A.P. United States History 11

Summer Assignment 2020-2021

In order to accomplish our goals for this course, it is imperative that reading and writing assignments are completed over
the summer. The assignments below represent material that provides a basic foundation for understanding the history of
the world—both time and place. The below assignments are due by the end of school day Friday, September 4, 2020.
Partial credit at a maximum score of 50% can be earned for any assignments turned in by the end of school day Friday,
September 11, 2020. No assignments will be accepted after Friday, September 11, 2020. All submitted work should be
proofread and typed. All submitted work must be original and of your own effort. A score of ZERO will be earned for
work found to be plagiarized. (*) Make a quality effort; I look forward to meeting all of you for an exciting school year!!

If you have questions over the summer, you can always contact Mr. Barratt at jbarratt@longbranch.k12.nj.us.

For direct private messaging & announcements via Remind 101, join the class at: https://www.remind.com/join/g4d83h

The course website can be accessed at: https:/www.longbranch.k12.nj.us/Page/16867

Assignment #1: Analyzing Historical Speech

In order to prepare for the AP US history course, you are to read and analyze ONE of the following three famous
historical speeches. These speeches are of similar length and are attached to the end of these instructions.

1. George Washington's Farewell Address (1796)
2. William Jennings Bryan's Cross of Gold Speech (1896)
3. Barack Obama's Speech on Race (2008)

After reading the selected speech you are to write a one paragraph response for each of the following questions
concerning the selected speech:

1. What was the speech maker's point of view?
2. What was the speech maker's purpose in making the speech?
3. Who was the intended audience of the speech maker and why were they targeted?
4. What was the historical context in which the speech was given?
(What was happening in the time period in which the speech was developed?)
5. Examine a specific excerpt (1-3 lines) of the speech.
What is the significance of the quote, and in what way is the language used meant to convey this significance?

FORMAT:

Y our work should be in font size 12, Times New Roman, and 1 4 inch spaced.

All paragraph responses should be a minimum of five sentences.

The total submission for Assignment #1 should not exceed four (4) pages.

Please type out each question in bold font before each paragraph answer.

No title page is necessary. Heading at the top: Your Name, Course Title, Summer Assignment Number & Title


https://www.remind.com/join/g4d83h
https://www.longbranch.k12.nj.us/Page/16867

Assignment #2: The Significance of Milestones in American History

In preparation for the AP exam, you will be required to remember and analyze the significance of world events
that have national or global impact throughout history.
Going back in time, research what made each of these years so significant on a national or global scale by
summarizing and explaining the significance of the events that are listed.
*Remember: A grade of a 0% will be awarded to any student who plagiarizes or copies off of another student or
from an uncredited online source. Must be written in your own words!
Format to Follow:
Heading: Your Name, Course Title, Summer Assignment Number & Title
Create a chart much like the following model with three distinct columns.
Assignment must be typed!
12 size, Times New Roman font

o Paragraphs = minimum 5 sentences (Partial credit to any response not fully developed)
Grade: This assignment will be worth 24 points (a test grade), and will also account for part of your writing
average during the 1* marking period. Each date will be worth 3 points: 1 for Summary, 1 for Significance, and 1
for Paragraph Requirement. 1pt will be earned for format.

o O O

Heading

(FORMAT EXAMPLE)

Assignment #2: Milestones in American History

Year/Event Summary of Event Significance of Event

Dec 18, 1620

Mar 5,1770

May 2, 1803

Sept 22, 1862

Oct 29, 1929

Dec 7, 1941

July 20, 1969

Feb 14, 2018

Note: Many things happened in each of the years listed, but the exact days listed suggest something specific.
Your task is to determine the event with the most profound historical importance from that year and describe and

explain the significance of that event as a major milestone in history.

Reminder: Both the Summary and the Significance columns should be at least a paragraph response each.
(Minimum 5 sentences) Be sure to write in your own words and write in a clear, concise manner. Make sure to
describe any significant details with your response. This assesses your ability to process information on your own.




Assignment #3: Memorizing the location of important world geographical features

e Practice learning the locations of these 50 states and their spelling. During the first week of school, you will be
asked to take a geography test where you will need to locate and spell them correctly on a map provided. Test
will have a 25 point value, and will also account for part of your writing average during the 1* marking period.

Alabama Hawaii Massachusetts New Mexico South Dakota
Alaska Idaho Michigan New York Tennessee
Arizona Illinois Minnesota North Carolina Texas

Arkansas Indiana Mississippi North Dakota Utah

California Iowa Missouri Ohio Vermont

Colorado Kansas Montana Oklahoma Virginia

Connecticut Kentucky Nebraska Oregon Washington

Delaware Louisiana Nevada Pennsylvania West Virginia
Florida Maine New Hampshire Rhode Island Wisconsin
Georgia Maryland New Jersey South Carolina Wyoming




Washington's Farewell Address, 1796 (This was published but not actually given out loud)
Friends and Citizens:

The period for a new election of a citizen to administer the executive government of the United States being not far
distant, and the time actually arrived when your thoughts must be employed in designating the person who is to be clothed
with that important trust, it appears to me proper, especially as it may conduce to a more distinct expression of the public
voice, that I should now apprise you of the resolution I have formed, to decline being considered among the number of
those out of whom a choice is to be made. I beg you, at the same time, to do me the justice to be assured that this
resolution has not been taken without a strict regard to all the considerations appertaining to the relation which binds a
dutiful citizen to his country; and that in withdrawing the tender of service, which silence in my situation might imply, I
am influenced by no diminution of zeal for your future interest, no deficiency of grateful respect for your past kindness,

but am supported by a full conviction that the step is compatible with both.

The acceptance of, and continuance hitherto in, the office to which your suffrages have twice called me have been a
uniform sacrifice of inclination to the opinion of duty and to a deference for what appeared to be your desire. I constantly
hoped that it would have been much earlier in my power, consistently with motives which I was not at liberty to disregard,
to return to that retirement from which I had been reluctantly drawn. The strength of my inclination to do this, previous to
the last election, had even led to the preparation of an address to declare it to you; but mature reflection on the then
perplexed and critical posture of our affairs with foreign nations, and the unanimous advice of persons entitled to my
confidence, impelled me to abandon the idea. I rejoice that the state of your concerns, external as well as internal, no
longer renders the pursuit of inclination incompatible with the sentiment of duty or propriety, and am persuaded, whatever
partiality may be retained for my services, that, in the present circumstances of our country, you will not disapprove my

determination to retire.

The impressions with which I first undertook the arduous trust were explained on the proper occasion. In the discharge of
this trust, [ will only say that I have, with good intentions, contributed towards the organization and administration of the
government the best exertions of which a very fallible judgment was capable. Not unconscious in the outset of the
inferiority of my qualifications, experience in my own eyes, perhaps still more in the eyes of others, has strengthened the
motives to diffidence of myself; and every day the increasing weight of years admonishes me more and more that the
shade of retirement is as necessary to me as it will be welcome. Satisfied that if any circumstances have given peculiar
value to my services, they were temporary, [ have the consolation to believe that, while choice and prudence invite me to

quit the political scene, patriotism does not forbid it.

In looking forward to the moment which is intended to terminate the career of my public life, my feelings do not permit
me to suspend the deep acknowledgment of that debt of gratitude which I owe to my beloved country for the many honors
it has conferred upon me; still more for the steadfast confidence with which it has supported me; and for the opportunities

I have thence enjoyed of manifesting my inviolable attachment, by services faithful and persevering, though in usefulness



unequal to my zeal. If benefits have resulted to our country from these services, let it always be remembered to your
praise, and as an instructive example in our annals, that under circumstances in which the passions, agitated in every
direction, were liable to mislead, amidst appearances sometimes dubious, vicissitudes of fortune often discouraging, in
situations in which not unfrequently want of success has countenanced the spirit of criticism, the constancy of your
support was the essential prop of the efforts, and a guarantee of the plans by which they were effected. Profoundly
penetrated with this idea, I shall carry it with me to my grave, as a strong incitement to unceasing vows that heaven may
continue to you the choicest tokens of its beneficence; that your union and brotherly affection may be perpetual; that the
free Constitution, which is the work of your hands, may be sacredly maintained; that its administration in every
department may be stamped with wisdom and virtue; that, in fine, the happiness of the people of these States, under the
auspices of liberty, may be made complete by so careful a preservation and so prudent a use of this blessing as will
acquire to them the glory of recommending it to the applause, the affection, and adoption of every nation which is yet a

stranger to it.

Here, perhaps, I ought to stop. But a solicitude for your welfare, which cannot end but with my life, and the apprehension
of danger, natural to that solicitude, urge me, on an occasion like the present, to offer to your solemn contemplation, and
to recommend to your frequent review, some sentiments which are the result of much reflection, of no inconsiderable
observation, and which appear to me all-important to the permanency of your felicity as a people. These will be offered to
you with the more freedom, as you can only see in them the disinterested warnings of a parting friend, who can possibly
have no personal motive to bias his counsel. Nor can I forget, as an encouragement to it, your indulgent reception of my
sentiments on a former and not dissimilar occasion. Interwoven as is the love of liberty with every ligament of your

hearts, no recommendation of mine is necessary to fortify or confirm the attachment.

The unity of government which constitutes you one people is also now dear to you. It is justly so, for it is a main pillar in
the edifice of your real independence, the support of your tranquility at home, your peace abroad; of your safety; of your
prosperity; of that very liberty which you so highly prize. But as it is easy to foresee that, from different causes and from
different quarters, much pains will be taken, many artifices employed to weaken in your minds the conviction of this truth;
as this is the point in your political fortress against which the batteries of internal and external enemies will be most
constantly and actively (though often covertly and insidiously) directed, it is of infinite moment that you should properly
estimate the immense value of your national union to your collective and individual happiness; that you should cherish a
cordial, habitual, and immovable attachment to it; accustoming yourselves to think and speak of it as of the palladium of
your political safety and prosperity; watching for its preservation with jealous anxiety; discountenancing whatever may
suggest even a suspicion that it can in any event be abandoned; and indignantly frowning upon the first dawning of every
attempt to alienate any portion of our country from the rest, or to enfeeble the sacred ties which now link together the

various parts.

For this you have every inducement of sympathy and interest. Citizens, by birth or choice, of a common country, that
country has a right to concentrate your affections. The name of American, which belongs to you in your national capacity,

must always exalt the just pride of patriotism more than any appellation derived from local discriminations. With slight



shades of difference, you have the same religion, manners, habits, and political principles. You have in a common cause
fought and triumphed together; the independence and liberty you possess are the work of joint counsels, and joint efforts

of common dangers, sufferings, and successes.

But these considerations, however powerfully they address themselves to your sensibility, are greatly outweighed by those
which apply more immediately to your interest. Here every portion of our country finds the most commanding motives for

carefully guarding and preserving the union of the whole.

The North, in an unrestrained intercourse with the South, protected by the equal laws of a common government, finds in
the productions of the latter great additional resources of maritime and commercial enterprise and precious materials of
manufacturing industry. The South, in the same intercourse, benefiting by the agency of the North, sees its agriculture
grow and its commerce expand. Turning partly into its own channels the seamen of the North, it finds its particular
navigation invigorated; and, while it contributes, in different ways, to nourish and increase the general mass of the
national navigation, it looks forward to the protection of a maritime strength, to which itself is unequally adapted. The
East, in a like intercourse with the West, already finds, and in the progressive improvement of interior communications by
land and water, will more and more find a valuable vent for the commodities which it brings from abroad, or manufactures
at home. The West derives from the East supplies requisite to its growth and comfort, and, what is perhaps of still greater
consequence, it must of necessity owe the secure enjoyment of indispensable outlets for its own productions to the weight,
influence, and the future maritime strength of the Atlantic side of the Union, directed by an indissoluble community of
interest as one nation. Any other tenure by which the West can hold this essential advantage, whether derived from its
own separate strength, or from an apostate and unnatural connection with any foreign power, must be intrinsically

precarious.

While, then, every part of our country thus feels an immediate and particular interest in union, all the parts combined
cannot fail to find in the united mass of means and efforts greater strength, greater resource, proportionably greater
security from external danger, a less frequent interruption of their peace by foreign nations; and, what is of inestimable
value, they must derive from union an exemption from those broils and wars between themselves, which so frequently
afflict neighboring countries not tied together by the same governments, which their own rival ships alone would be
sufficient to produce, but which opposite foreign alliances, attachments, and intrigues would stimulate and embitter.
Hence, likewise, they will avoid the necessity of those overgrown military establishments which, under any form of
government, are inauspicious to liberty, and which are to be regarded as particularly hostile to republican liberty. In this
sense it is that your union ought to be considered as a main prop of your liberty, and that the love of the one ought to

endear to you the preservation of the other.

These considerations speak a persuasive language to every reflecting and virtuous mind, and exhibit the continuance of
the Union as a primary object of patriotic desire. Is there a doubt whether a common government can embrace so large a
sphere? Let experience solve it. To listen to mere speculation in such a case were criminal. We are authorized to hope that

a proper organization of the whole with the auxiliary agency of governments for the respective subdivisions, will afford a



happy issue to the experiment. It is well worth a fair and full experiment. With such powerful and obvious motives to
union, affecting all parts of our country, while experience shall not have demonstrated its impracticability, there will

always be reason to distrust the patriotism of those who in any quarter may endeavor to weaken its bands.

In contemplating the causes which may disturb our Union, it occurs as matter of serious concern that any ground should
have been furnished for characterizing parties by geographical discriminations, Northern and Southern, Atlantic and
Western; whence designing men may endeavor to excite a belief that there is a real difference of local interests and views.
One of the expedients of party to acquire influence within particular districts is to misrepresent the opinions and aims of
other districts. You cannot shield yourselves too much against the jealousies and heartburnings which spring from these
misrepresentations; they tend to render alien to each other those who ought to be bound together by fraternal affection.
The inhabitants of our Western country have lately had a useful lesson on this head; they have seen, in the negotiation by
the Executive, and in the unanimous ratification by the Senate, of the treaty with Spain, and in the universal satisfaction at
that event, throughout the United States, a decisive proof how unfounded were the suspicions propagated among them of a
policy in the General Government and in the Atlantic States unfriendly to their interests in regard to the Mississippi; they
have been witnesses to the formation of two treaties, that with Great Britain, and that with Spain, which secure to them
everything they could desire, in respect to our foreign relations, towards confirming their prosperity. Will it not be their
wisdom to rely for the preservation of these advantages on the Union by which they were procured ? Will they not
henceforth be deaf to those advisers, if such there are, who would sever them from their brethren and connect them with

aliens?

To the efficacy and permanency of your Union, a government for the whole is indispensable. No alliance, however strict,
between the parts can be an adequate substitute; they must inevitably experience the infractions and interruptions which
all alliances in all times have experienced. Sensible of this momentous truth, you have improved upon your first essay, by
the adoption of a constitution of government better calculated than your former for an intimate union, and for the
efficacious management of your common concerns. This government, the offspring of our own choice, uninfluenced and
unawed, adopted upon full investigation and mature deliberation, completely free in its principles, in the distribution of its
powers, uniting security with energy, and containing within itself a provision for its own amendment, has a just claim to
your confidence and your support. Respect for its authority, compliance with its laws, acquiescence in its measures, are
duties enjoined by the fundamental maxims of true liberty. The basis of our political systems is the right of the people to
make and to alter their constitutions of government. But the Constitution which at any time exists, till changed by an
explicit and authentic act of the whole people, is sacredly obligatory upon all. The very idea of the power and the right of

the people to establish government presupposes the duty of every individual to obey the established government.

All obstructions to the execution of the laws, all combinations and associations, under whatever plausible character, with
the real design to direct, control, counteract, or awe the regular deliberation and action of the constituted authorities, are
destructive of this fundamental principle, and of fatal tendency. They serve to organize faction, to give it an artificial and
extraordinary force; to put, in the place of the delegated will of the nation the will of a party, often a small but artful and

enterprising minority of the community; and, according to the alternate triumphs of different parties, to make the public



administration the mirror of the ill-concerted and incongruous projects of faction, rather than the organ of consistent and

wholesome plans digested by common counsels and modified by mutual interests.

However combinations or associations of the above description may now and then answer popular ends, they are likely, in
the course of time and things, to become potent engines, by which cunning, ambitious, and unprincipled men will be
enabled to subvert the power of the people and to usurp for themselves the reins of government, destroying afterwards the

very engines which have lifted them to unjust dominion.

Towards the preservation of your government, and the permanency of your present happy state, it is requisite, not only
that you steadily discountenance irregular oppositions to its acknowledged authority, but also that you resist with care the
spirit of innovation upon its principles, however specious the pretexts. One method of assault may be to effect, in the
forms of the Constitution, alterations which will impair the energy of the system, and thus to undermine what cannot be
directly overthrown. In all the changes to which you may be invited, remember that time and habit are at least as necessary
to fix the true character of governments as of other human institutions; that experience is the surest standard by which to
test the real tendency of the existing constitution of a country; that facility in changes, upon the credit of mere hypothesis
and opinion, exposes to perpetual change, from the endless variety of hypothesis and opinion; and remember, especially,
that for the efficient management of your common interests, in a country so extensive as ours, a government of as much
vigor as is consistent with the perfect security of liberty is indispensable. Liberty itself will find in such a government,
with powers properly distributed and adjusted, its surest guardian. It is, indeed, little else than a name, where the
government is too feeble to withstand the enterprises of faction, to confine each member of the society within the limits

prescribed by the laws, and to maintain all in the secure and tranquil enjoyment of the rights of person and property.

I have already intimated to you the danger of parties in the State, with particular reference to the founding of them on
geographical discriminations. Let me now take a more comprehensive view, and warn you in the most solemn manner
against the baneful effects of the spirit of party generally. This spirit, unfortunately, is inseparable from our nature, having
its root in the strongest passions of the human mind. It exists under different shapes in all governments, more or less
stifled, controlled, or repressed; but, in those of the popular form, it is seen in its greatest rankness, and is truly their worst

enemy.

The alternate domination of one faction over another, sharpened by the spirit of revenge, natural to party dissension,
which in different ages and countries has perpetrated the most horrid enormities, is itself a frightful despotism. But this
leads at length to a more formal and permanent despotism. The disorders and miseries which result gradually incline the
minds of men to seek security and repose in the absolute power of an individual; and sooner or later the chief of some
prevailing faction, more able or more fortunate than his competitors, turns this disposition to the purposes of his own
elevation, on the ruins of public liberty. Without looking forward to an extremity of this kind (which nevertheless ought
not to be entirely out of sight), the common and continual mischiefs of the spirit of party are sufficient to make it the

interest and duty of a wise people to discourage and restrain it.



It serves always to distract the public councils and enfeeble the public administration. It agitates the community with
ill-founded jealousies and false alarms, kindles the animosity of one part against another, foments occasionally riot and
insurrection. It opens the door to foreign influence and corruption, which finds a facilitated access to the government itself
through the channels of party passions. Thus the policy and the will of one country are subjected to the policy and will of

another.

There is an opinion that parties in free countries are useful checks upon the administration of the government and serve to
keep alive the spirit of liberty. This within certain limits is probably true; and in governments of a monarchical cast,
patriotism may look with indulgence, if not with favor, upon the spirit of party. But in those of the popular character, in
governments purely elective, it is a spirit not to be encouraged. From their natural tendency, it is certain there will always
be enough of that spirit for every salutary purpose. And there being constant danger of excess, the effort ought to be by
force of public opinion, to mitigate and assuage it. A fire not to be quenched, it demands a uniform vigilance to prevent its

bursting into a flame, lest, instead of warming, it should consume.

It is important, likewise, that the habits of thinking in a free country should inspire caution in those entrusted with its
administration, to confine themselves within their respective constitutional spheres, avoiding in the exercise of the powers
of one department to encroach upon another. The spirit of encroachment tends to consolidate the powers of all the
departments in one, and thus to create, whatever the form of government, a real despotism. A just estimate of that love of
power, and proneness to abuse it, which predominates in the human heart, is sufficient to satisfy us of the truth of this
position. The necessity of reciprocal checks in the exercise of political power, by dividing and distributing it into different
depositaries, and constituting each the guardian of the public weal against invasions by the others, has been evinced by
experiments ancient and modern; some of them in our country and under our own eyes. To preserve them must be as
necessary as to institute them. If, in the opinion of the people, the distribution or modification of the constitutional powers
be in any particular wrong, let it be corrected by an amendment in the way which the Constitution designates. But let there
be no change by usurpation; for though this, in one instance, may be the instrument of good, it is the customary weapon
by which free governments are destroyed. The precedent must always greatly overbalance in permanent evil any partial or

transient benefit, which the use can at any time yield.

Of all the dispositions and habits which lead to political prosperity, religion and morality are indispensable supports. In
vain would that man claim the tribute of patriotism, who should labor to subvert these great pillars of human happiness,
these firmest props of the duties of men and citizens. The mere politician, equally with the pious man, ought to respect and
to cherish them. A volume could not trace all their connections with private and public felicity. Let it simply be asked:
Where is the security for property, for reputation, for life, if the sense of religious obligation desert the oaths which are the
instruments of investigation in courts of justice ? And let us with caution indulge the supposition that morality can be
maintained without religion. Whatever may be conceded to the influence of refined education on minds of peculiar
structure, reason and experience both forbid us to expect that national morality can prevail in exclusion of religious

principle.



It is substantially true that virtue or morality is a necessary spring of popular government. The rule, indeed, extends with
more or less force to every species of free government. Who that is a sincere friend to it can look with indifference upon
attempts to shake the foundation of the fabric? Promote then, as an object of primary importance, institutions for the
general diffusion of knowledge. In proportion as the structure of a government gives force to public opinion, it is essential

that public opinion should be enlightened.

As a very important source of strength and security, cherish public credit. One method of preserving it is to use it as
sparingly as possible, avoiding occasions of expense by cultivating peace, but remembering also that timely disbursements
to prepare for danger frequently prevent much greater disbursements to repel it, avoiding likewise the accumulation of
debt, not only by shunning occasions of expense, but by vigorous exertion in time of peace to discharge the debts which
unavoidable wars may have occasioned, not ungenerously throwing upon posterity the burden which we ourselves ought
to bear. The execution of these maxims belongs to your representatives, but it is necessary that public opinion should
co-operate. To facilitate to them the performance of their duty, it is essential that you should practically bear in mind that
towards the payment of debts there must be revenue; that to have revenue there must be taxes; that no taxes can be devised
which are not more or less inconvenient and unpleasant; that the intrinsic embarrassment, inseparable from the selection
of the proper objects (which is always a choice of difficulties), ought to be a decisive motive for a candid construction of
the conduct of the government in making it, and for a spirit of acquiescence in the measures for obtaining revenue, which

the public exigencies may at any time dictate.

Observe good faith and justice towards all nations; cultivate peace and harmony with all. Religion and morality enjoin this
conduct; and can it be, that good policy does not equally enjoin it - It will be worthy of a free, enlightened, and at no
distant period, a great nation, to give to mankind the magnanimous and too novel example of a people always guided by
an exalted justice and benevolence. Who can doubt that, in the course of time and things, the fruits of such a plan would
richly repay any temporary advantages which might be lost by a steady adherence to it ? Can it be that Providence has not
connected the permanent felicity of a nation with its virtue ? The experiment, at least, is recommended by every sentiment

which ennobles human nature. Alas! is it rendered impossible by its vices?

In the execution of such a plan, nothing is more essential than that permanent, inveterate antipathies against particular
nations, and passionate attachments for others, should be excluded; and that, in place of them, just and amicable feelings
towards all should be cultivated. The nation which indulges towards another a habitual hatred or a habitual fondness is in
some degree a slave. It is a slave to its animosity or to its affection, either of which is sufficient to lead it astray from its
duty and its interest. Antipathy in one nation against another disposes each more readily to offer insult and injury, to lay
hold of slight causes of umbrage, and to be haughty and intractable, when accidental or trifling occasions of dispute occur.
Hence, frequent collisions, obstinate, envenomed, and bloody contests. The nation, prompted by ill-will and resentment,
sometimes impels to war the government, contrary to the best calculations of policy. The government sometimes

participates in the national propensity, and adopts through passion what reason would reject; at other times it makes the



animosity of the nation subservient to projects of hostility instigated by pride, ambition, and other sinister and pernicious

motives. The peace often, sometimes perhaps the liberty, of nations, has been the victim.

So likewise, a passionate attachment of one nation for another produces a variety of evils. Sympathy for the favorite
nation, facilitating the illusion of an imaginary common interest in cases where no real common interest exists, and
infusing into one the enmities of the other, betrays the former into a participation in the quarrels and wars of the latter
without adequate inducement or justification. It leads also to concessions to the favorite nation of privileges denied to
others which is apt doubly to injure the nation making the concessions; by unnecessarily parting with what ought to have
been retained, and by exciting jealousy, ill-will, and a disposition to retaliate, in the parties from whom equal privileges
are withheld. And it gives to ambitious, corrupted, or deluded citizens (who devote themselves to the favorite nation),
facility to betray or sacrifice the interests of their own country, without odium, sometimes even with popularity; gilding,
with the appearances of a virtuous sense of obligation, a commendable deference for public opinion, or a laudable zeal for

public good, the base or foolish compliances of ambition, corruption, or infatuation.

As avenues to foreign influence in innumerable ways, such attachments are particularly alarming to the truly enlightened
and independent patriot. How many opportunities do they afford to tamper with domestic factions, to practice the arts of
seduction, to mislead public opinion, to influence or awe the public councils. Such an attachment of a small or weak
towards a great and powerful nation dooms the former to be the satellite of the latter. Against the insidious wiles of
foreign influence (I conjure you to believe me, fellow-citizens) the jealousy of a free people ought to be constantly awake,
since history and experience prove that foreign influence is one of the most baneful foes of republican government. But
that jealousy to be useful must be impartial; else it becomes the instrument of the very influence to be avoided, instead of
a defense against it. Excessive partiality for one foreign nation and excessive dislike of another cause those whom they
actuate to see danger only on one side, and serve to veil and even second the arts of influence on the other. Real patriots
who may resist the intrigues of the favorite are liable to become suspected and odious, while its tools and dupes usurp the

applause and confidence of the people, to surrender their interests.

The great rule of conduct for us in regard to foreign nations is in extending our commercial relations, to have with them as
little political connection as possible. So far as we have already formed engagements, let them be fulfilled with perfect
good faith. Here let us stop. Europe has a set of primary interests which to us have none; or a very remote relation. Hence
she must be engaged in frequent controversies, the causes of which are essentially foreign to our concerns. Hence,
therefore, it must be unwise in us to implicate ourselves by artificial ties in the ordinary vicissitudes of her politics, or the
ordinary combinations and collisions of her friendships or enmities. Our detached and distant situation invites and enables
us to pursue a different course. If we remain one people under an efficient government. the period is not far off when we
may defy material injury from external annoyance; when we may take such an attitude as will cause the neutrality we may
at any time resolve upon to be scrupulously respected; when belligerent nations, under the impossibility of making
acquisitions upon us, will not lightly hazard the giving us provocation; when we may choose peace or war, as our interest,

guided by justice, shall counsel.



Why forego the advantages of so peculiar a situation? Why quit our own to stand upon foreign ground? Why, by
interweaving our destiny with that of any part of Europe, entangle our peace and prosperity in the toils of European
ambition, rivalship, interest, humor or caprice? It is our true policy to steer clear of permanent alliances with any portion
of the foreign world; so far, I mean, as we are now at liberty to do it; for let me not be understood as capable of
patronizing infidelity to existing engagements. I hold the maxim no less applicable to public than to private affairs, that
honesty is always the best policy. I repeat it, therefore, let those engagements be observed in their genuine sense. But, in
my opinion, it is unnecessary and would be unwise to extend them. Taking care always to keep ourselves by suitable
establishments on a respectable defensive posture, we may safely trust to temporary alliances for extraordinary

emergencies.

Harmony, liberal intercourse with all nations, are recommended by policy, humanity, and interest. But even our
commercial policy should hold an equal and impartial hand; neither seeking nor granting exclusive favors or preferences;
consulting the natural course of things; diffusing and diversifying by gentle means the streams of commerce, but forcing
nothing; establishing (with powers so disposed, in order to give trade a stable course, to define the rights of our merchants,
and to enable the government to support them) conventional rules of intercourse, the best that present circumstances and
mutual opinion will permit, but temporary, and liable to be from time to time abandoned or varied, as experience and
circumstances shall dictate; constantly keeping in view that it is folly in one nation to look for disinterested favors from
another; that it must pay with a portion of its independence for whatever it may accept under that character; that, by such
acceptance, it may place itself in the condition of having given equivalents for nominal favors, and yet of being
reproached with ingratitude for not giving more. There can be no greater error than to expect or calculate upon real favors

from nation to nation. It is an illusion, which experience must cure, which a just pride ought to discard.

In offering to you, my countrymen, these counsels of an old and affectionate friend, I dare not hope they will make the
strong and lasting impression I could wish; that they will control the usual current of the passions, or prevent our nation
from running the course which has hitherto marked the destiny of nations. But, if  may even flatter myself that they may
be productive of some partial benefit, some occasional good; that they may now and then recur to moderate the fury of
party spirit, to warn against the mischiefs of foreign intrigue, to guard against the impostures of pretended patriotism; this
hope will be a full recompense for the solicitude for your welfare, by which they have been dictated. How far in the
discharge of my official duties I have been guided by the principles which have been delineated, the public records and
other evidences of my conduct must witness to you and to the world. To myself, the assurance of my own conscience is,

that I have at least believed myself to be guided by them.

In relation to the still subsisting war in Europe, my proclamation of the twenty-second of April, 1793, is the index of my
plan. Sanctioned by your approving voice, and by that of your representatives in both houses of Congress, the spirit of that
measure has continually governed me, uninfluenced by any attempts to deter or divert me from it. After deliberate

examination, with the aid of the best lights I could obtain, I was well satisfied that our country, under all the circumstances



of the case, had a right to take, and was bound in duty and interest to take, a neutral position. Having taken it, |

determined, as far as should depend upon me, to maintain it, with moderation, perseverance, and firmness.

The considerations which respect the right to hold this conduct, it is not necessary on this occasion to detail. I will only
observe that, according to my understanding of the matter, that right, so far from being denied by any of the belligerent
powers, has been virtually admitted by all. The duty of holding a neutral conduct may be inferred, without anything more,
from the obligation which justice and humanity impose on every nation, in cases in which it is free to act, to maintain

inviolate the relations of peace and amity towards other nations.

The inducements of interest for observing that conduct will best be referred to your own reflections and experience. With
me a predominant motive has been to endeavor to gain time to our country to settle and mature its yet recent institutions,
and to progress without interruption to that degree of strength and consistency which is necessary to give it, humanly
speaking, the command of its own fortunes. Though, in reviewing the incidents of my administration, I am unconscious of
intentional error, I am nevertheless too sensible of my defects not to think it probable that I may have committed many
errors. Whatever they may be, I fervently beseech the Almighty to avert or mitigate the evils to which they may tend. 1
shall also carry with me the hope that my country will never cease to view them with indulgence; and that, after forty five
years of my life dedicated to its service with an upright zeal, the faults of incompetent abilities will be consigned to

oblivion, as myself must soon be to the mansions of rest.

Relying on its kindness in this as in other things, and actuated by that fervent love towards it, which is so natural to a man
who views in it the native soil of himself and his progenitors for several generations, | anticipate with pleasing expectation
that retreat in which I promise myself to realize, without alloy, the sweet enjoyment of partaking, in the midst of my
fellow-citizens, the benign influence of good laws under a free government, the ever-favorite object of my heart, and the

happy reward, as I trust, of our mutual cares, labors, and dangers.



William Jennings Bryan’s “Cross of Gold” Speech,

(July 9, 1896 at the Democratic Convention)

One of the most famous speeches in American political history was delivered by William Jennings Bryan on July 9, 15896,
at the Democratic National Convention in Chicago. The issue dominating the land that decade had been the debate over
backing the dollar by either gold or silver. The thirty-six-year-old former Congressman from Nebraska aspired to be the
Democratic nominee for president, and he had been skillfully, but quietly, building support for himself among the
delegates. His dramatic speaking style and rhetoric roused the crowd to a frenzy. The response, wrote one reporter,
“came like one great burst of artillery.” Men and women screamed and waved their hats and canes. “Some,” wrote
another reporter, “like demented things, divested themselves of their coats and flung them high in the air.” The next day

the convention nominated Bryan for President on the fifth ballot. The full text of the speech appears below.

I would be presumptuous, indeed, to present myself against the distinguished gentlemen to whom you have listened if this
were but a measuring of ability; but this is not a contest among persons. The humblest citizen in all the land when clad in
the armor of a righteous cause is stronger than all the whole hosts of error that they can bring. I come to speak to you in
defense of a cause as holy as the cause of liberty—the cause of humanity. When this debate is concluded, a motion will be
made to lay upon the table the resolution offered in commendation of the administration and also the resolution in
condemnation of the administration. I shall object to bringing this question down to a level of persons. The individual is
but an atom; he is born, he acts, he dies; but principles are eternal; and this has been a contest of principle. Never before in
the history of this country has there been witnessed such a contest as that through which we have passed. Never before in

the history of American politics has a great issue been fought out as this issue has been by the voters themselves.

On the 4th of March, 1895, a few Democrats, most of them members of Congress, issued an address to the Democrats of
the nation asserting that the money question was the paramount issue of the hour; asserting also the right of a majority of
the Democratic Party to control the position of the party on this paramount issue; concluding with the request that all
believers in free coinage of silver in the Democratic Party should organize and take charge of and control the policy of the
Democratic Party. Three months later, at Memphis, an organization was perfected, and the silver Democrats went forth
openly and boldly and courageously proclaiming their belief and declaring that if successful they would crystallize in a
platform the declaration which they had made; and then began the conflict with a zeal approaching the zeal which inspired
the crusaders who followed Peter the Hermit. Our silver Democrats went forth from victory unto victory, until they are

assembled now, not to discuss, not to debate, but to enter up the judgment rendered by the plain people of this country.

But in this contest, brother has been arrayed against brother, and father against son. The warmest ties of love and
acquaintance and association have been disregarded. Old leaders have been cast aside when they refused to give

expression to the sentiments of those whom they would lead, and new leaders have sprung up to give direction to this



cause of freedom. Thus has the contest been waged, and we have assembled here under as binding and solemn instructions

as were ever fastened upon the representatives of a people.

We do not come as individuals. Why, as individuals we might have been glad to compliment the gentleman from New
York [Senator Hill], but we knew that the people for whom we speak would never be willing to put him in a position
where he could thwart the will of the Democratic Party. I say it was not a question of persons; it was a question of
principle; and it is not with gladness, my friends, that we find ourselves brought into conflict with those who are now
arrayed on the other side. The gentleman who just preceded me [Governor Russell] spoke of the old state of
Massachusetts. Let me assure him that not one person in all this convention entertains the least hostility to the people of

the state of Massachusetts.

But we stand here representing people who are the equals before the law of the largest cities in the state of Massachusetts.
When you come before us and tell us that we shall disturb your business interests, we reply that you have disturbed our
business interests by your action. We say to you that you have made too limited in its application the definition of a
businessman. The man who is employed for wages is as much a businessman as his employer. The attorney in a country
town is as much a businessman as the corporation counsel in a great metropolis. The merchant at the crossroads store is as
much a businessman as the merchant of New York. The farmer who goes forth in the morning and toils all day, begins in
the spring and toils all summer, and by the application of brain and muscle to the natural resources of this country creates
wealth, is as much a businessman as the man who goes upon the Board of Trade and bets upon the price of grain. The
miners who go 1,000 feet into the earth or climb 2,000 feet upon the cliffs and bring forth from their hiding places the
precious metals to be poured in the channels of trade are as much businessmen as the few financial magnates who in a

backroom corner the money of the world.

We come to speak for this broader class of businessmen. Ah. my friends, we say not one word against those who live
upon the Atlantic Coast; but those hardy pioneers who braved all the dangers of the wilderness, who have made the desert
to blossom as the rose—those pioneers away out there, rearing their children near to nature’s heart, where they can mingle
their voices with the voices of the birds—out there where they have erected schoolhouses for the education of their
children and churches where they praise their Creator, and the cemeteries where sleep the ashes of their dead—are as

deserving of the consideration of this party as any people in this country.

It is for these that we speak. We do not come as aggressors. Our war is not a war of conquest. We are fighting in the
defense of our homes, our families, and posterity. We have petitioned, and our petitions have been scorned. We have
entreated, and our entreaties have been disregarded. We have begged, and they have mocked when our calamity came. We
beg no longer; we entreat no more; we petition no more. We defy them! The gentleman from Wisconsin has said he fears
a Robespierre. My friend, in this land of the free you need fear no tyrant who will spring up from among the people. What

we need is an Andrew Jackson to stand as Jackson stood, against the encroachments of aggregated wealth.



They tell us that this platform was made to catch votes. We reply to them that changing conditions make new issues; that
the principles upon which rest Democracy are as everlasting as the hills; but that they must be applied to new conditions
as they arise. Conditions have arisen and we are attempting to meet those conditions. They tell us that the income tax
ought not to be brought in here; that is not a new idea. They criticize us for our criticism of the Supreme Court of the
United States. My friends, we have made no criticism. We have simply called attention to what you know. If you want

criticisms, read the dissenting opinions of the Court. That will give you criticisms.

They say we passed an unconstitutional law. I deny it. The income tax was not unconstitutional when it was passed. It was
not unconstitutional when it went before the Supreme Court for the first time. It did not become unconstitutional until one
judge changed his mind; and we cannot be expected to know when a judge will change his mind. The income tax is a just
law. It simply intends to put the burdens of government justly upon the backs of the people. I am in favor of an income
tax. When I find a man who is not willing to pay his share of the burden of the government which protects him, I find a

man who is unworthy to enjoy the blessings of a government like ours.

He says that we are opposing the national bank currency. It is true. If you will read what Thomas Benton said, you will
find that he said that in searching history he could find but one parallel to Andrew Jackson. That was Cicero, who
destroyed the conspiracies of Cataline and saved Rome. He did for Rome what Jackson did when he destroyed the bank
conspiracy and saved America. We say in our platform that we believe that the right to coin money and issue money is a
function of government. We believe it. We believe it is a part of sovereignty and can no more with safety be delegated to

private individuals than can the power to make penal statutes or levy laws for taxation.

Mr. Jefferson, who was once regarded as good Democratic authority, seems to have a different opinion from the
gentleman who has addressed us on the part of the minority. Those who are opposed to this proposition tell us that the
issue of paper money is a function of the bank and that the government ought to go out of the banking business. I stand
with Jefferson rather than with them, and tell them, as he did, that the issue of money is a function of the government and
that the banks should go out of the governing business. They complain about the plank which declares against the life
tenure in office. They have tried to strain it to mean that which it does not mean. What we oppose in that plank is the life
tenure that is being built up in Washington which establishes an office-holding class and excludes from participation in

the benefits the humbler members of our society. . . .

Let me call attention to two or three great things. The gentleman from New York says that he will propose an amendment
providing that this change in our law shall not affect contracts which, according to the present laws, are made payable in
gold. But if he means to say that we cannot change our monetary system without protecting those who have loaned money
before the change was made, I want to ask him where, in law or in morals, he can find authority for not protecting the
debtors when the act of 1873 was passed when he now insists that we must protect the creditor. He says he also wants to

amend this platform so as to provide that if we fail to maintain the parity within a year that we will then suspend the



coinage of silver. We reply that when we advocate a thing which we believe will be successful we are not compelled to

raise a doubt as to our own sincerity by trying to show what we will do if we are wrong.

I ask him, if he will apply his logic to us, why he does not apply it to himself. He says that he wants this country to try to
secure an international agreement. Why doesn’t he tell us what he is going to do if they fail to secure an international
agreement. There is more reason for him to do that than for us to expect to fail to maintain the parity. They have tried for
thirty years—thirty years—to secure an international agreement, and those are waiting for it most patiently who don’t

want it at all.

Now, my friends, let me come to the great paramount issue. If they ask us here why it is we say more on the money
question than we say upon the tariff question, I reply that if protection has slain its thousands the gold standard has slain
its tens of thousands. If they ask us why we did not embody all these things in our platform which we believe, we reply to
them that when we have restored the money of the Constitution, all other necessary reforms will be possible, and that until
that is done there is no reform that can be accomplished. Why is it that within three months such a change has come over
the sentiments of the country? Three months ago, when it was confidently asserted that those who believed in the gold
standard would frame our platforms and nominate our candidates, even the advocates of the gold standard did not think
that we could elect a President; but they had good reasons for the suspicion, because there is scarcely a state here today

asking for the gold standard that is not within the absolute control of the Republican Party.

But note the change. Mr. McKinley was nominated at St. Louis upon a platform that declared for the maintenance of the
gold standard until it should be changed into bimetallism by an international agreement. Mr. McKinley was the most
popular man among the Republicans; and everybody three months ago in the Republican Party prophesied his election.
How is it today? Why, that man who used to boast that he looked like Napoleon, that man shudders today when he thinks
that he was nominated on the anniversary of the Battle of Waterloo. Not only that, but as he listens he can hear with ever

increasing distinctness the sound of the waves as they beat upon the lonely shores of St. Helena.

Why this change? Ah, my friends. Is not the change evident to anyone who will look at the matter? It is because no private
character, however pure, no personal popularity, however great, can protect from the avenging wrath of an indignant
people the man who will either declare that he is in favor of fastening the gold standard upon this people, or who is willing

to surrender the right of self-government and place legislative control in the hands of foreign potentates and powers. . . .

We go forth confident that we shall win. Why? Because upon the paramount issue in this campaign there is not a spot of
ground upon which the enemy will dare to challenge battle. Why, if they tell us that the gold standard is a good thing, we
point to their platform and tell them that their platform pledges the party to get rid of a gold standard and substitute
bimetallism. If the gold standard is a good thing, why try to get rid of it? If the gold standard, and I might call your
attention to the fact that some of the very people who are in this convention today and who tell you that we ought to

declare in favor of international bimetallism and thereby declare that the gold standard is wrong and that the principles of



bimetallism are better—these very people four months ago were open and avowed advocates of the gold standard and

telling us that we could not legislate two metals together even with all the world.

I want to suggest this truth, that if the gold standard is a good thing we ought to declare in favor of its retention and not in
favor of abandoning it; and if the gold standard is a bad thing, why should we wait until some other nations are willing to
help us to let it go? Here is the line of battle. We care not upon which issue they force the fight. We are prepared to meet
them on either issue or on both. If they tell us that the gold standard is the standard of civilization, we reply to them that
this, the most enlightened of all nations of the earth, has never declared for a gold standard, and both the parties this year
are declaring against it. If the gold standard is the standard of civilization, why, my friends, should we not have it? So if
they come to meet us on that, we can present the history of our nation. More than that, we can tell them this; that they will
search the pages of history in vain to find a single instance in which the common people of any land ever declared

themselves in favor of a gold standard. They can find where the holders of fixed investments have.

Mr. Carlisle said in 1878 that this was a struggle between the idle holders of idle capital and the struggling masses who
produce the wealth and pay the taxes of the country; and my friends, it is simply a question that we shall decide upon
which side shall the Democratic Party fight. Upon the side of the idle holders of idle capital, or upon the side of the
struggling masses? That is the question that the party must answer first; and then it must be answered by each individual
hereafter. The sympathies of the Democratic Party, as described by the platform, are on the side of the struggling masses,
who have ever been the foundation of the Democratic Party. There are two ideas of government. There are those who
believe that if you just legislate to make the well-to-do prosperous, that their prosperity will leak through on those below.
The Democratic idea has been that if you legislate to make the masses prosperous their prosperity will find its way up and

through every class that rests upon it.

You come to us and tell us that the great cities are in favor of the gold standard. I tell you that the great cities rest upon
these broad and fertile prairies. Burn down your cities and leave our farms, and your cities will spring up again as if by
magic. But destroy our farms and the grass will grow in the streets of every city in the country. My friends, we shall
declare that this nation is able to legislate for its own people on every question without waiting for the aid or consent of

any other nation on earth, and upon that issue we expect to carry every single state in the Union.

I shall not slander the fair state of Massachusetts nor the state of New York by saying that when citizens are confronted
with the proposition, “Is this nation able to attend to its own business?”—I will not slander either one by saying that the
people of those states will declare our helpless impotency as a nation to attend to our own business. It is the issue of 1776
over again. Our ancestors, when but 3 million, had the courage to declare their political independence of every other
nation upon earth. Shall we, their descendants, when we have grown to 70 million, declare that we are less independent
than our forefathers? No, my friends, it will never be the judgment of this people. Therefore, we care not upon what lines

the battle is fought. If they say bimetallism is good but we cannot have it till some nation helps us, we reply that, instead



of having a gold standard because England has, we shall restore bimetallism, and then let England have bimetallism

because the United States have.

If they dare to come out in the open field and defend the gold standard as a good thing, we shall fight them to the
uttermost, having behind us the producing masses of the nation and the world. Having behind us the commercial interests
and the laboring interests and all the toiling masses, we shall answer their demands for a gold standard by saying to them,

you shall not press down upon the brow of labor this crown of thorns. You shall not crucify mankind upon a cross of gold.



Senator Barack Obama’s speech on race in Philadelphia, 2008

(as provided by his presidential campaign)

“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. I 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. I was raised with the
help of a white grandfather who survived a Depression to serve in Patton’s Army during World War II 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 slave owners — an inheritance we pass on to our two precious daughters. I have
brothers, sisters, nieces, nephews, uncles and cousins, of every race and every hue, scattered across three continents, and

for as long as I live, I 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 I know him to be an occasionally fierce critic of American domestic and foreign
policy? Of course. Did I ever hear him make remarks that could be considered controversial while I sat in church? Yes.
Did I 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. But the remarks that have caused this recent
firestorm weren’t simply controversial. They weren’t simply a religious leader’s effort to speak out against perceived
injustice. Instead, they expressed a profoundly distorted view of this country — a view that sees white racism as endemic,
and that elevates what is wrong with America above all that we know is right with America; a view that sees the conflicts
in the Middle East as rooted primarily in the actions of stalwart allies like Israel, instead of emanating from the perverse

and hateful ideologies of radical Islam.

As such, Reverend Wright’s comments were not only wrong but divisive, divisive at a time when we need unity; racially
charged at a time when we need to come together to solve a set of monumental problems — two wars, a terrorist threat, a
falling economy, a chronic health care crisis and potentially devastating climate change; problems that are neither black or
white or Latino or Asian, but rather problems that confront us all. Given my background, my politics, and my professed
values and ideals, there will no doubt be those for whom my statements of condemnation are not enough. Why associate
myself with Reverend Wright in the first place, they may ask? Why not join another church? And I confess that if all that I

knew of Reverend Wright were the snippets of those sermons that have run in an endless loop on the television and You



Tube, or if Trinity United Church of Christ conformed to the caricatures being peddled by some commentators, there is no

doubt that I would react in much the same way

But the truth is, that isn’t all that I know of the man. The man I met more than twenty years ago is a man who helped
introduce me to my Christian faith, a man who spoke to me about our obligations to love one another; to care for the sick
and lift up the poor. He is a man who served his country as a U.S. Marine; who has studied and lectured at some of the
finest universities and seminaries in the country and who for over thirty years led a church that serves the community by
doing God’s work here on Earth — by housing the homeless, ministering to the needy, providing day care services and

scholarships and prison ministries, and reaching out to those suffering from HIV/AIDS.

In my first book, Dreams From My Father, 1 described the experience of my first service at Trinity: “People began to
shout, to rise from their seats and clap and cry out, a forceful wind carrying the reverend’s voice up into the rafters....And
in that single note — hope! — I heard something else; at the foot of that cross, inside the thousands of churches across the
city, I 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 I 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 I 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. I suppose the politically safe thing
would be to move on from this episode and just hope that it fades into the woodwork. We can dismiss Reverend Wright as
a crank or a demagogue, just as some have dismissed Geraldine Ferraro, in the aftermath of her recent statements, as

harboring some deep-seated racial bias.

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 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 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.

Like the anger within the black community, these resentments aren’t always expressed in polite company. But they have
helped shape the political landscape for at least a generation. Anger over welfare and affirmative action helped forge the
Reagan Coalition. Politicians routinely exploited fears of crime for their own electoral ends. Talk show hosts and
conservative commentators built entire careers unmasking bogus claims of racism while dismissing legitimate discussions

of racial injustice and inequality as mere political correctness or reverse racism.

Just as black anger often proved counterproductive, so have these white resentments distracted attention from the real
culprits of the middle class squeeze — a corporate culture rife with inside dealing, questionable accounting practices, and
short-term greed; a Washington dominated by lobbyists and special interests; economic policies that favor the few over

the many. And yet, to wish away the resentments of white Americans, to label them as misguided or even racist, without



recognizing they are grounded in legitimate concerns — this too widens the racial divide, and blocks the path to

understanding.

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, I 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 I 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 who's 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. Ironically, this quintessentially American — and yes, conservative — notion of self-help found
frequent expression in Reverend Wright’s sermons. But what my former pastor too often failed to understand is that

embarking on a program of self-help also requires a belief that society can change.

The profound mistake of Reverend Wright’s sermons is not that he spoke about racism in our society. It’s that he spoke as
if our society was static; as if no progress has been made; as if this country — a country that has made it possible for one of
his own members to run for the highest office in the land and build a coalition of white and black; Latino and Asian, rich
and poor, young and old -- is still irrevocably bound to a tragic past. But what we know -- what we have seen — is that
America can change. That is true genius of this nation. What we have already achieved gives us hope — the audacity to

hope — for what we can and must achieve tomorrow.

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

For we have a choice in this country. We can accept a politics that breeds division, and conflict, and cynicism. We can
tackle race only as spectacle — as we did in the OJ trial — or in the wake of tragedy, as we did in the aftermath of Katrina -
or as fodder for the nightly news. We can play Reverend Wright’s sermons on every channel, every day and talk about
them from now until the election, and make the only question in this campaign whether or not the American people think
that I somehow believe or sympathize with his most offensive words. We can pounce on some gaffe by a Hillary supporter
as evidence that she’s playing the race card, or we can speculate on whether white men will all flock to John McCain in

the general election regardless of his policies.

We can do that. But if we do, I can tell you that in the next election, we’ll be talking about some other distraction. And

then another one. And then another one. And nothing will change.

That is one option. Or, at this moment, in this election, we can come together and say, “Not this time.” This time we want
to talk about the crumbling schools that are stealing the future of black children and white children and Asian children and
Hispanic children and Native American children. This time we want to reject the cynicism that tells us that these kids
can’t learn; that those kids who don’t look like us are somebody else’s problem. The children of America are not those

kids, they are our kids, and we will not let them fall behind in a 21st century economy. Not this time.

This time we want to talk about how the lines in the Emergency Room are filled with whites and blacks and Hispanics
who do not have health care; who don’t have the power on their own to overcome the special interests in Washington, but
who can take them on if we do it together. This time we want to talk about the shuttered mills that once provided a decent
life for men and women of every race, and the homes for sale that once belonged to Americans from every religion, every
region, every walk of life. This time we want to talk about the fact that the real problem is not that someone who doesn’t
look like you might take your job; it’s that the corporation you work for will ship it overseas for nothing more than a

profit.

This time we want to talk about the men and women of every color and creed who serve together, and fight together, and
bleed together under the same proud flag. We want to talk about how to bring them home from a war that never should’ve
been authorized and never should’ve been waged, and we want to talk about how we’ll show our patriotism by caring for

them, and their families, and giving them the benefits they have earned.

I would not be running for President if I didn’t believe with all my heart that this is what the vast majority of Americans
want for this country. This union may never be perfect, but generation after generation has shown that it can always be
perfected. And today, whenever I find myself feeling doubtful or cynical about this possibility, what gives me the most

hope is the next generation — the young people whose attitudes and beliefs and openness to change have already made



history in this election. There is one story in particularly that I’d like to leave you with today — a story I told when I had

the great honor of speaking on Dr. King’s birthday at his home church, Ebenezer Baptist, in Atlanta.

There is a young, twenty-three year old white woman named Ashley Baia who organized for our campaign in Florence,
South Carolina. She had been working to organize a mostly African-American community since the beginning of this
campaign, and one day she was at a roundtable discussion where everyone went around telling their story and why they
were there. And Ashley said that when she was nine years old, her mother got cancer. And because she had to miss days
of work, she was let go and lost her health care. They had to file for bankruptcy, and that’s when Ashley decided that she
had to do something to help her mom. She knew that food was one of their most expensive costs, and so Ashley convinced
her mother that what she really liked and really wanted to eat more than anything else was mustard and relish sandwiches.
Because that was the cheapest way to eat. She did this for a year until her mom got better, and she told everyone at the
roundtable that the reason she joined our campaign was so that she could help the millions of other children in the country

who want and need to help their parents too.

Now Ashley might have made a different choice. Perhaps somebody told her along the way that the source of her mother’s
problems were blacks who were on welfare and too lazy to work, or Hispanics who were coming into the country

illegally. But she didn’t. She sought out allies in her fight against injustice.

Anyway, Ashley finishes her story and then goes around the room and asks everyone else why they’re supporting the
campaign. They all have different stories and reasons. Many bring up a specific issue. And finally they come to this
elderly black man who’s been sitting there quietly the entire time. And Ashley asks him why he’s there. And he does not
bring up a specific issue. He does not say health care or the economy. He does not say education or the war. He does not
say that he was there because of Barack Obama. He simply says to everyone in the room, “I am here because of Ashley.”
“I’m here because of Ashley.” By itself, that single moment of recognition between that young white girl and that old
black man is not enough. It is not enough to give health care to the sick, or jobs to the jobless, or education to our

children.

But it is where we start. It is where our union grows stronger. And as so many generations have come to realize over the
course of the two-hundred and twenty one years since a band of patriots signed that document in Philadelphia, that is

where the perfection begins.



APUSH Summer Assignment #1 Rubric — 40 pts total (Summative Grade)

Component Questions

3 = Full. quality response

* Considers entire speech
* Answer well-supported
* Analysis of text evidence

2 = Partial, effective response

* Considers parts of speech
* Answer has some support
* Analysis limited

1 = Limited, weak response

* Focus on speech fragment
* Answer not developed
* No text analysis present

1. What was the speech maker's
point of view?

2. What was the speech maker's
purpose in making the speech?

3. What was the historical
context in which the speech was
given?

4. Who was the intended
audience of the speech maker
and why were they targeted?




AP History Free Summer Program
July 9" — August 15"

Strongly recommended for all students taking
APHUG, AP World, or APUSH in the 2020/21 school year

The purpose of this free AP enrichment program is to provide students with
the following:

1. Instructions in how to analyze and interpret specific primary sources, including documentary
material, maps, and political cartoons.

2. The ability to understand multiple interpretations of historical issues in secondary sources.

3. To be able to understand that interpretations of events change over time, and thus students
must be able to compare developments and trends from one period to another.

4. To be able to critically analyze relevant theories and concepts, apply them to specific
questions, and then develop a written explanation of the events that demonstrates advanced
writing and comprehension sKills.

The goals of this summer enrichment program will be accomplished by providing students with a brief
outline of the course, an intensive reading and writing component related to course specific, and a
focus on improving the student’s ability to read, comprehend, and write at an AP level.

APHUG Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays 8:00am -9:30am

AP World Tuesdays 10:00am - 11:30am

APUSH Thursdays 10:00am - 11:30am

*Classes will meet on the 1st Floor of LBHS; please bring a
notebook and a pen!

QUESTIONS?

Email asmiga@longbranch.k12.nj.us or Message / Text @summersmig on Remind



mailto:asmiga@longbranch.k12.nj.us
https://drive.google.com/file/d/15bh1oRGNF-iurcu54jLMTz1bVEtJ-zjG/view?usp=sharing

