown
Manhattan studio of the Fox Business Network on a cold February evening. Who ever thought
that being the editor of the Socialist magazine, circulation 3,000, would launch me on a cable
news career?
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The media whirlwind began in October with a call from a New York Times writer. He wanted
a tour of the Socialist Party USA's national office. Although he was more interested in how
much paper we used in our "socialist cubby hole" than in our politics, our media profile
exploded. Next up, a pleasant interview by Swedish National Radio. Then Brian Moore, our
2008 presidential candidate, sparred with Stephen Colbert. Even the Wall Street Journal
wanted a socialist to quote after the first bailout bill failed last fall. Traffic to our Web site
multiplied, e-mail inquiries increased and meetings with potential recruits to the Socialist
Party yielded more new members than ever before. Socialism -- an idea with a long history --
suddenly seemed to have a bright future in 21st-century America.

Whom did we have to thank for this moment in the spotlight? Oddly enough, Republican
politicians such as Mike Huckabee and John McCain had become our most effective
promoters. During his campaign, the ever-desperate McCain, his hard-charging running mate
Sarah Palin and even a plumber named Joe lined up to call Barack Obama a "socialist.” Last
month, Huckabee even exclaimed that, “The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics may be
dead, but the Union of American Socialist Republics is being born."

We appreciated the newfound attention. But we also cringed as the debate took on the
hysterical tone of a farcical McCarthyism. The question "Is Obama a socialist?" spread rapidly
through a network of rightwing blogs, conservative television outlets and alarmist radio talk
shows and quickly moved into the mainstream. "We Are All Socialists Now," declared a
Newsweek cover last month. A New York Times reporter recently pinned Obama down with
the question, "Are you a socialist, as some people have suggested?" The normally unflappable
politician stumbled through a response so unconvincing that it required a follow-up call in
which Obama claimed impeccable free market credentials.

All this speculation over whether our current president is a socialist led me into the sea of
business suits, BlackBerrys and self-promoters in the studio at Fox Business News. | quickly
realized that the antagonistic anchor David Asman had little interest in exploring socialist
ideas on bank nationalization. For Asman, nationalization was merely a code word for
socialism. Using logic borrowed from the 1964 thriller "The Manchurian Candidate," he
portrayed Obama as a secret socialist, so far undercover that not even he understood that his
policies were de facto socialist. | was merely a cudgel to be wielded against the president -- a
physical embodiment of guilt by association.

The funny thing is, of course, that socialists know that Barack Obama is not one of us. Not
only is he not a socialist, he may in fact not even be a liberal. Socialists understand him more
as a hedge-fund Democrat -- one of a generation of neoliberal politicians firmly committed to
free-market policies.

The first clear indication that Obama is not, in fact, a socialist, is the way his administration is
avoiding structural changes to the financial system. Nationalization is simply not in the
playbook of Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner and his team. They favor costly, temporary
measures that can easily be dismantled should the economy stabilize. Socialists support
nationalization and see it as a means of creating a banking system that acts like a highly
regulated public utility. The banks would then cease to be sinkholes for public funds or
financial versions of casinos and would become essential to reenergizing productive sectors of
the economy.
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The same holds true for health care. A national health insurance system as embodied in the
single-payer health plan reintroduced in legislation this year by Rep. John Conyers Jr. (D-
Mich.), makes perfect sense to us. That bill would provide comprehensive coverage, offer a
full range of choice of doctors and services and eliminate the primary cause of personal
bankruptcy -- health-care bills. Obama’s plan would do the opposite. By mandating that every
person be insured, ObamaCare would give private health insurance companies license to
systematically underinsure policyholders while cashing in on the moral currency of universal
coverage. If Obama is a socialist, then on health care, he's doing a fairly good job of
concealing it.

Issues of war and peace further weaken the commander in chief's socialist credentials. Obama
announced that all U.S. combat brigades will be removed from Irag by August 2010, but he
still intends to leave as many as 50,000 troops in Irag and wishes to expand the war in
Afghanistan and Pakistan. A socialist foreign policy would call for the immediate removal of
all troops. It would seek to follow the proposal made recently by an Afghan parliamentarian,
which called for the United States to send 30,000 scholars or engineers instead of more
fighting forces.

Yet the president remains “the world's best salesman of socialism," according to Republican
Sen. Jim DeMint of South Carolina. DeMint encouraged supporters "to take to the streets to
stop America's slide into socialism." Despite the fact that billions of dollars of public wealth
are being transferred to private corporations, Huckabee still felt confident in proposing that
"Lenin and Stalin would love" Obama's bank bailout plan.

Huckabee is clearly no socialist scholar, and | doubt that any of Obama's policies will
someday appear in the annals of socialist history. The president has, however, been assigned
the unenviable task of salvaging a capitalist system intent on devouring itself. The question is
whether he can do so without addressing the deep inequalities that have become fundamental
features of American society. So, President Obama, what | want to know is this: Can you lend
legitimacy to a society in which 5 percent of the population controls 85 percent of the wealth?
Can you sell a health-care reform package that will only end up enriching a private health
insurance industry? Will you continue to favor military spending over infrastructure
development and social services?

My guess is that the president will avoid these questions, further confirming that he is not a
socialist except, perhaps, in the imaginations of an odd assortment of conservatives. Yet as the
unemployment lines grow longer, the food pantries emptier and health care scarcer, socialism
may be poised for a comeback in America. The doors of our "socialist cubby-hole" are open to
anyone, including Obama. | encourage him to stop by for one of our monthly membership
meetings. Be sure to arrive early to get a seat -- we're more popular than ever lately.
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WEEK 9
Religion in America

Document 1. John Winthrop, from ‘4 Modell of Christian Charity’ (1630)

WRITTEN ON BOARD THE ARBELLA, ON THE ATLANTIC OCEAN.

BY THE HON. JOHN WINTHROP ESQR. IN HIS PASSAGE (WITH A GREAT COMPANY OF RELIGIOUS
PEOPLE, OF WHICH CHRISTIAN TRIBES HE WAS THE BRAVE LEADER AND FAMOUS GOVERNOR;)
FROM THE ISLAND OF GREAT BRITTAINE TO NEW-ENGLAND IN THE NORTH AMERICA. ANNO
1630.

When God gives a speciall commission he lookes to have it strictly observed in every
article; When he gave Saule a commission to destroy Amaleck, Hee indented with him upon
certain articles, and because hee failed in one of the least, and that upon a faire pretense, it lost
him the kingdom, which should have beene his reward, if hee had observed his commission.
Thus stands the cause betweene God and us. We are entered into Covenant with Him for this
worke. Wee have taken out a commission. The Lord hath given us leave to drawe our own
articles. Wee have professed to enterprise these and those accounts, upon these and those
ends. Wee have hereupon besought Him of favour and blessing. Now if the Lord shall please
to heare us, and bring us in peace to the place we desire, then hath hee ratified this covenant
and sealed our Commission, and will expect a strict performance of the articles contained in
it; but if wee shall neglect the observation of these articles which are the ends wee have
propounded, and, dissembling with our God, shall fall to embrace this present world and
prosecute our carnall intentions, seeking greate things for ourselves and our posterity, the Lord
will surely breake out in wrathe against us; be revenged of such a [sinful] people and make us
knowe the price of the breache of such a covenant.

Now the onely way to avoyde this shipwracke, and to provide for our posterity, is to
followe the counsell of Micah, to doe justly, to love mercy, to walk humbly with our God. For
this end, wee must be knitt together, in this worke, as one man. Wee must entertaine each
other in brotherly affection. Wee must be willing to abridge ourselves of our superfluities, for
the supply of other's necessities. Wee must uphold a familiar commerce together in all
meekeness, gentlenes, patience and liberality. Wee must delight in eache other; make other's
conditions our oune; rejoice together, mourne together, labour and suffer together, allwayes
having before our eyes our commission and community in the worke, as members of the same
body. Soe shall wee keepe the unitie of the spirit in the bond of peace. The Lord will be our
God, and delight to dwell among us, as his oune people, and will command a blessing upon us
in all our wayes. Soe that wee shall see much more of his wisdome, power, goodness and
truthe, than formerly wee have been acquainted with. Wee shall finde that the God of Israell is
among us, when ten of us shall be able to resist a thousand of our enemies; when hee shall
make us a prayse and glory that men shall say of succeeding plantations, "the Lord make it
like that of New England.” For wee must consider that wee shall be as a city upon a hill. The
eyes of all people are upon us. Soe that if wee shall deale falsely with our God in this worke
wee have undertaken, and soe cause him to withdrawe his present help from us, wee shall be
made a story and a by-word through the world. Wee shall open the mouthes of enemies to
speake evill of the wayes of God, and all professors for God's sake. Wee shall shame the faces
of many of God's worthy servants, and cause theire prayers to be turned into curses upon us
till wee Dbe consumed out of the good land whither wee are a goeing.
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Document 2. Thomas Jefferson, Letter to the Danbury Baptists (1802)

Gentlemen,

The affectionate sentiments of esteem and approbation which you are so good as to
express towards me, on behalf of the Danbury Baptist association, give me the highest
satisfaction. my duties dictate a faithful and zealous pursuit of the interests of my constituents,
& in proportion as they are persuaded of my fidelity to those duties, the discharge of them
becomes more and more pleasing.

Believing with you that religion is a matter which lies solely between Man & his God,
that he owes account to none other for his faith or his worship, that the legitimate powers of
government reach actions only, & not opinions, | contemplate with sovereign reverence that
act of the whole American people which declared that their legislature should "make no law
respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof," thus building
a wall of separation between Church & State. Adhering to this expression of the supreme will
of the nation in behalf of the rights of conscience, | shall see with sincere satisfaction the
progress of those sentiments which tend to restore to man all his natural rights, convinced he
has no natural right in opposition to his social duties.

I reciprocate your kind prayers for the protection & blessing of the common father and
creator of man, and tender you for yourselves & your religious association, assurances of my
high respect & esteem.

Th Jefferson
Jan. 1. 1802.

Document 3. Pat Robertson, “The First Amendment” (2003)
http://www.patrobertson.com/Teaching/ Teachingonfirstamendment.asp

Pat Robertson teaches about the First Amendment and the judicially mandated removal of a
Ten Commandments monument from a court building in Alabama.

Ladies and gentlemen, this controversy should never have happened. This ruling of the court
should never have happened. The rulings of the Supreme Court should never have happened.

| talked with Supreme Court Associate Justice Thomas several years ago when he visited
Regent University, and he said, "I read the First Amendment. It's clear."”

Let me show you something. In the early days of this nation, we had 13 colonies, and those 13
colonies got together and formed a nation. Now of these, a number had established churches,
and they did not want a national church, because they had their own churches. And so they
said, "If we're going to ratify the First Amendment, you've got to have in there these words,
and here they are. Congress shall make no law." It doesn't say anything about Chief Justice
Moore putting the Ten Commandments in the courthouse in Alabama. "Congress shall make
no law," what, "respecting an establishment of religion.”" And what did that mean? It meant we
didn't want another Anglican church in America like they had in England or we had here in
Virginia. Massachusetts also had an established church. Congress shall not set up a national
church. That's what it meant.
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Later on, a man named Blaine, James Blaine, proposed what was called the Blaine
Amendment. And the Blaine Amendment said we're going to take the entire Bill of Rights and
apply it to the states. And the Blaine Amendment was voted down in Congress. Congress in
those days said, "No way are you going to take the Bill of Rights and apply everything that is a
restriction of the federal government and apply it to the states."”

Do you see anything in here that says there shall be a separation of church and state? Let me
show you precise language of the First Amendment: "Congress shall make no law respecting
an establishment of religion or prohibiting the free exercise thereof." Now, if a federal judge
comes in as an agent of Congress and prohibits the free exercise of religion, then he has
violated the First Amendment.

There is nothing in the Constitution about separation of church and state. It doesn't exist. This
is a fiction that has been created by courts over the last few years, and, as Jefferson said, by
allowing them to interpret the Constitution we have become under the tyranny of an oligarchy.
That's why we're praying that three of those judges will be led by God to step down, those
liberals, so we can have three conservatives who will interpret the Constitution, not try to
rewrite it.

That's what we're facing, ladies and gentlemen, and this incident in Montgomery, Alabama is
just one more. The American Center of Law and Justice, which I'm pleased to be the president
of, now has 10 cases in the courts right now dealing with the Ten Commandments displays,
and we've won several of them. And, although I disagreed with Judge Moore's judicial tactics,
| didn't think they were very wise, | think his right to put the Ten Commandments in the
courthouse is absolutely settled.

Plus, the United States Supreme Court is hypocritical. They start their meetings with prayer,
but they say school students can't pray. But the courts say, "God bless this honorable court.” |
think that's a blasphemy to ask God to bless that bunch up there in that Supreme Court. In my
opinion, it's blasphemy. But secondly, they also have the Ten Commandments in their
courtroom. So let's get jackhammers to the Supreme Court of the United States and cut those
things out of there if we're going to be consistent with what the Supreme Court has said. But
that's the national government, and they have the Ten Commandments.

This is the state government. The 13 states who formed our great nation never intended when
they ratified the First Amendment to have these rulings that have been in effect over the last,
really just a few decades. It's within the last 50 years. And ladies and gentlemen, it's time to
declare ourselves free from judicial tyranny. We uphold the rule of law, but tyrants should not
be tolerated.
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WEEK 10
Racial Difference in America: Slavery, Segregation and the Struggle for Civil Rights

Document 1. Billie Holiday/Lewis Allen, “Strange Fruit” (1940)

Southern trees bear strange fruit,

Blood on the leaves and blood at the root,
Black bodies swinging in the southern breeze,
Strange fruit hanging from the poplar trees.

Pastoral scene of the gallant south,

The bulging eyes and the twisted mouth,
Scent of magnolias, sweet and fresh,
Then the sudden smell of burning flesh.

Here is fruit for the crows to pluck,

For the rain to gather, for the wind to suck,
For the sun to rot, for the trees to drop,
Here is a strange and bitter crop.

Document 2. Stephen Carter, ‘Affirmative Distraction’, New York Times (July 6, 2008)

THIRTY years ago last week, the Supreme Court handed down its Bakke decision, hoping to end
the argument over the constitutionality of affirmative action in college admission. But with
hindsight, it’s clear that the justices mainly helped hasten the end of serious discussion about
racial justice in America. As they set the stage for a lasting argument over who should get into
college, the wound of race continued to fester, unhealed, and our politics moved on.

The ruling in Regents of the University of California v. Bakke was the court’s disorderly attempt
in 1978 to bring some order to racially conscious admissions programs. The medical school of the
University of California at Davis had set aside 16 spots for members of groups described as
having been subjected to past discrimination.

The program was not unusual. Worried about lagging minority enroliments and prodded by the
federal government, colleges across the country, having once taken race into account to keep
certain groups out, had begun considering it as a factor in order to help members of those groups
get in. A rejected applicant, Allan P. Bakke, argued that the program at Davis discriminated
against him because he was white.
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The Supreme Court was unable to make up its collective mind. Four of the justices would have
upheld nearly all college affirmative action programs, and four others would have struck nearly

all of them down. Justice Lewis F. Powell Jr.’s lone opinion therefore controlled the result.

Justice Powell proposed that university administrators could consider an applicant’s race —
sometimes, anyway — as long as they did not establish any racial quota, a term he inexactly
defined. Baffled colleges consulted baffled lawyers. Justice Powell’s laudable effort at
compromise had sown confusion. Eventually, college administrators worked out their response:
They would pay attention to the Bakke decision when it suited them — the rest of the time they
would ignore it.

In the ensuing years, America has come to treat racial injustice the same way. Having failed
miserably in our efforts to undo the damage wrought by two centuries of slavery and another of
Jim Crow, we threw up our hands and moved on. We still fight over affirmative action and
pretend it means we’re fighting over racial justice. We debate its pros and cons in order to avoid
coming to grips with more fundamental challenges.

Those who suffer most from the legacy of racial oppression are not competing for spaces in the
entering classes of the nation’s most selective colleges. Millions of them are not finishing high
school. We countenance vast disparities in education in America, in where children start and
where they come out. And we do not even want to talk about it.

It was not always this way. From the early years of the nation’s founding through somewhere in
the mid-1970s, racial injustice was the fundamental moral question of American politics.
Through wars and depressions, through scandals and disasters, the attention of the American
people was repeatedly yanked back — at times forcefully — to the divide between black and
white.

America fought over slavery. America fretted about Jim Crow and finally put a stop to it. During
the 1960s, the nation tried out various remedies for its horrific history, including school
integration and, especially during the Nixon administration, minority hiring programs. But by
1978, the nation’s attention was slipping to other pressing moral questions — abortion and the
environment, for instance — and has never quite slipped back.

It’s true that, nowadays, some of the data on racial progress are rosy, and deserving of celebration.
In the past decade alone, according to the Census Bureau, the number of black adults with
advanced degrees has nearly doubled. More than half a million more black students are in college
today than in the early 1990s. Since 1989, the median income of black families has increased
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more than 16 percent in constant dollars. In the years since the passage of the No Child Left
Behind Act, the black-white gap in test scores has narrowed, and is now smaller than it has ever
been. The black middle class has never been larger.

For the first time, a major party is going to nominate an African-American candidate for
president.

But it’s also true that income stratification among African-Americans has increased, and the gap
between the well-off and the poor is growing. One in three black students fails to finish high
school, and nearly all of those who don’t graduate are poor. Rates of violent crime are falling
nationally, but the murder rate among young black men has risen sharply. America has two black
communities, really, and one of them is falling further and further behind.

Alas, the structure of our politics makes it increasingly difficult to address the plight of those for
whom race and poverty have become inexorably intertwined. For example, even though we know
that children of married parents are significantly less likely to have trouble in school or to wind
up poor or in prison, politicians on the left continue to oppose programs to encourage marriage.

Critics like to claim that other forces — poverty, for example, or discrimination — discourage
marriage. No doubt they do. But marriage rates among African-Americans were significantly
higher when segregation was everywhere and poverty rampant. The poverty rate among African-
Americans has declined by a quarter since Bakke was decided, but the marriage rate has
plummeted, and life for the children of the inner city is often nasty, brutish and short.

What about education? According to data from the Harvard Civil Rights Project, schools are
significantly more segregated in the Northeast than in the South. The reason might be not overt
racism, but the fact that affluent blue-state families are likely to move to the suburbs or send their
children to private school. One obvious response would be to give poor families in the inner cities
the money they need to purchase private education for their children. But this the Democratic
Party steadfastly opposes.

For its part, the Republican Party, last seen fighting tooth and claw against efforts to extend the
Voting Rights Act, continues to oppose what activists like to call throwing money at the problem
of poverty. For both parties, affirmative action represents a way to pretend to be doing something
— what I have long called racial justice on the cheap.

Cheap is what we like. When political consultants say, “Programs for the poor are poor
programs,” what they mean is that poverty plays poorly on the stump. Even John Edwards, in
trying to focus the nation’s attention on poverty during his presidential campaign, proposed
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strategies like raising the minimum wage, which, while admirable, do nothing to help the poor
and may, at the margins, even harm them.

University affirmative action programs, whatever their benefits, are no remedy for the problems
of the black poor. Perhaps this is why Barack Obama has questioned publicly whether his
children should benefit from them and also why leading voices on the black left — Cornel West
comes to mind — have proposed that college admissions programs give preferential consideration
based on economic class.

But restructuring affirmative action programs, although perhaps a good idea, would in the end,
like the Bakke decision, amount to more tinkering around the edges. Unless racial justice once
again becomes the centerpiece of American politics, with both parties willing to rethink their
positions, those who are suffering most from our legacy of racial oppression will continue to fall
further behind.

Document 3. Report Card on Equality in the U.S. (2008)

1978 Today
Life expectancy of a Five years Six years
black child shorter than a shorter

white child
Risk of a black woman  Three times as 3-1/2 times as
dying during childbirth  likely likely
Infant mortality rate for  Twice that of Slightly more
blacks whites than twice

Black families below the Four times the Unchanged

poverty line number of white

families
Unemployment rate for  Twice that of Unchanged
black adults whites

Unemployment rate for  Three times that  Unchanged

black teens of whites

Median income of a 60 percentofa 66 percent
black family white family's

Lawyers and judges 1.2 percent black 5.1 percent
Physicians 2.0 percent black 5.6 percent
Engineers 1.1 percent black 5.5 percent
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College and university 2.6 percent black 6.1 percent
professors

Document 4. from Barack Obama, ‘A More Perfect Union’ (March 18, 2008)
"We the people, in order to form a more perfect union."

Two hundred and twenty one years ago, in a hall that still stands across the street, a group of men
gathered and, with these simple words, launched America's improbable experiment in democracy.
Farmers and scholars; statesmen and patriots who had traveled across an ocean to escape tyranny
and persecution finally made real their declaration of independence at a Philadelphia convention
that lasted through the spring of 1787.

The document they produced was eventually signed but ultimately unfinished. It was stained by
this nation's original sin of slavery, a question that divided the colonies and brought the
convention to a stalemate until the founders chose to allow the slave trade to continue for at least
twenty more years, and to leave any final resolution to future generations.

Of course, the answer to the slavery question was already embedded within our Constitution - a
Constitution that had at its very core the ideal of equal citizenship under the law; a Constitution
that promised its people liberty, and justice, and a union that could be and should be perfected
over time.

And yet words on a parchment would not be enough to deliver slaves from bondage, or provide
men and women of every color and creed their full rights and obligations as citizens of the United
States. What would be needed were Americans in successive generations who were willing to do
their part - through protests and struggle, on the streets and in the courts, through a civil war and
civil disobedience and always at great risk - to narrow that gap between the promise of our ideals
and the reality of their time.

This was one of the tasks we set forth at the beginning of this campaign - to continue the long
march of those who came before us, a march for a more just, more equal, more free, more caring
and more prosperous America. | chose to run for the presidency at this moment in history because
I believe deeply that we cannot solve the challenges of our time unless we solve them together -
unless we perfect our union by understanding that we may have different stories, but we hold
common hopes; that we may not look the same and we may not have come from the same place,
but we all want to move in the same direction - towards a better future for our children and our
grandchildren.

This belief comes from my unyielding faith in the decency and generosity of the American
people. But it also comes from my own American story.

I am the son of a black man from Kenya and a white woman from Kansas. | was raised with the
help of a white grandfather who survived a Depression to serve in Patton's Army during World
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War Il and a white grandmother who worked on a bomber assembly line at Fort Leavenworth
while he was overseas. I've gone to some of the best schools in America and lived in one of the
world's poorest nations. I am married to a black American who carries within her the blood of
slaves and slaveowners - an inheritance we pass on to our two precious daughters. | have
brothers, sisters, nieces, nephews, uncles and cousins, of every race and every hue, scattered
across three continents, and for as long as | live, | will never forget that in no other country on
Earth is my story even possible.

It's a story that hasn't made me the most conventional candidate. But it is a story that has seared
into my genetic makeup the idea that this nation is more than the sum of its parts - that out of
many, we are truly one.

Throughout the first year of this campaign, against all predictions to the contrary, we saw how
hungry the American people were for this message of unity. Despite the temptation to view my
candidacy through a purely racial lens, we won commanding victories in states with some of the
whitest populations in the country. In South Carolina, where the Confederate Flag still flies, we
built a powerful coalition of African Americans and white Americans.

This is not to say that race has not been an issue in the campaign. At various stages in the
campaign, some commentators have deemed me either "too black” or "not black enough.” We
saw racial tensions bubble to the surface during the week before the South Carolina primary. The
press has scoured every exit poll for the latest evidence of racial polarization, not just in terms of
white and black, but black and brown as well.

And yet, it has only been in the last couple of weeks that the discussion of race in this campaign
has taken a particularly divisive turn.

On one end of the spectrum, we've heard the implication that my candidacy is somehow an
exercise in affirmative action; that it's based solely on the desire of wide-eyed liberals to purchase
racial reconciliation on the cheap. On the other end, we've heard my former pastor, Reverend
Jeremiah Wright, use incendiary language to express views that have the potential not only to
widen the racial divide, but views that denigrate both the greatness and the goodness of our
nation; that rightly offend white and black alike.

I have already condemned, in unequivocal terms, the statements of Reverend Wright that have
caused such controversy. For some, nagging questions remain. Did | know him to be an
occasionally fierce critic of American domestic and foreign policy? Of course. Did | ever hear
him make remarks that could be considered controversial while | sat in church? Yes. Did |
strongly disagree with many of his political views? Absolutely - just as I'm sure many of you have
heard remarks from your pastors, priests, or rabbis with which you strongly disagreed. [...]

In my first book, Dreams From My Father, | described the experience of my first service at
Trinity [Rev. Wright’s church]:

"People began to shout, to rise from their seats and clap and cry out, a forceful wind carrying the
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reverend's voice up into the rafters....And in that single note - hope! - | heard something else; at
the foot of that cross, inside the thousands of churches across the city, | imagined the stories of
ordinary black people merging with the stories of David and Goliath, Moses and Pharaoh, the
Christians in the lion's den, Ezekiel's field of dry bones. Those stories - of survival, and freedom,
and hope - became our story, my story; the blood that had spilled was our blood, the tears our
tears; until this black church, on this bright day, seemed once more a vessel carrying the story of a
people into future generations and into a larger world. Our trials and triumphs became at once
unique and universal, black and more than black; in chronicling our journey, the stories and songs
gave us a means to reclaim memories that we didn't need to feel shame about...memories that all
people might study and cherish - and with which we could start to rebuild.”

That has been my experience at Trinity. Like other predominantly black churches across the
country, Trinity embodies the black community in its entirety - the doctor and the welfare mom,
the model student and the former gang-banger. Like other black churches, Trinity's services are
full of raucous laughter and sometimes bawdy humor. They are full of dancing, clapping,
screaming and shouting that may seem jarring to the untrained ear. The church contains in full the
kindness and cruelty, the fierce intelligence and the shocking ignorance, the struggles and
successes, the love and yes, the bitterness and bias that make up the black experience in America.

And this helps explain, perhaps, my relationship with Reverend Wright. As imperfect as he may
be, he has been like family to me. He strengthened my faith, officiated my wedding, and baptized
my children. Not once in my conversations with him have | heard him talk about any ethnic group
in derogatory terms, or treat whites with whom he interacted with anything but courtesy and
respect. He contains within him the contradictions - the good and the bad - of the community that
he has served diligently for so many years.

I can no more disown him than I can disown the black community. I can no more disown him
than | can my white grandmother - a woman who helped raise me, a woman who sacrificed again
and again for me, a woman who loves me as much as she loves anything in this world, but a
woman who once confessed her fear of black men who passed by her on the street, and who on
more than one occasion has uttered racial or ethnic stereotypes that made me cringe.

These people are a part of me. And they are a part of America, this country that I love.

Some will see this as an attempt to justify or excuse comments that are simply inexcusable. I can
assure you it is not. | suppose the politically safe thing would be to move on from this episode
and just hope that it fades into the woodwork. [...]

But race is an issue that I believe this nation cannot afford to ignore right now. We would be
making the same mistake that Reverend Wright made in his offending sermons about America -
to simplify and stereotype and amplify the negative to the point that it distorts reality.

The fact is that the comments that have been made and the issues that have surfaced over the last

few weeks reflect the complexities of race in this country that we've never really worked through
- a part of our union that we have yet to perfect. And if we walk away now, if we simply retreat
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into our respective corners, we will never be able to come together and solve challenges like
health care, or education, or the need to find good jobs for every American.

Understanding this reality requires a reminder of how we arrived at this point. As William
Faulkner once wrote, "The past isn't dead and buried. In fact, it isn't even past.” We do not need
to recite here the history of racial injustice in this country. But we do need to remind ourselves
that so many of the disparities that exist in the African-American community today can be
directly traced to inequalities passed on from an earlier generation that suffered under the brutal
legacy of slavery and Jim Crow.

Segregated schools were, and are, inferior schools; we still haven't fixed them, fifty years after
Brown v. Board of Education, and the inferior education they provided, then and now, helps
explain the pervasive achievement gap between today's black and white students.

Legalized discrimination - where blacks were prevented, often through violence, from owning
property, or loans were not granted to African-American business owners, or black homeowners
could not access FHA mortgages, or blacks were excluded from unions, or the police force, or
fire departments - meant that black families could not amass any meaningful wealth to bequeath
to future generations. That history helps explain the wealth and income gap between black and
white, and the concentrated pockets of poverty that persists in so many of today's urban and rural
communities.

A lack of economic opportunity among black men, and the shame and frustration that came from
not being able to provide for one's family, contributed to the erosion of black families - a problem
that welfare policies for many years may have worsened. And the lack of basic services in so
many urban black neighborhoods - parks for kids to play in, police walking the beat, regular
garbage pick-up and building code enforcement - all helped create a cycle of violence, blight and
neglect that continue to haunt us.

This is the reality in which Reverend Wright and other African-Americans of his generation grew
up. They came of age in the late fifties and early sixties, a time when segregation was still the law
of the land and opportunity was systematically constricted. What's remarkable is not how many
failed in the face of discrimination, but rather how many men and women overcame the odds;
how many were able to make a way out of no way for those like me who would come after them.

But for all those who scratched and clawed their way to get a piece of the American Dream, there
were many who didn't make it - those who were ultimately defeated, in one way or another, by
discrimination. That legacy of defeat was passed on to future generations - those young men and
increasingly young women who we see standing on street corners or languishing in our prisons,
without hope or prospects for the future. Even for those blacks who did make it, questions of
race, and racism, continue to define their worldview in fundamental ways. For the men and
women of Reverend Wright's generation, the memories of humiliation and doubt and fear have
not gone away; nor has the anger and the bitterness of those years. That anger may not get
expressed in public, in front of white co-workers or white friends. But it does find voice in the
barbershop or around the kitchen table. At times, that anger is exploited by politicians, to gin up
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votes along racial lines, or to make up for a politician's own failings.

And occasionally it finds voice in the church on Sunday morning, in the pulpit and in the pews.
The fact that so many people are surprised to hear that anger in some of Reverend Wright's
sermons simply reminds us of the old truism that the most segregated hour in American life
occurs on Sunday morning. That anger is not always productive; indeed, all too often it distracts
attention from solving real problems; it keeps us from squarely facing our own complicity in our
condition, and prevents the African-American community from forging the alliances it needs to
bring about real change. But the anger is real; it is powerful; and to simply wish it away, to
condemn it without understanding its roots, only serves to widen the chasm of misunderstanding
that exists between the races.

In fact, a similar anger exists within segments of the white community. Most working- and
middle-class white Americans don't feel that they have been particularly privileged by their race.
Their experience is the immigrant experience - as far as they're concerned, no one's handed them
anything, they've built it from scratch. They've worked hard all their lives, many times only to see
their jobs shipped overseas or their pension dumped after a lifetime of labor. They are anxious
about their futures, and feel their dreams slipping away; in an era of stagnant wages and global
competition, opportunity comes to be seen as a zero sum game, in which your dreams come at my
expense. So when they are told to bus their children to a school across town; when they hear that
an African American is getting an advantage in landing a good job or a spot in a good college
because of an injustice that they themselves never committed; when they're told that their fears
about crime in urban neighborhoods are somehow prejudiced, resentment builds over time. [...]

This is where we are right now. It's a racial stalemate we've been stuck in for years. Contrary to
the claims of some of my critics, black and white, | have never been so naive as to believe that we
can get beyond our racial divisions in a single election cycle, or with a single candidacy -
particularly a candidacy as imperfect as my own.

But | have asserted a firm conviction - a conviction rooted in my faith in God and my faith in the
American people - that working together we can move beyond some of our old racial wounds,
and that in fact we have no choice if we are to continue on the path of a more perfect union.

For the African-American community, that path means embracing the burdens of our past without
becoming victims of our past. It means continuing to insist on a full measure of justice in every
aspect of American life. But it also means binding our particular grievances - for better health
care, and better schools, and better jobs - to the larger aspirations of all Americans -- the white
woman struggling to break the glass ceiling, the white man whose been laid off, the immigrant
trying to feed his family. And it means taking full responsibility for own lives - by demanding
more from our fathers, and spending more time with our children, and reading to them, and
teaching them that while they may face challenges and discrimination in their own lives, they
must never succumb to despair or cynicism; they must always believe that they can write their
own destiny. [...]

In the white community, the path to a more perfect union means acknowledging that what ails the

46



47

220  African-American community does not just exist in the minds of black people; that the legacy of
discrimination - and current incidents of discrimination, while less overt than in the past - are real
and must be addressed. Not just with words, but with deeds - by investing in our schools and our
communities; by enforcing our civil rights laws and ensuring fairness in our criminal justice
system; by providing this generation with ladders of opportunity that were unavailable for

225  previous generations. It requires all Americans to realize that your dreams do not have to come at
the expense of my dreams; that investing in the health, welfare, and education of black and brown
and white children will ultimately help all of America prosper.

In the end, then, what is called for is nothing more, and nothing less, than what all the world's

230  great religions demand - that we do unto others as we would have them do unto us. Let us be our
brother's keeper, Scripture tells us. Let us be our sister's keeper. Let us find that common stake we
all have in one another, and let our politics reflect that spirit as well. [...]
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WEEK 11
Immigration in American Society

Document 1. Emma Lazarus, “The New Colossus” (1883)
Inscribed on the pedestal of the Statue of Liberty in New York Harbour, near the port of arrival
for European immigrants:

Not like the brazen giant of Greek fame,

With conquering limbs astride from land to land,;
Here at our sea-washed, sunset gates shall stand

A mighty woman with a torch, whose flame

Is the imprisoned lightning, and her name,

Mother of Exiles. From her beacon-hand

Glows world-wide welcome; her mild eyes command
The air-bridged harbor that twin cities frame.
"Keep, ancient lands, your storied pomp!" cries she
With silent lips. "Give me your tired, your poor,
Your huddled masses yearning to breathe free,

The wretched refuse of your teeming shore.

Send these, the homeless, tempest-tost to me,

I lift my lamp beside the golden door!"

Document 2. Immigrants Take to Streets in Show of Strength, New York Times
By RANDAL C. ARCHIBOLD
Published: May 2, 2006

Hundreds of thousands of immigrants and their supporters skipped work, school and shopping on
Monday and marched in dozens of cities from coast to coast.

The demonstrations did not bring the nation to a halt as planned by some organizers, though they
did cause some disruptions and conveyed in peaceful but sometimes boisterous ways the resolve
of those who favor loosening the country's laws on immigration.

Originally billed as a nationwide economic boycott under the banner "Day Without an
Immigrant,” the day evolved into a sweeping round of protests intended to influence the debate in
Congress over granting legal status to all or most of the estimated 11 million illegal immigrants in
the country.

The protesters, a mix of illegal immigrants and legal residents and citizens, were mostly Latino,
but in contrast to similar demonstrations in the past two months, large numbers of people of other
ethnicities joined or endorsed many of the events. In some cases, the rallies took on a broader
tone of social action, as gay rights advocates, opponents of the war in Iraq and others without a
direct stake in the immigration debate took to the streets. [...]
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While the boycott, an idea born several months ago among a small group of grass-roots
immigration advocates here, may not have shut down the country, it was strongly felt in a variety
of places, particularly those with large Latino populations.

Stores and restaurants in Los Angeles, Chicago and New York closed because workers did not
show up or as a display of solidarity with demonstrators. In Los Angeles, the police estimated that
more than half a million people attended two demonstrations in and near downtown. School
districts in several cities reported a decline in attendance; at Benito Juarez High School in Pilsen,
a predominantly Latino neighborhood in Chicago, only 17 percent of the students showed up,
even though administrators and some protest organizers had urged students to stay in school.

Lettuce, tomatoes and grapes went unpicked in fields in California and Arizona, which contribute
more than half the nation’s produce, as scores of growers let workers take the day off. Truckers
who move 70 percent of the goods in ports in Los Angeles and Long Beach, Calif., did not work.

Meatpacking companies, including Tyson Foods and Cargill, closed plants in the Midwest and
the West employing more than 20,000 people, while the flower and produce markets in
downtown Los Angeles stood largely and eerily empty. [...]

Most of the demonstrators' ire was directed at a bill passed by the House that would increase
security at the border while making it a felony for an illegal immigrant to be in the country or to
aid one. The marchers generally favored a plan in the Senate, for which President Bush has
shown signs of support, that would include more protection at the border but offer many illegal
workers a path to citizenship.

Document 3. Jon Wiener, “LA’s Two May Day Marches” (2006)

On May Day, hundreds of thousands of people demanding rights for undocumented immigrants
marched down Wilshire Boulevard in Los Angeles, the epicenter of this burgeoning national
movement. The sky was clear and blue and the breeze was mercifully cool as it took more than
two hours for all the marchers to make their way down the office-tower canyon of Wilshire Blvd.
to the rally site, packing the six-lane street from curb to curb and making lots of cheerful noise. It
was a thrilling afternoon; in many ways the most overwhelming demonstration I've ever seen.
The marchers, estimated by the police at 400,000 people, were almost all Mexican-American and
mostly young. The advance guard consisted of a brigade of adolescent boys on short bicycles
doing wheelies while they shouted the march slogan, "Si se puede!" (*'Yes we can!"). Then came
the seemingly endless throngs of kids, families, and groups, many carrying handmade signs: "We
may be immigrants/But we are hard workers"; "You might hate us/But you need us"; "This land is
your land/This land is my land™; a guy in a Dodger cap held a sign that said "Let our people
stay!”, and another young guy's sign said, "Deport Arnold/Not my homies."” [...]

49



15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

This was one of two competing immigration May Day protests held in Los Angeles, with
different organizers and different politics. The monumental Wilshire Boulevard march had been
called by labor unions, immigrant rights groups, the pro-immigrant Cardinal Roger Mahony, and
the new Latino mayor Antonio Villaraigosa, as an alternative to another march held at noon
downtown, the "Boycott" march, which called on immigrant Angelinos to boycott school and
work to show what would happen to LA on a "day without immigrants"--although more of the
signs called it "Un Dia Sin Latinos," or the admirably bilingual "Primero de Mayo, A Day without
a Mexican." The "boycott" march, which demanded "nothing less than full amnesty" and "full
rights for all immigrants,” had virtually no institutional support, except for small left-wing groups
like ANSWER-LA.

The unions, the immigrant rights organizations, the cardinal and the mayor opposed the boycott
out of a concern that it would alienate mainstream voters and members of Congress. As an
alternative they organized an after-school, after work, afternoon march, with much less radical
demands than "full amnesty.” This "We Are America" coalition instead calls for "legalization
with a path to citizenship for hard-working immigrants,” plus "an effective visa program for
future immigrants that protects their rights and includes a path to citizenship" - basically the
McCain-Kennedy bill. [...]

The downtown march four hours earlier had an estimated 250,000 people. As the march stepped
off at noon, the side streets were full of vendors grilling sausages, peppers and onions. These
marchers were also cheerful, peaceful, and mostly young--many very young, alongside their
parents. The signs showed that marchers know about the key legislation, a lot more than the great
majority of Anglos. "Alto a la HR 4437" was a popular sign, and many young women wore tank
tops that said "Contra 4437" - referring to the bill passed recently by the House, officially "HR
4437," that would make undocumented aliens into felons.

When hundreds of thousands take to the streets on a day like today, we are witnessing the birth of
a movement for social justice of historic proportions. What | remember best is a somber ten-year

old girl who marched by with her Mexican-American family, carrying a sign that read "We Are
Not Criminals." That summed it up for me.

Document 4. Prepared letter in support of Immigration law (from the web site of the conservative

U.S. Business and Industry Council)

Your Address
Your City ST 12345

January 20, 2007

Dear [Your Rep's Name]:

Dear Senator:
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As your constituent and an American citizen, | am greatly concerned about illegal immigration in
the United States. Unlawful entry into the U.S. is a crime and a serious one. It undermines our
basic rule-of-law system. It poses a significant threat to our national security. Additionally, a
continuing inflow of cheap labor suppresses the wages of both hardworking U.S. citizens and
legal residents.

In 2005, the U.S. House of Representatives passed HR 4437, which would provide funding for
the construction of a 700-mile security fence along the southwestern border. Additionally, this
legislation would establish a mandatory employment eligibility verification system for workers,
would add new law enforcement provisions, and would tighten various loopholes in background
checks and other procedures. Most importantly, this bill does not provide for a “guest worker”
program, which is essentially an amnesty for those who have broken the law to enter our country.

| ask you to please support this bill exactly as passed by the House. No amnesty provision should
be added. Not only will this legislation help to preserve the wages of American workers and
prevent the exploitation of illegal aliens, but it will also boost America’s defense against
terrorists.

Please stand up and fight for the rule of law and for the jobs and incomes of America’s working
people. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Your Name Here
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WEEK 12
The United States and the World

Document 1. Jean-Marie Colombani, ""Nous sommes tous Américains' Le Monde (12 September
2001)

Dans ce moment tragique ou les mots paraissent si pauvres pour dire le choc que I'on ressent, la premiére
chose qui vient a l'esprit est celle-ci : nous sommes tous Américains! Nous sommes tous New-Yorkais,
aussi sirement que John Kennedy se déclarait, en 1963 a Berlin, Berlinois. Comment ne pas se sentir en
effet, comme dans les moments les plus graves de notre histoire, profondément solidaires de ce peuple et
de ce pays, les Etats-Unis, dont nous sommes si proches et a qui hous devons la liberté, et donc notre
solidarité.

Comment ne pas étre en méme temps aussitot assaillis par ce constat: le siécle nouveau est avancé.

La journée du 11septembre 2001 marque I'entrée dans une nouvelle ére, qui nous parait bien loin des
promesses et des espoirs d'une autre journée historique, celle du 9 novembre 1989, et qu'une année
guelque peu euphorique, I'an 2000, que I'on croyait pouvoir se conclure par la paix au Proche-Orient,
avait fait naitre.

Un siécle nouveau s'avance donc, technologiquement performant, comme le montre la sophistication de
I'opération de guerre qui a frappé tous les symboles de I'Amérigue : ceux de la surpuissance économique
au cceur de Manhattan, de la "puissance™ militaire au Pentagone, et enfin de la puissance tutélaire du
Proche-Orient tout prés de Camp David. Les abords de ce siecle sont aussi inintelligibles. Sauf a se rallier
promptement et sans précautions au cliché déja le plus répandu, celui du déclenchement d'une guerre du
sud contre le nord. Mais dire cela, c'est créditer les auteurs de cette folie meurtriére de "bonnes
intentions" ou d'un quelcongue projet selon lequel il faudrait venger les peuples opprimés contre leur
unique oppresseur, I'Amérique. Ce serait leur permettre de se réclamer de la "pauvreté", faisant ainsi
injure aux pauvres! Quelle monstrueuse hypocrisie. Aucun de ceux qui ont prété la main a cette opération
ne peut prétendre vouloir le bien de I'humanité. Ceux-la ne veulent pas d'un monde meilleur, plus juste. Ils
veulent simplement rayer le nétre de la carte.

La réalité est plus sGrement celle, en effet, d'un monde sans contrepoids, physiquement déstabilisé donc
dangereux, faute d'équilibre multipolaire. Et 'Amérique, dans la solitude de sa puissance, de son hyper-
puissance, en l'absence désormais de tout contre-modele soviétique, a cessé dattirer les peuples a elle ; ou
plus précisément, en certains points du globe, elle ne semble plus attirer que la haine. Dans le monde
régulé de la guerre froide ou les terrorismes étaient peu ou prou aidés par Moscou, une forme de controle
était toujours possible; et le dialogue entre Moscou et Washington ne s'interrompait jamais. Dans le
monde monopolistique d'aujourd'hui c'est une nouvelle barbarie, apparemment sans contréle, qui parait
vouloir s'ériger en contre-pouvoir. Et peut-étre avons-nous nous-mémes en Europe, de la guerre du Golfe
a l'utilisation des F16 par I'armée israélienne contre les Palestiniens, sous-estimé I'intensité de la haine
qui, des faubourgs de Djakarta & ceux de Durban, en passant par ces foules réjouies de Naplouse et du
Caire, se concentre contre les Etats-Unis.

Mais la réalité, c'est peut-étre aussi celle d'une Amérique rattrapée par son cynisme : si Ben Laden est

bien, comme semblent le penser les autorités américaines, I'ordonnateur de la journée du 11 septembre,
comment ne pas rappeler qu'il a lui-méme été formé par la CIA, qu'il a été I'un des éléments d'une
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politique, tournée contre les Soviétiques, que les Américains croyaient savante. Ne serait-ce pas alors
I'Amérique qui aurait enfanté ce diable ?

En tout état de cause, I'Amérique va changer. Profondément. Elle est comme un grand paquebot, glissant
longtemps sur une méme trajectoire. Et lorsque celle-ci est infléchie, elle I'est durablement. Or méme si le
langage est galvaudé, les Etats-Unis viennent de subir un choc sans précédent. Sans remonter a la toute
premiére agression sur son territoire, celle de 1812 ou I'armée britannique détruisit la premiére Maison
Blanche, I'épisode le plus proche qui s'impose est celui de Pearl Harbor. C'était en 1941, loin du
continent, avec des bombardiers contre une flotte militaire : I'norreur de Pearl Harbor n'est rien en regard
de ce qui vient d'arriver. Elle est au sens propre sans commune mesure : hier 2400 marins engloutis,
aujourd'hui bien plus de civils innocents.

Pearl Harbor avait marqué la fin d'un isolationnisme, ancré au point d'avoir résisté méme a la barbarie de
Hitler. Quand en 1941, Charles Lindbergh faisait une tournée de conférences en Europe pour plaider
contre toute implication américaine, une large partie de I'opinion outre-Atlantique révait déja d'un repli
sur l'espace latino-américain, laissant I'Europe a ses ruines et a ses crimes. Aprés Pearl Harbor tout a
changé. Et I'Amérique a tout accepté, le plan Marshall comme I'envoi de Gl's sur tous les points du globe.
Vint ensuite la déchirure vietnamienne, qui a débouché sur une nouvelle doctrine, celle de I'emploi massif
et rare de la force, accompagné du dogme du "zéro mort™ américain comme cela fut illustré pendant la
guerre du Golfe. Tout cela est désormais balayé : nul doute que tous les moyens seront utilisés contre des
adversaires restés a ce jour insaisissables.

La nouvelle donne qui s'esquisse dans le sang comporte a ce stade au moins deux conséquences
prévisibles. Toutes deux ont trait aux alliances : c'en est bel et bien fini d'une stratégie tout entiére ***
cue contre la Russie alors soviétique. La Russie, du moins dans sa partie non islamisée, va devenir le
principal allié des Etats-Unis. Mouvement que le président Poutine a saisi dés le soir du drame. Peut-&tre
en est-ce fini aussi d'une alliance que les Etats-Unis avaient esquissée dés les années trente et solidement
établie dans les années 1950 avec l'intégrisme musulman sunnite, tel qu'il est défendu notamment en
Arabie saoudite et au Pakistan. Aux yeux de l'opinion américaine et de ses dirigeants, l'islamisme, sous
toutes ses formes, risque d'étre désigné comme le nouvel ennemi. Certes, le réflexe anti-islamiste avait
déja donné lieu, aussitdt aprés I'attentat d'Oklahoma City contre un immeuble fédéral, a des déclarations
ridicules, sinon odieuses. Mais, cette fois, la haine inextinguible qui nourrit ces attentats tout comme le
choix des cibles et le caractére militaire de I'organisation nécessaire limitent le nombre des auteurs
possibles.

Au-dela de leur apparente folie meurtriere, ces derniers obéissent malgré tout a une logique. Il s'agit
évidemment d'une logique barbare, d'un nouveau nihilisme qui répugne a une grande majorité de ceux qui
croient en l'islam, dont la religion n'autorise pas plus le suicide que le christianisme; a plus forte raison le
suicide couplé au massacre des innocents. Mais il s'agit d'une logique politique qui par la montée aux
extrémes veut obliger les opinions musulmanes a "“choisir leur camp™, contre ceux qui sont couramment
désignés comme "le grand Satan". Ce faisant, leur objectif pourrait bien étre d'étendre et de développer
une crise sans précédent dans I'ensemble du monde arabe.

A long terme, cette attitude est évidemment suicidaire. Parce qu'elle attire la foudre. Et qu'elle peut
I'attirer sans discernement. Cette situation commande & nos dirigeants de se hisser a la hauteur des
circonstances. Pour éviter aux peuples que ces fauteurs de guerre convoitent et sur lesquels ils comptent
d'entrer a leur tour dans cette logique suicidaire. Car on peut le dire avec effroi: la technologie moderne
leur permet d'aller encore plus loin. La folie, méme au prétexte du désespoir, n'est jamais une force qui
peut régénérer le monde. Voila pourquoi, aujourd'hui, nous sommes américains.
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Document 2. George W. Bush et al., National Security Statement of the United States of
America (2002)

The United States possesses unprecedented— and unequaled—strength and influence in the world.
Sustained by faith in the principles of liberty, and the value of a free society, this position comes with
unparalleled responsibilities, obligations, and opportunity. The great strength of this nation must be
used to promote a balance of power that favors freedom.

For most of the twentieth century, the world was divided by a great struggle over ideas: destructive
totalitarian visions versus freedom and equality.

That great struggle is over. The militant visions of class, nation, and race which promised utopia and
delivered misery have been defeated and discredited. America is now threatened less by conquering
states than we are by failing ones. We are menaced less by fleets and armies than by catastrophic
technologies in the hands of the embittered few.We must defeat these threats to our Nation, allies, and
friends.

This is also a time of opportunity for America. We will work to translate this moment of influence into
decades of peace, prosperity, and liberty. The U.S. national security strategy will be based on a
distinctly American internationalism that reflects the union of our values and our national interests. The
aim of this strategy is to help make the world not just safer but better. Our goals on the path to
progress are clear: political and economic freedom, peaceful relations with other states, and respect
for human dignity.

And this path is not America’s alone. It is open t

e champion aspirations for human dignity;

e strengthen alliances to defeat global terrorism and work to prevent attacks against us and our
friends;

e work with others to defuse regional conflicts;

e prevent our enemies from threatening us, our allies, and our friends, with weapons of mass
destruction;

e ignite a new era of global economic growth through free markets and free trade;

e expand the circle of development by opening societies and building the infrastructure of
democracy;

e develop agendas for cooperative action with other main centers of global power; and

e transform America’s national security insti
the twenty-first century.

The United States of America is fighting a war against terrorists of global reach. The enemy is not a
single political regime or person or religion or ideology. The enemy is terrorism— premeditated,
politically motivated violence perpetrated against innocents.

In many regions, legitimate grievances prevent the emergence of a lasting peace. Such grievances
deserve to be, and must be, addressed within a political process. But no cause justifies terror. The
United States will make no concessions to terrorist demands and strike no deals with them.We make
no distinction between terrorists and those who knowingly harbor or provide aid to them.

The struggle against global terrorism is different from any other war in our history. It will be fought on
many fronts against a particularly elusive enemy over an extended period of time. Progress will come
through the persistent accumulation of successes—some seen, some unseen.

Today our enemies have seen the results of what civilized nations can, and will, do against regimes
that harbor, support, and use terrorism to achieve their political goals. Afghanistan has been liberated;
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coalition forces continue to hunt down the Taliban and al-Qaida. But it is not only this battlefield on
which we will engage terrorists. Thousands of trained terrorists remain at large with cells in North
America, South America, Europe, Africa, the Middle East, and across Asia.

Our priority will be first to disrupt and destroy terrorist organizations of global reach and attack their
leadership; command, control, and communications; material support; and finances. This will have a

disablingef f ect wupon the terrorists’ ability to plan and

We will continue to encourage our regional partners to take up a coordinated effort that isolates the
terrorists. Once the regional campaign localizes the threat to a particular state, we will help ensure the
state has the military, law enforcement, political, and financial tools necessary to finish the task.

The United States will continue to work with our allies to disrupt the financing of terrorism.We will
identify and block the sources of funding for terrorism, freeze the assets of terrorists and those who
support them, deny terrorists access to the international financial system, protect legitimate charities
from being abused by terrorists, and pr etereative t
financial networks.

However, this campaign need not be sequential to be effective, the cumulative effect across all regions
will help achieve the results we seek. We will disrupt and destroy terrorist organizations by:

e direct and continuous action using all the elements of national and international power. Our
immediate focus will be those terrorist organizations of global reach and any terrorist or state
sponsor of terrorism which attempts to gain or use weapons of mass destruction (WMD) or
their precursors;

o defending the United States, the American people, and our interests at home and abroad by
identifying and destroying the threat before it reaches our borders.While the United States will
constantly strive to enlist the support of the international community, we will not hesitate to act
alone, if necessary, to exercise our right of selfdefense by acting preemptively against such
terrorists, to prevent them from doing harm against our people and our country; and

e denying further sponsorship, support, and sanctuary to terrorists by convincing or compelling
states to accept their sovereign responsibilities. We will also wage a war of ideas to win the
battle against international terrorism. This includes:

¢ using the full influence of the United States, and working closely with allies and friends, to
make clear that all acts of terrorism are illegitimate so that terrorism will be viewed in the same
light as slavery, piracy, or genocide: behavior that no respectable government can condone or
support and all must oppose;

e supporting moderate and modern government, especially in the Muslim world, to ensure that
the conditions and ideologies that promote terrorism do not find fertile ground in any nation;

e diminishing the underlying conditions that spawn terrorism by enlisting the international
community to focus its efforts and resources on areas most at risk; and

e using effective public diplomacy to promote the free flow of information and ideas to kindle the
hopes and aspirations of freedom of those in societies ruled by the sponsors of global
terrorism.

Whil e we recognize that our best defense is a
homeland security to protect against and deter attack. This Administration has proposed the largest
government reorganization since the Truman Administration created the National Security Council and
the Department of Defense. Centered on a new Department of Homeland Security and including a new
unified military command and a fundamental reordering of the FBI, our comprehensive plan to secure
the homeland encompasses every level of government and the cooperation of the public and the
private sector.

This strategy will turn adversity into opportunity. For example, emergency management systems will be
better able to cope not just with terrorism but with all hazards. Our medical system will be strengthened
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to manage not just bioterror, but all infectious diseases and mass-casualty dangers. Our border
controls will not just stop terrorists, but improve the efficient movement of legitimate traffic.

Whil e our focus is protecting America, we know that
need support from our allies and friends.Wherever possible, the United States will rely on regional

organizations and state powers to meet their obligations to fight terrorism. Where governments find the

fight against terrorism beyond their capacities, we will match their willpower and their resources with

whatever help we and our allies can provide.

As we pursue the terrorists in Afghanistan, we will continue to work with international organizations
such as the United Nations, as well as non-governmental organizations, and other countries to provide
the humanitarian, political, economic, and security assistance necessary to rebuild Afghanistan so that
it will never again abuse its people, threaten its neighbors, and provide a haven for terrorists.

In the war against global terrorism, we will never forget that we are ultimately fighting for our
democratic values and way of life. Freedom and fear are at war, and there will be no quick or easy end
to this conflict. In leading the campaign against terrorism, we are forging new, productive international
relationships and redefining existing ones in ways that meet the challenges of the twenty-first century.

Document 3. Barack Obama, Nobel Lecture fiA Just and Lasting Peaceo (10 December, 2009)

I receive this honor with deep gratitude and great humility. It is an award that speaks to our
highest aspirations — that for all the cruelty and hardship of our world, we are not mere
prisoners of fate. Our actions matter, and can bend history in the direction of justice.

And yet | would be remiss if I did not acknowledge the considerable controversy that your
generous decision has generated. In part, this is because | am at the beginning, and not the
end, of my labors on the world stage. Compared to some of the giants of history who've
received this prize — Schweitzer and King; Marshall and Mandela — my accomplishments are
slight. And then there are the men and women around the world who have been jailed and
beaten in the pursuit of justice; those who toil in humanitarian organizations to relieve
suffering; the unrecognized millions whose quiet acts of courage and compassion inspire even
the most hardened cynics. | cannot argue with those who find these men and women — some
known, some obscure to all but those they help — to be far more deserving of this honor than I.

But perhaps the most profound issue surrounding my receipt of this prize is the fact that I am
the Commander-in-Chief of the military of a nation in the midst of two wars. One of these
wars is winding down. The other is a conflict that America did not seek; one in which we are
joined by 42 other countries — including Norway — in an effort to defend ourselves and all
nations from further attacks.

Still, we are at war, and I'm responsible for the deployment of thousands of young Americans
to battle in a distant land. Some will kill, and some will be killed. And so | come here with an
acute sense of the costs of armed conflict — filled with difficult questions about the
relationship between war and peace, and our effort to replace one with the other.

Now these questions are not new. War, in one form or another, appeared with the first man. At
the dawn of history, its morality was not questioned; it was simply a fact, like drought or
disease — the manner in which tribes and then civilizations sought power and settled their
differences.

And over time, as codes of law sought to control violence within groups, so did philosophers
and clerics and statesmen seek to regulate the destructive power of war. The concept of a "just
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war" emerged, suggesting that war is justified only when certain conditions were met: if it is
waged as a last resort or in self-defense; if the force used is proportional; and if, whenever
possible, civilians are spared from violence.

Of course, we know that for most of history, this concept of "just war" was rarely observed.
The capacity of human beings to think up new ways to kill one another proved inexhaustible,
as did our capacity to exempt from mercy those who look different or pray to a different God.
Wars between armies gave way to wars between nations — total wars in which the distinction
between combatant and civilian became blurred. In the span of 30 years, such carnage would
twice engulf this continent. And while it's hard to conceive of a cause more just than the
defeat of the Third Reich and the Axis powers, World War Il was a conflict in which the total
number of civilians who died exceeded the number of soldiers who perished.

In the wake of such destruction, and with the advent of the nuclear age, it became clear to
victor and vanquished alike that the world needed institutions to prevent another world war.
And so, a quarter century after the United States Senate rejected the League of Nations —an
idea for which Woodrow Wilson received this prize — America led the world in constructing
an architecture to keep the peace: a Marshall Plan and a United Nations, mechanisms to
govern the waging of war, treaties to protect human rights, prevent genocide, restrict the most
dangerous weapons.

In many ways, these efforts succeeded. Yes, terrible wars have been fought, and atrocities
committed. But there has been no Third World War. The Cold War ended with jubilant
crowds dismantling a wall. Commerce has stitched much of the world together. Billions have
been lifted from poverty. The ideals of liberty and self-determination, equality and the rule of
law have haltingly advanced. We are the heirs of the fortitude and foresight of generations
past, and it is a legacy for which my own country is rightfully proud.

And yet, a decade into a new century, this old architecture is buckling under the weight of new
threats. The world may no longer shudder at the prospect of war between two nuclear
superpowers, but proliferation may increase the risk of catastrophe. Terrorism has long been a
tactic, but modern technology allows a few small men with outsized rage to murder innocents
on a horrific scale.

Moreover, wars between nations have increasingly given way to wars within nations. The
resurgence of ethnic or sectarian conflicts; the growth of secessionist movements,
insurgencies, and failed states — all these things have increasingly trapped civilians in
unending chaos. In today's wars, many more civilians are killed than soldiers; the seeds of
future conflict are sown, economies are wrecked, civil societies torn asunder, refugees
amassed, children scarred.

I do not bring with me today a definitive solution to the problems of war. What | do know is
that meeting these challenges will require the same vision, hard work, and persistence of those
men and women who acted so boldly decades ago. And it will require us to think in new ways
about the notions of just war and the imperatives of a just peace.

We must begin by acknowledging the hard truth: We will not eradicate violent conflict in our
lifetimes. There will be times when nations — acting individually or in concert — will find the
use of force not only necessary but morally justified.
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I make this statement mindful of what Martin Luther King Jr. said in this same ceremony
years ago: "Violence never brings permanent peace. It solves no social problem: it merely
creates new and more complicated ones.” As someone who stands here as a direct
consequence of Dr. King's life work, | am living testimony to the moral force of non-violence.
I know there's nothing weak — nothing passive — nothing naive — in the creed and lives of
Gandhi and King.

But as a head of state sworn to protect and defend my nation, | cannot be guided by their
examples alone. | face the world as it is, and cannot stand idle in the face of threats to the
American people. For make no mistake: Evil does exist in the world. A non-violent
movement could not have halted Hitler's armies. Negotiations cannot convince al Qaeda's
leaders to lay down their arms. To say that force may sometimes be necessary is not a call to
cynicism — it is a recognition of history; the imperfections of man and the limits of reason.

I raise this point, I begin with this point because in many countries there is a deep
ambivalence about military action today, no matter what the cause. And at times, this is joined
by a reflexive suspicion of America, the world's sole military superpower.

But the world must remember that it was not simply international institutions — not just
treaties and declarations — that brought stability to a post-World War 1l world. Whatever
mistakes we have made, the plain fact is this: The United States of America has helped
underwrite global security for more than six decades with the blood of our citizens and the
strength of our arms. The service and sacrifice of our men and women in uniform has
promoted peace and prosperity from Germany to Korea, and enabled democracy to take hold
in places like the Balkans. We have borne this burden not because we seek to impose our will.
We have done so out of enlightened self-interest — because we seek a better future for our
children and grandchildren, and we believe that their lives will be better if others' children and
grandchildren can live in freedom and prosperity.

So yes, the instruments of war do have a role to play in preserving the peace. And yet this
truth must coexist with another — that no matter how justified, war promises human tragedy.
The soldier's courage and sacrifice is full of glory, expressing devotion to country, to cause, to
comrades in arms. But war itself is never glorious, and we must never trumpet it as such.

So part of our challenge is reconciling these two seemingly inreconcilable truths — that war is
sometimes necessary, and war at some level is an expression of human folly. Concretely, we
must direct our effort to the task that President Kennedy called for long ago. "Let us focus," he
said, ""on a more practical, more attainable peace, based not on a sudden revolution in human
nature but on a gradual evolution in human institutions.” A gradual evolution of human
institutions.

What might this evolution look like? What might these practical steps be?

To begin with, | believe that all nations — strong and weak alike — must adhere to standards
that govern the use of force. | — like any head of state — reserve the right to act unilaterally if
necessary to defend my nation. Nevertheless, | am convinced that adhering to standards,
international standards, strengthens those who do, and isolates and weakens those who don't.

The world rallied around America after the 9/11 attacks, and continues to support our efforts
in Afghanistan, because of the horror of those senseless attacks and the recognized principle
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of self-defense. Likewise, the world recognized the need to confront Saddam Hussein when he
invaded Kuwait — a consensus that sent a clear message to all about the cost of aggression.

Furthermore, America — in fact, no nation — can insist that others follow the rules of the road
if we refuse to follow them ourselves. For when we don't, our actions appear arbitrary and
undercut the legitimacy of future interventions, no matter how justified.

And this becomes particularly important when the purpose of military action extends beyond
self-defense or the defense of one nation against an aggressor. More and more, we all confront
difficult questions about how to prevent the slaughter of civilians by their own government, or
to stop a civil war whose violence and suffering can engulf an entire region.

I believe that force can be justified on humanitarian grounds, as it was in the Balkans, or in

other places that have been scarred by war. Inaction tears at our conscience and can lead to

more costly intervention later. That's why all responsible nations must embrace the role that
militaries with a clear mandate can play to keep the peace.

America's commitment to global security will never waver. But in a world in which threats are
more diffuse, and missions more complex, America cannot act alone. America alone cannot
secure the peace. This is true in Afghanistan. This is true in failed states like Somalia, where
terrorism and piracy is joined by famine and human suffering. And sadly, it will continue to
be true in unstable regions for years to come.

The leaders and soldiers of NATO countries, and other friends and allies, demonstrate this
truth through the capacity and courage they've shown in Afghanistan. But in many countries,
there is a disconnect between the efforts of those who serve and the ambivalence of the
broader public. | understand why war is not popular, but I also know this: The belief that
peace is desirable is rarely enough to achieve it. Peace requires responsibility. Peace entails
sacrifice. That's why NATO continues to be indispensable. That's why we must strengthen
U.N. and regional peacekeeping, and not leave the task to a few countries. That's why we
honor those who return home from peacekeeping and training abroad to Oslo and Rome; to
Ottawa and Sydney; to Dhaka and Kigali — we honor them not as makers of war, but of
wagers — but as wagers of peace.

Let me make one final point about the use of force. Even as we make difficult decisions about
going to war, we must also think clearly about how we fight it. The Nobel Committee
recognized this truth in awarding its first prize for peace to Henry Dunant — the founder of the
Red Cross, and a driving force behind the Geneva Conventions.

Where force is necessary, we have a moral and strategic interest in binding ourselves to
certain rules of conduct. And even as we confront a vicious adversary that abides by no rules,
| believe the United States of America must remain a standard bearer in the conduct of war.
That is what makes us different from those whom we fight. That is a source of our strength.
That is why | prohibited torture. That is why | ordered the prison at Guantanamo Bay closed.
And that is why I have reaffirmed America's commitment to abide by the Geneva
Conventions. We lose ourselves when we compromise the very ideals that we fight to defend.
And we honor — we honor those ideals by upholding them not when it's easy, but when it is
hard.
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I have spoken at some length to the question that must weigh on our minds and our hearts as
we choose to wage war. But let me now turn to our effort to avoid such tragic choices, and
speak of three ways that we can build a just and lasting peace.

First, in dealing with those nations that break rules and laws, | believe that we must develop
alternatives to violence that are tough enough to actually change behavior — for if we want a
lasting peace, then the words of the international community must mean something. Those
regimes that break the rules must be held accountable. Sanctions must exact a real price.
Intransigence must be met with increased pressure — and such pressure exists only when the
world stands together as one.

One urgent example is the effort to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, and to seek a world
without them. In the middle of the last century, nations agreed to be bound by a treaty whose
bargain is clear: All will have access to peaceful nuclear power; those without nuclear
weapons will forsake them; and those with nuclear weapons will work towards disarmament. |
am committed to upholding this treaty. It is a centerpiece of my foreign policy. And I'm
working with President Medvedev to reduce America and Russia's nuclear stockpiles.

But it is also incumbent upon all of us to insist that nations like Iran and North Korea do not
game the system. Those who claim to respect international law cannot avert their eyes when
those laws are flouted. Those who care for their own security cannot ignore the danger of an
arms race in the Middle East or East Asia. Those who seek peace cannot stand idly by as
nations arm themselves for nuclear war.

The same principle applies to those who violate international laws by brutalizing their own
people. When there is genocide in Darfur, systematic rape in Congo, repression in Burma —
there must be consequences. Yes, there will be engagement; yes, there will be diplomacy — but
there must be consequences when those things fail. And the closer we stand together, the less
likely we will be faced with the choice between armed intervention and complicity in
oppression.

This brings me to a second point — the nature of the peace that we seek. For peace is not
merely the absence of visible conflict. Only a just peace based on the inherent rights and
dignity of every individual can truly be lasting.

It was this insight that drove drafters of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights after the
Second World War. In the wake of devastation, they recognized that if human rights are not
protected, peace is a hollow promise.

And yet too often, these words are ignored. For some countries, the failure to uphold human
rights is excused by the false suggestion that these are somehow Western principles, foreign to
local cultures or stages of a nation's development. And within America, there has long been a
tension between those who describe themselves as realists or idealists — a tension that suggests
a stark choice between the narrow pursuit of interests or an endless campaign to impose our
values around the world.

I reject these choices. | believe that peace is unstable where citizens are denied the right to
speak freely or worship as they please; choose their own leaders or assemble without fear.
Pent-up grievances fester, and the suppression of tribal and religious identity can lead to
violence. We also know that the opposite is true. Only when Europe became free did it finally
find peace. America has never fought a war against a democracy, and our closest friends are
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governments that protect the rights of their citizens. No matter how callously defined, neither
America's interests — nor the world's — are served by the denial of human aspirations.

So even as we respect the unique culture and traditions of different countries, America will
always be a voice for those aspirations that are universal. We will bear witness to the quiet
dignity of reformers like Aung Sang Suu Kyi; to the bravery of Zimbabweans who cast their
ballots in the face of beatings; to the hundreds of thousands who have marched silently
through the streets of Iran. It is telling that the leaders of these governments fear the
aspirations of their own people more than the power of any other nation. And it is the
responsibility of all free people and free nations to make clear that these movements — these
movements of hope and history — they have us on their side.

Let me also say this: The promotion of human rights cannot be about exhortation alone. At
times, it must be coupled with painstaking diplomacy. | know that engagement with repressive
regimes lacks the satisfying purity of indignation. But I also know that sanctions without
outreach — condemnation without discussion — can carry forward only a crippling status quo.
No repressive regime can move down a new path unless it has the choice of an open door.

In light of the Cultural Revolution's horrors, Nixon's meeting with Mao appeared inexcusable
—and yet it surely helped set China on a path where millions of its citizens have been lifted
from poverty and connected to open societies. Pope John Paul's engagement with Poland
created space not just for the Catholic Church, but for labor leaders like Lech Walesa. Ronald
Reagan's efforts on arms control and embrace of perestroika not only improved relations with
the Soviet Union, but empowered dissidents throughout Eastern Europe. There's no simple
formula here. But we must try as best we can to balance isolation and engagement, pressure
and incentives, so that human rights and dignity are advanced over time.

Third, a just peace includes not only civil and political rights — it must encompass economic
security and opportunity. For true peace is not just freedom from fear, but freedom from want.

It is undoubtedly true that development rarely takes root without security; it is also true that
security does not exist where human beings do not have access to enough food, or clean water,
or the medicine and shelter they need to survive. It does not exist where children can't aspire
to a decent education or a job that supports a family. The absence of hope can rot a society
from within.

And that's why helping farmers feed their own people — or nations educate their children and
care for the sick — is not mere charity. It's also why the world must come together to confront
climate change. There is little scientific dispute that if we do nothing, we will face more
drought, more famine, more mass displacement — all of which will fuel more conflict for
decades. For this reason, it is not merely scientists and environmental activists who call for
swift and forceful action — it's military leaders in my own country and others who understand
our common security hangs in the balance.

Agreements among nations. Strong institutions. Support for human rights. Investments in
development. All these are vital ingredients in bringing about the evolution that President
Kennedy spoke about. And yet, | do not believe that we will have the will, the determination,
the staying power, to complete this work without something more — and that's the continued
expansion of our moral imagination; an insistence that there's something irreducible that we
all share.
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As the world grows smaller, you might think it would be easier for human beings to recognize
how similar we are; to understand that we're all basically seeking the same things; that we all
hope for the chance to live out our lives with some measure of happiness and fulfillment for
ourselves and our families.

And yet somehow, given the dizzying pace of globalization, the cultural leveling of
modernity, it perhaps comes as no surprise that people fear the loss of what they cherish in
their particular identities — their race, their tribe, and perhaps most powerfully their religion. In
some places, this fear has led to conflict. At times, it even feels like we're moving backwards.
We see it in the Middle East, as the conflict between Arabs and Jews seems to harden. We see
it in nations that are torn asunder by tribal lines.

And most dangerously, we see it in the way that religion is used to justify the murder of
innocents by those who have distorted and defiled the great religion of Islam, and who
attacked my country from Afghanistan. These extremists are not the first to kill in the name of
God; the cruelties of the Crusades are amply recorded. But they remind us that no Holy War
can ever be a just war. For if you truly believe that you are carrying out divine will, then there
is no need for restraint — no need to spare the pregnant mother, or the medic, or the Red Cross
worker, or even a person of one's own faith. Such a warped view of religion is not just
incompatible with the concept of peace, but I believe it's incompatible with the very purpose
of faith — for the one rule that lies at the heart of every major religion is that we do unto others
as we would have them do unto us.

Adhering to this law of love has always been the core struggle of human nature. For we are
fallible. We make mistakes, and fall victim to the temptations of pride, and power, and
sometimes evil. Even those of us with the best of intentions will at times fail to right the
wrongs before us.

But we do not have to think that human nature is perfect for us to still believe that the human
condition can be perfected. We do not have to live in an idealized world to still reach for those
ideals that will make it a better place. The non-violence practiced by men like Gandhi and
King may not have been practical or possible in every circumstance, but the love that they
preached — their fundamental faith in human progress — that must always be the North Star
that guides us on our journey.

For if we lose that faith — if we dismiss it as silly or naive; if we divorce it from the decisions
that we make on issues of war and peace — then we lose what's best about humanity. We lose
our sense of possibility. We lose our moral compass.

Like generations have before us, we must reject that future. As Dr. King said at this occasion
S0 many Yyears ago, "l refuse to accept despair as the final response to the ambiguities of
history. | refuse to accept the idea that the 'isness' of man's present condition makes him
morally incapable of reaching up for the eternal ‘oughtness' that forever confronts him."

Let us reach for the world that ought to be — that spark of the divine that still stirs within each
of our souls.

Somewhere today, in the here and now, in the world as it is, a soldier sees he's outgunned, but
stands firm to keep the peace. Somewhere today, in this world, a young protestor awaits the
brutality of her government, but has the courage to march on. Somewhere today, a mother
facing punishing poverty still takes the time to teach her child, scrapes together what few
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coins she has to send that child to school — because she believes that a cruel world still has a
place for that child's dreams.

Let us live by their example. We can acknowledge that oppression will always be with us, and
still strive for justice. We can admit the intractability of depravation, and still strive for
dignity. Clear-eyed, we can understand that there will be war, and still strive for peace. We
can do that — for that is the story of human progress; that's the hope of all the world; and at
this moment of challenge, that must be our work here on Earth.

Thank you very much.
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