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Carolyn Brown:

Dr. Franklin, distinguished guests, ladies and gentlemen.  Good evening and welcome to the Library of Congress (the Library).  I am Carolyn Brown director of the Office of Scholarly Programs and the John W. Kluge Center at the Library.  And it gives me great pleasure to welcome you here this evening for this lecture by Dr. John Hope Franklin who'll be speaking to us on the subject, “Where Do We Go from Here?”  Dr. Franklin is a former resident of the Kluge Center and a winner of the 2006 John W. Kluge Prize for lifetime achievement in studies in advanced humanity.  So he's an old friend I think we can say.  

Just a word about the Kluge Center, the Kluge Center supports advanced research and the collections of the Library of Congress.  The scholars who come for periods of a few months to a year are drawn from the world's most eminent and accomplished senior scholars as well as some of the most promising rising generation of post-doctoral fellows.  We at the [Kluge] Center make it our business to connect them with the collections and with the expert staff of the Library so as to facilitate their research.  At this time I'd like to ask you if you have a cell phone or other electrical devices if you would please turn those off.  And I would also note that this event is being filmed for later broadcast so if you ask a question you will be recorded.

[laughter]

I hope that's all right.  Don't face the camera just face this way you'll be incognito.  At this point I’d like to introduce Dr. Billington the librarian of Congress who will introduce the speaker.

[applause]

Librarian of Congress James H. Billington:

Well it is a very great pleasure and honor to have John Hope Franklin in our midst again.  He was most recently here as the recipient of this John W. Kluge prize for lifetime achievement in the study of humanity, which covers the humanities and social sciences areas not covered in Nobel Prizes.  It's hard to exaggerate and almost impossible to cover the range in a short introduction and you want to hear from Dr. Franklin not from the introducer.  But what an accomplishment it has been to, in affect, be the principal agent and spokesman and initiator in so many ways of establishing African American history as a key area in the professional study of American history.  And in the consciousness of the American people.  

In awarding the Kluge Prize last December, I tried to summarize in brief words his contribution.  And I said that long before the agency of ordinary Americans became a touchstone of historical writing, Franklin demonstrated that blacks were active agents in shaping their own end the nation's broader history.  The studies unearthed numerous, numerous long neglected yet indisputably essential parts of the American past.  Taken together they make the point that no account of American history can be complete that does not afford a key place to the struggles of black Americans for full participation.  His books have challenged historians to rethink how they conceptualize American history as a whole.  Dr. Franklin will use the Library of Congress for many years.  He had some amusing and not altogether flattering comments about some of his experiences [laughs], but it was a wonderful speech when he was here last and it reminded us all, not only of some distance that we've come, but of distances yet to be explored in advanced.  And that is something which he will be addressing, one hopes a bit tonight.  

He used the Library of course in research for his influential and still standard history, “From Slavery to Freedom,” first published in 1947, revised and expanded through numerous additions, translated, the standard still introduction to this important part of our history.  He looks to the future as well as the past.  He's had an enormous impact, influential role with the Fulbright Program, Board of Foreign Scholarships, which he chaired at a very crucial time.  The National Council of Humanities, U.S. delegation UNESCO, active of course in the civil rights movement bringing his deep scholarship to bear on legal questions.  Activating the conscience with his firmness and at the same time his civility and his depth and quality and the variety of ways he explored the history that he did so much to make a part of our lives.  

President Clinton appointed him, as you know, chairman of the Advisory Board of "One America in the 21st Century,” a national discourse on issues of race.  He’s written not only scholarly monographs, books and history for nonacademic audiences his crucial textbook a wonderful biography of George Washington Williams who wrote the first history of African Americans in the United States, and of course his autobiography, “Mirror to America,” which he worked on here in the Kluge Center as a distinguished visiting senior scholar and which has taken him on a tour of America and had an enormously grateful and inspiring reception in so many parts of our country.  He is, as you know, emeritus professor of history at Duke University.  We are extraordinarily privileged to have him with us tonight to draw on his deep knowledge, his long experience, his wisdom, his wonderful humanity.  To reflect on the question, where do we go from here?  Wherever we go, we couldn't have a better guide than John Hope Franklin.

[applause]

John Hope Franklin:

Thank you very much my dear friend of many, many years the Librarian of Congress James Billington.  I began coming here more than 65 years ago and I called it then, as I call it now, the eighth wonder of the world.  When I was writing “From Slavery to Freedom” in a one bedroom apartment in Durham, N.C., 60 years ago, I was writing in my lap because the table that I usually worked on, my wife was about to set dinner.  She looked at me and I had this book in my lap and she said, “You can't finish that book here.  It's obvious that you can't.”  I said, “I have nowhere to go.”  

The library didn't have any study rooms at North Carolina College for Negroes where I was teaching at that time.  It didn't have any offices for teachers, not any.  It was not convenient for me to work at Duke University all the time.  And I said, “This is the only place I have to work.”  She said, “Well you ought to leave.”

[laughter]

I said, “Where should I go?”  She said, “You go to the Library of Congress.”  I said, “The Library of Congress.”  I said, “That means that I wouldn't be working.”  She said, “But I'm working.  And that's all you have, that's all you need.  You pack up and go to the Library of Congress and finish the book.”  I said, “Yes ma'am.”

[laughter]

And I did and she provided me from the “Aurelia Franklin Foundation.”

[laughter]

 A subvention that made it possible for me to complete that work.  Small wonder that I dedicated to her, small wonder that I'm indebted to her for so many things that have happened to me before and since.

I'm honored, as you know, by the John W. Kluge prize and I'm humbled by it.  I almost said humiliated, that would not be quite accurate.  I'm humbled by it and I'm grateful to the committee and others who are responsible for my being the recipient of the prize.  But I'm deeply indebted to the staff of the Library of Congress and to the people associated with this institution, it's a marvelous institution, for making it possible for me to be, to help me on my way and make it possible for me to be here this evening.  Thank you very much.

I want to talk briefly this evening about what appears to be happening in the world, and especially what seems to be happening in our country, as we continue to face one of the most difficult periods in our history.  Those in a position to speak for the country and to outline it’s current mission insist that we citizens are undertaking to share with the world the blessings of a free and prosperous society and to spread democracy throughout the world.  Under the most favorable circumstances, this would be a remarkable mission.  And it is not too much to argue that these are not the most ideal times for such an undertaking.  But before we enter upon such an ambitious mission, it is well to remember that we ourselves are still in the process of becoming democratic and it has taken us more than 200 years to arrive at this infantile stage of democracy. 

 A democracy is a government where power is invested in the people, all of the people, and one in which the power is directly exercised by the people all of whom enjoy social and economic and political equality.  At the outset, we did not even claimed to be democratic.  And it was not at all clear that such a state of political and social grace was one to which we seriously aspired.  Indeed it became quite clear as early as the meeting of the Constitutional Convention in 1787 that a real concern of a considerable number of the delegates was that the direct election of the president by popular vote was much too democratic. And it would be better, much better they thought, to have wise electors who would know much better than the general population who could best govern the fledgling republic.  Consequently, the Electoral College was established and for the past 200 years the American electorate has not had the pleasure or the privilege of choosing directly the president of the United States.  

This indirect election of the president by an Electoral College has established the practice not only of adhering to the notion that the populace --that the people --cannot be trusted with a difficult and complicated task of choosing the chief executive, but of regarding the undemocratic Electoral College as the most democratic and most humane method of electing a president.  Thus we have placed ourselves in the peculiar position of various Americans, at times the former President of the United States, of monitoring elections in other parts of the world while we are not certain how much democracy we have in our part of the world.  These monitors want to make certain that the people, all the people, participate in choosing their leaders directly, when we ourselves do not and are determined not to engage in the same practice.  

In the last two presidential elections in the United States, the contest has been fiercely fought as all of you I hope can remember.  And the dispute over the outcome reflects a lack of confidence in the entire electoral process.  We all recall of course the election of 2000 that was settled if it ever was, by the United States Supreme Court that made a decision regarding the validity of the ballots in the state of Florida, which determined the outcome of the election.  One can still hear reverberations stemming from the decision that the court handed down.  Thus, awarding the presidency to the candidate who incidentally did not receive a clear majority of the popular vote.  Thus, he would not have become president if we had not had the Electoral College because he did not receive a clear majority of the popular vote.  

It is clear that many among us would be upset and resentful of course if any sovereign nation would dare suggest that the presidential elections in the United States are not fair or democratic and should be monitored to make certain that even if they are not truly democratic, every citizen should have the opportunity to cast a direct ballot for the nation's chief executive.  Turnabout is fair play, however.  And we ourselves should practice what we expect of others.  Surely if we undertake to spread democracy throughout the world, we must make certain that our own institutions, especially the presidency, are democratic.  

We did not have, we did not have a national army until the Civil War.  Before that time we had, as provided by the Constitution, a militia that most of the time depended on enlistments through the states.  In April 1861, President Lincoln, just after the firing on Fort Sumter, called for a 75,000-man militia, after which much of the military force of United States consisted of federal volunteers.  When that proved inadequate, the Congress passed a new militia act.  It provided that the militia should include all male citizens between the ages of 18 and 45.  After which President Lincoln assigned quotas to the states in order to draft through the states to fill any unfilled quotas.  

These were preliminary steps to the more comprehensive, democratic conscription law in March 1863 that made eligible all male citizens between the ages of 20 and 45, after which President Lincoln assigned quotas to the states liable for military service upon call by the president.  On the basis of this and in due course, all males could be called up for military service.  At long last, the United States could boast that it had a citizen army, a democratic army to which any and all male citizens could be drafted.  This practice remained basic, remained for the basis for our democratic military force from the time of the Civil War until after the conflict in Vietnam.  This so-called citizen Army was far from democratic however.  

In a country whose population consisted of Europeans, Africans, Asians, Spaniards and Native Americans, the extent of the democratic nature of the citizen army depended on attitudes on the part of the powers that made socio-military policy and had little to do with democracy.  For example, black volunteers were rejected by George Washington when they pleaded for an opportunity to serve in the Army during the War for Independence. And they were not admitted until the grave military situation drove Washington to seek and accept warriors wherever he could find them.  During the Civil War, President Lincoln thanked and sent home the early black volunteers who were anxious to fight for freedom as well for the hope would be their country.

Only after the president issued the Emancipation Proclamation and recognized that the free blacks and former slaves could indeed be an asset in the struggle against the Confederacy, only then did President Lincoln take steps to democratize the Army by accepting African Americans into the armed forces.  In the 20th century, the country haltingly moved and spasmodically moved toward assembling a democratic army and as it did the military and civilian leaders gave ground grudgingly.  

During World War I the military accepted blacks and despite their remarkable valor, not one of them received the Medal of Honor, despite their proved bravery under fire and under incredible circumstances.  Perhaps that was because the American forces wanted nothing to do with them, and really didn't have anything to do with them for the black forces in the United States Army were assigned to the French army.  The French in turn treated the African American soldiers so well that white Americans, civilians as well as members of the armed forces, did not welcome them on their return to the United States after the armistice was signed in 1918.

It was much the same thing during World War II.  Early in 1942, I volunteered for the United States Navy following the attack on Pearl Harbor after the United States issued desperate calls for volunteers.  After viewing my qualifications, the recruiting officer indicated that I had all of the necessary qualifications except color.  One wonders what people in other parts of the world during the Spanish-American War, during World War I, during World War II, and in subsequent wars thought of the nature of the democracy that this country was espousing with a Jim Crow all-male military force who was fighting to quote, “save the world for democracy.”  

There is a serious question of how democratic the armed forces, the armed services, are today.  Its recruits are lured by powerful and persuasive appeals especially to the very young and to the very poor.  They are offered every possible lure ranging from candy and chewing gum to fancy enlistment bonuses for those who require greater persuasion.  Meanwhile, by holding the minimum wage to just over $5 per hour, the military becomes more attractive than the workplace for impoverished and untrained day laborers.  It can be argued that the United States is attempting to spread democracy throughout the world through the use of a poor man's army taken from a class that has virtually no voice in policymaking in general and surely no voice in making or executing military policy.  

As we all know and as we have witnessed during the conflict in Vietnam, the families of privilege and the families of means can maneuver to keep their sons out of the draft through their connections. Today, as the war drones on in Iraq and Afghanistan, they do not even make the attempt.  They can sit on Wall Street or connect themselves with the wartime suppliers of goods and services or the oil magnates and make their fortunes while the poor recruits fight to extend so-called democracy throughout the world.  

As part of the rise of democracy in United States, women have fought vigorously, and the males in a position to yield have somewhat begrudgingly granted them an improved place in the social order.  To be sure, women in United States have been as American as men and as democratic if not more so than men.  Thus, it is not surprising that they have had to fight for their equality before the law, equality at the ballot box, and equality in the workplace.  Only in recent years have there been women in high places in the government and only more recently in the boardrooms of the great American corporations.  

We comment in the most condescending if solicitous manner about the lowly place occupied by women in the Middle East and in certain parts of Southeast Asia.  We fail to see the steady rise in the status of women even in those places to say nothing of Europe and other parts of Asia and the Americas.  When we recall -- when we recall the instances in which women have risen to the very top of their governments in Great Britain, Germany, India, the Philippines and Liberia, we should speak with the greatest humility about spreading democracy throughout the world.  After all, the so-called weaker sex in the United States would be skeptical of any American democracy that places ceilings on how high they can go in many areas of American life.

At the end of World War I, many people in various parts of the world, Americans among them, believed that the only hope for establishing and maintaining peace in the world was through an international organization with sufficient authority to yield to enforce international commitments.  When some nations balked at the suggestion that the only way to maintain international peace was through the league of Nations in some form, President Woodrow Wilson warned that if they did not have, did not move toward that obvious need, then they would make themselves, quote, “the most conspicuous and deserved failures in the history of the world,” end quote.  If he persuaded the great powers of the world regarding the truth of this statement, he was unable to persuade his own colleagues and fellow citizens in the United States.  

Democracy in the world and indeed in the United States might have come sooner had the United States seen fit to join the League of Nations after World War I, but the conservative, nationalist, isolationist, element in United States steadfastly refused to have anything to do with the League of Nations or with any other international organization.  A world organization without the United States not only doomed this country to steadfast and stubborn isolation, but the rest of the world to the kind of bickering and misunderstanding that would lead to yet another world conflagration.  

And in the 1920s and 1930s, the United States was not only isolationist but needlessly aloof from developments in other parts of the world.  Consequently, it had no voice of any consequence as the United States and the world drifted toward yet another conflagration.  What is remarkable is that as the United States entered the war in 1917 “to save the world for democracy,” it moved significantly away from democracy in several important ways.  Not only did it reject large number of volunteers solely on the basis of color but it also established policies of racial discrimination that kept the military units significantly segregated and undemocratic while they fought to preserve democracy elsewhere.  

In the postwar years segregation persisted almost everywhere in the United States.  While the raids conducted by Attorney General Palmer presumably searching for communists and other traitors who sought to strip Americans of their freedom in turn stripped their victims of every semblance of civil liberty and other rights that presumably they would enjoy in a so-called democracy.  These official acts by the United States government were sufficient to distract the country from the shameful race riots that broke out among other places in Washington; Chicago; Omaha; Knoxville; Elaine, Ark.; Tulsa; Okla., and Rosewood, Fla.  Meanwhile, in the decades following World War I, the status of African Americans deteriorated to the point that it would be difficult to describe the United States as approaching or even moving clearly in the direction of an egalitarian existence.  

Lynching abounded and even moving clearly in the direction -- and everywhere there was racial discrimination in employment, housing, education and political participation.  And even as Hitler sought to create an Aryan race in Germany, there were those in United States who competed with him in the search for racial purity.  They did so by seeking to define the blood composition of a Negro.  Sixty years after the end of slavery, and 30 years into the 20th century, and in my lifetime, the state of Virginia described a, defined a Negro as “any person in whom there is any ascertainable, any quantum what ever of Negro blood,” end quote. In a country where the interest in the blood content of human beings would serve as a basis for privilege and equality, its people could hardly have been seriously interested in democracy.

By the end of the 20th century the United States had made significant strides toward democracy.  We were not there yet.  But there were clear indications that we were on our way.  The position of women had improved substantially.  They had begun to hold high places even political offices.  They were governors of states, members of both houses of Congress and mayors of important cities.  They had become presidents of major corporations and presidents of colleges and universities.  African Americans began to make their belated climb toward equality.  The struggle was sometimes bitter even violent, but even the courts endorsed their arguments that under the Constitution they were entitled to equality.  

Vast numbers of white Americans were bitterly opposed to extending equality to the descendents of former slaves.  And when the United States Supreme Court ordered the desegregation of the public schools, a considerable number of members of the United States Congress issued a manifesto bitterly denouncing the high court's unanimous decision.  This decision was followed by congressional legislation issuing to African Americans the same political, civil, and social rights that other citizens enjoy.  

Indeed, there was widespread sentiment supporting the view that African Americans should enjoy the affirmative action that white Americans had enjoyed for centuries.  This privilege was extended to African Americans slowly and begrudgingly and there were white citizens who felt that in such instances, equality had stepped beyond acceptable limits.  This was because some African American students were admitted to colleges and universities for no better reasons than those whites who were admitted because their parents were alumni or were important contributors or were simply white.

It is not too much to say that we're moving toward democracy but we're not there yet.  One way of knowing that we're not there yet is that the sages of the land are modest about what we have achieved.  We need to have a credible program of political, economic and social goals that are clear and we need to have an agenda for reaching them.  We need to remember that so many of our national actions are characterized by uncertainty, disputes and turmoil.  Do we really, really recommend -- want to commend our nasty noisy boisterous and ludicrous arguments to the rest of the world as worthy of emulation?  Do we want to spread practices around the world that have developed here such as a full-blown institution of lobbying that is about as powerful as Congress itself?  These and other practices have developed here out of the experience of those who are in or near the political arena.  Some say that they are a part of the political culture that flow naturally from the practice of politics as we have experienced it over time.  Many say that the practices here regardless of whether we they are good or bad come from the experience of the people of the United States and it is as impossible to export these practices as it would be to export the Fourth of July or Thanksgiving Day.  

I am distressed as many others are that about what we do export and its impact on such exportations on the people and places where we do display our wares, our culture and our hubris, if I may say so.  A few examples of what I am talking about will suffice.  Some years ago I was having lunch with some friends in a rather tony place in a restaurant in Istanbul, Turkey.  I was a bit startled to hear a sharp reprimanding loud and unmistakably American male voice.  He shouted at an innocent looking Turkish waiter.  He said, “How dare you bring me a can of warm Coke?  And a glass of shaved ice when I told you that I drink my Coke out of a can?”  He then described in a crude, tasteless manner how the warm Coke tasted.  The waiter respectfully apologized and sought quickly to make amends for his error.  I wondered what the waiter and the other European and local Turkish patrons thought of this boisterous, bullying American who was imposing his will and his power over a hapless subordinate.  

On another occasion when I was visiting in South Asia as chair of our Fulbright Board I visited Sri Lanka.  I had known a junior cultural officer there since she was a graduate student in one of our prized institutions in the United States.  She’d come a long way since emerging from a West Virginia high school and had graduated from college.  When I encountered her in Colombo, Sri Lanka, I congratulated her for having made such great strides.  She thanked me and then apologized for not having been able to stage for me a really grand dinner with a dozen or so guests.  She said she had wished that she could have given a real party for me but that she could do no more than have small luncheon since she was down to her last two servants.  

[laughter]

And when I observed how she treated these two servants I wondered how she had any servants at all.

[laughter]

Another example is from a different part of the world.  On one occasion my wife and I were traveling in the Soviet Union where I was lecturing.  And in Tashkent, Uzbekistan, a person in the audience asked me quite frankly how rich I was.  I was flattered but I told him I was not at all wealthy.  He then asked me how I had obtained in education in the United States if I had no wealth.  He understood that, from information and observation, that only wealthy Americans could obtain education.  That gave me an opportunity to explain to him the system of scholarships and other benefits aside from public education that were available in the United States.  It was clear to me that the distorted impression around the world was that our class-ridden society, that in our class-ridden society, wealth and privilege were all important in moving from one level to another.  While it was in the interest of the Soviets to promulgate such false doctrines, we unfortunately contributed to them by the way we acted and the manner in which we were willing to pull rank at the slightest opportunity.

One final example of Americans exporting their cultural baggage will suffice.  One day in Athens we, along with a score of others largely Americans, were taking a tour of the Parthenon.  As the guide was explaining the history of this ancient structure one American woman who asked another person in her party if that was the Athens Hilton Hotel that they could see from the Parthenon.  When the reply was in the affirmative, the woman -- obviously distracted -- said that she much preferred to return to the hotel and would attempt to get one of her stories, read soap operas on television.  I very much doubt that the Athens Hilton carried American televised soap operas.  And I am certain that the other people on the tour had notions about the level of her interest in Greek history and culture since everyone on the tour understood English and that made them aware of her cultural preferences.

These incidents add up to a very distorted picture of the American abroad, ugly or not.  I have often wondered how many Turks, or indeed how many people anywhere, harbor some hostility or for animosity toward the people of the United States on the basis of the boorishness, crudity or all too conspicuously rich Americans traveling abroad.  As some of the British observers described American soldiers during World War II, “overpaid, oversexed and over here.”

[laughter]

Perhaps these views of Americans are distorted, exaggerated, even inaccurate.  They nevertheless contribute to the overall opinion of Americans that so many people elsewhere hold and that inform and shape their positions and policies where Americans are concerned.  

These attitudes are reinforced by official policies that we pursue.  When I was a delegate to the Belgrade UNESCO conference in 1980, I was proud to see that the Americans from United States were a normal part of a world policymaking body for nurturing and fostering cultural, educational and scientific policies and practices for the benefit of mankind in general.  Four years later the United States had withdrawn from UNESCO and for 18 long years we had no palpable connection with that, with the one international body that had been created for the specific purpose of promoting the common good based on man's intelligence and his commitment to improving his well being at every level. After long, after a long hiatus, we rejoined that world body and hopefully we will remain full and active participants in this important international organization.  Only then can we effectively and constructively criticize and assist countries whose health, education and cultural policies appear to be out of line with what we think they should be.  

This leads me to wonder if our imperiousness and our aloofness are the most effective ways to make our own agenda, to move our own agenda forward if indeed our agenda is worthy of such consideration.  Meanwhile, we have steadfastly declined to participate jointly and constructively in the search for a solution to the problems that are very important, even critical to the future of the world in which we live or hope to live. Just think of the several critical areas in which we take no position or are opposed to any action that ignore them these positions altogether.  

For years, the United States has steadfastly refused to ratify the treaty that would control and ultimately eliminate the use of land mines that result in the killing and maiming of thousands of innocent human beings each year.  For what reason do we turn our backs on eliminating weapons that kill children and other innocents?  Could it be coincidentally that United States manufacturers make and sell more land mines than any other country in the world?  

Or will we simply ignore the signs that indicate that the entire globe is gradually warming?  If we do not control, if we do nothing to control the emission of deadly gases for which we are more responsible than any other country on the planet, we shall possibly be engulfed in such a catastrophic destruction of our planet to the point that it will no longer be habitable.  Indeed, we shy away from any movements or proposals that provide some semblance of environmental protection or control over pollution of places we inhabit presumably in the mistaken belief that our resources are without limit.  Consequently, we need not fear their exhaustion within the lifetime of the planet and therefore, we do nothing about it.

Although the United States adheres to the general principle of international courts of justice, this country has refused to agree to a court that will try citizens of this country for violations of the laws of war in which they participate and stand accused of criminal acts.  In other words, it is quite all right to try military personnel from other countries for violating the law, but citizens of the United States must remain above the law and must remain immune from prosecution for allegedly violating the law.  It is difficult to see how the United States can function in an international community or environment if it exempts itself from the laws that it expects other nations to obey.

Then there's the matter of our participation in the United Nations as a full-fledged dues paying member.  When the United States [sic,Nations] came into being in 1945, many of us hoped that it would be the peacekeeping body of all times.  And the prospects for explaining such a role were bright indeed.  We remembered our own isolationist role in the League of Nations following World War I and we seemed determined that we would not be guilty of doing that again.  There would be difficulties of course since member nations represented every conceivable view and philosophy on the political spectrum. 

 But when the senior United States senator from North Carolina, Jesse Helms, became chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the United Nations was immediately targeted as an object of disdain.  It was criticized for its policies and activities. When the international body did not bend to the wishes of Sen. Helms, the United States began to withhold its dues.  Within a few years, the United States was millions of dollars in arrears in its dues at a time when we were becoming more critical and demanding of the United Nations.  After several years of isolationist obstruction, Sen.Helms relented somewhat and the United States began to make some payments on its delinquent account.  Even so, this country remained in arrears for some years to the extent of more than $800 million.  That was finally paid.  Meanwhile, this country remained active and relentlessly critical before and after we paid our dues.  

There's something really incongruous about the richest nation in the world ordering an international body such as United Nations to take action such as inspecting the status of weaponry in say, Iraq.  When that action would involve expenditure of funds coming from the dues paying members such as Chile, Timor, Romania, Iceland, but no dues from the United States.  There's something quite undemocratic about advocating regime change in various parts of the world in actions that bring no credit to this country or its traditions.  Only in the current crisis have we openly declared as our objective a regime change in Iraq.  And that was in the process of -- we insisted were becoming undemocratic and indeed revolutionary.  I have an eerie feeling even in discussing a régime change as if it were a mere rooting operation of throwing out one leader for so-called better one to be selected by the powers that change the regime.  This is a ghastly renunciation of the very principles that we claim to espouse.  A country that prides itself in being democratic or even striding toward democracy should take the utmost caution in even thinking about changing the government of a country in another part of the world with a history and culture profoundly different from its own.

And if, and in any relations with others, even with our so-called enemies, there are codes of conduct that so-called democratic countries cannot ever violate.  A so-called democratic country cannot, must not engage in practices repulsive to democratic policies and traditions.  One of these practices is called extraordinary rendition.  The seizing of a person by a sovereign power, detaining him for as long as the power wishes to detain him without notifying his government or his family, and then charging him with no violation of the law, and then sending him to a so-called neutral country for interrogation, and the extraordinary rendition is not even to a friendly power, and the interrogation is reported to be savage and brutal including beating, starving, and threatening the victim with death.  During the current crisis that practice has become all too common.  One of the classic cases has become the -- is of the young Canadian citizen who while passing through New York on route to Canada from a vacation in Europe was seized, sent off to Syria, the land of his birth, and interrogated, beaten and tortured for more than a year and finally returned to Canada after having received no useful information with which to accuse him of some unspeakable crime.  His own country has apologized and has remunerated him graciously and generously but no word of apology or even participation in the discussion from the United States.

All of us are familiar with the notorious detention of hundreds of prisoners at Guantanamo Bay in Cuba without incidents of any kind, without an opportunity to communicate with relatives or even counsel, or even learning anything about why they are there and detained.  We're also familiar with the current practice of detaining so-called enemy combatants in several places, and in violation of international law, keeping them within, without making any charges against them and denying them any rights under the Geneva Convention or any other form of international protection.  The United States has engaged in these practices in connection with its objective of spreading democracy throughout the world.  And these practices have gained no support throughout the world.  This country, although these practices have gained no support throughout the world, this country clings to them even in the face of judicial challenges and in some cases judicial condemnation.

Far back in the past around the year 2001, all of six years ago, some Americans had hoped that the current crisis could have been resolved without an all-out war.  This was not to be.  Especially since the United States insisted without conclusive proof that Iraq had an arsenal of weapons of mass destruction.  We of all countries in the world know what it is like to unleash weapons of mass destruction.  As the only nation in the world to have used such weapons, not only once but twice, not only on a lonely Pacific Island to demonstrate what their use would be like, but on two of the most densely populated cities on the face of the earth.  We know.  We also know that it should not, must not happen again.  If that is the way to spread democracy throughout the world, perhaps we should resolve not to attempt it.

Where do we go from here?  Our options for the future are not as numerous today as they once were.  Nor would we call the desire or choose other conditions more favorable than what we face today.  Our values have shifted markedly and the things that we were once calling our hallmark of civilization seem to be no longer in reach.  Our values have shifted considerably and with that shift our goals have also changed.  Large portions of our society seem unable to focus on things that once preoccupied them.  We give as much attention to where the Super Bowl will be played next year perhaps more, than we give attention to who will be in the Oval Office next year.  We do everything possible to reorganize our society to make certain that it reflects our values even if our values are self-centered with no regard for, or at least little regard for, how our fellow men are affected by our values or our goals.

Even as the world becomes smaller, thanks to the remarkable scientific and technological advancement around us, we continue to think of such advancements only in terms of how it will affect us.  And we continue to believe that the improvement of conditions in the world is for our benefit exclusively or for our advancement.  We even dare to challenge others who attempt to improve conditions in their own country if they don't first seek our approval or get our permission to move in the direction of heading, of leading -- that would lead toward the improvement of their society.  

Some years ago, one of our leaders looked at our posture before the world and designated American leadership as resembling closely a barnyard bully.  I would not go that far, but I would suggest that some humility in connection with our relations with others might be in order.  There's much good for all of us to do in the world.  There are hungry mouths to be fed.  There are diseased bodies to be healed.  There are deranged minds to be delivered to their demons, delivered of their demons by corrective treatments.  There are oceans and rivers that can bring much to mankind in terms of food and drink, as well as avenues over which we can share our resources or be brought together as one family.  There are deserts to which we can bring the life-giving waters for the benefit of all mankind.  There are forests to be brought into use for the protection and shelter of mankind.  There is mankind himself and herself, capable of self-control and also capable of leading her and his wisdom and strength in the cause of real freedom and continuing democracy.  We deserve the opportunity to pursue our goals in a peaceful manner and not pursue some goals of which we have no need or cause to pursue.  

If we would only pursue peace with the same vigor and enthusiasm that we pursue war, perhaps we could stumble into a period of calm that would be so constructive that we would be persuaded that we have a prize, a prize of peace of which we all can be truly proud.  I hope that the United States, having experienced or witnessed numerous holocausts in the past century, can get to the next century with a peace that surpasses all human understanding.  And I hope that it can show the world that while there may be something great about winning a war, there is something much, much greater about learning to use the tools of peacemaking and peacekeeping for the building of a better world, a democratic world in which you will and I will and all of us will be in a place that we will call peace and that will describe us as being content and happy as one great human family.  Thank you.

[applause]

Carolyn Brown:

With so many people here and I see people in the back, I think it would be a shame not to take this opportunity to ask Dr. Franklin a few questions although we didn't exactly plan it because we don't have mics [microphones] but if you speak up we can probably do that.  And I guess I would like, if I may, to lead off and ask a question.  

Because in this country we have a two-sided history and you have pointed to so many of the difficulties and problems in the things that many of us would feel ashamed of.  But there's been counter forces also moving us to use your language “from slavery to freedom.”  And I would ask if you look back at American history and also you look out over the world, where are the forces for a humane world, a more humane world apt to come from?  Where should we be looking for realizing a better vision, not just having a vision?

John Hope Franklin:

Well, I think we don't have to go very far to look.  This is the richest country in the world because of its resources first of all.  And it's rich because people were able to see the enormous wealth that could be produced here.  And it had the physical and human resources to exploit that wealth and to bring it to reality.  All of Americans participated in that enormous project.  And this country has arrogated to a relatively small portion of that working population all of the profits and resources that have developed from this country and that was on the face of it, one of the worst things that happened.  And we're still battling that problem. And we're still sensitive about the problem.  And we're still unwilling to acknowledge that what we have is the remarkable work of large numbers of people many of whom got no credit whatever, and no benefit whatever or meager benefits.  

And as I was saying to a friend before we started, that one of the things we don't know and ignore to our peril is our own history, the history of this country and how it is the result of the most remarkable kind of joint effort on the part of all or most of the people who inhabit this country.  And once the wealth was accumulated, a great deal of effort was made to make certain, to make certain that it would be arrogated to a relatively small number of people, and that the largess has never been enjoyed by anything even resembling even a majority of the people.  And what we need to do is to learn our history, I mean the history of our country the history of this country, which I've tried to indicate here tonight might shed some light on the plight of this country and the difficulties we have been living together.  One of the problems we have is that as we accumulated our wealth, we had to make certain, we wanted to make certain that the returns on our wealth, the benefit of our wealth was limited to a relatively small number of people.  And we made up the most remarkable theories about why that should be.  And why we ought to restrict this enjoyment to a relatively small number of people.  

I'll give one example to indicate what I'm talking about.  There was a young man in Virginia in the early 19th century who had a bunch of slaves and who was extraordinarily, politically, sophisticated person.  But along the way he found that it was wrong.  And that he was exploiting a large number of people for his benefit alone.  His name was John Coles.  And he talked, took this up with his mentor.  His mentor was Thomas Jefferson.  And he said to Thomas Jefferson in a letter that was not widely read or circulated.  “That I think holding slaves is unfair.  I think it's an evil institution and I can't take it any longer.  I'm going to set my slaves free and go to a free state.  Illinois.”  Thomas Jefferson said, “You can’t do that, no, no.”  He said, “Don't.  You stay here.  Take care of your slaves.  Look out for them.  They're not able to take care of themselves.  You look out for them.”  He said, “You will never regret it.”  Coles paid no attention to Jefferson, set his slaves free and left, and went to the state of Illinois where he prospered greatly and was happy, lived happily ever after and became the governor of the state.  And he confronted the problem.  And he solved it for himself.  Against the advice of one of the “great sages,” one of the “most enlightened people,” that's in quotation marks --

[laughter]

-- that this country has produced.  And I never walk in the Jefferson building that I don't think about this very interesting exchange between one of the most enlightened men of any time, that is the third president of the United States, and this young whippersnapper who had some enlightenment too.  And I think that's where we are.  If we could ever realize that there's enough here for everybody, we might have to downsize from a Rolls Royce to a Lexus.

[laughter]

But there's enough for everybody to have an automobile of some kind.  But I think the Rolls Royce people don't think much of that and therefore, we’ve never tried redistribution of anything.  I'm sorry I’ll stop.

[laughter]

Carolyn Brown:

It’s wonderful.  All right, let's try a question from the audience.

Male Speaker:

Dr. Franklin, thank you so much for what was an instructive and informative presentation.  And my question is why don't, or how would you explain that more of the people of this country -- of education, of the church, of the politic -- do not revolt. Do not, you know, revolt, based on this history, how much we have defamed democracy, and not be really I mean up in arms.  And I don't mean that  [unintelligible].  To, there is no way, with the great history of this country, that we could take this if it continues on.  No word from the pulpit of what you’re talking about, no great scholars out of the University of St. Louis.  We've got to do much better [unintelligible].  And why don’t you think there’s not an outcry at every level in light of this presentation that you have given us?

Dr. John Hope Franklin:

Well I’ve suggested that this is not a -- this is very simple; it's not very good.  I suggest that we are defective in our knowledge of our history.  We don't know our history.  You go to almost any country in the world, well I won't say that, but you go to a lot of countries to where they have an educational system and so forth, they are better, they are more sensitive to their own past and what constitutes the important forces that operate to make their civilization what it is, whatever it is.  I don't get that in this country.  I really don't.  And the knowledge and I'm not talking about black history or anything, I'm talking about the history of this country.  The knowledge of the history of this country is very, very weak, defective.  And so we don't know, we don't know what we need to know or should know about our past as well as our present and we therefore aren't able to connect these things.  I don't know whether that would cause anybody to rise up and revolt as you've indicated, but it would give us a better understanding of what our role as individual citizens should be.  

I was in San Francisco a few months ago and I saw hundreds and hundreds of men, able-bodied men, sitting around on the sidewalk or walking around just doing nothing.  They had nothing to do whatever.  And I just, my heart went out to them.  But I wondered what in the world.  This country is most fortunate that these people haven't risen up and revolted as you suggested, but they don't, they don't.  They just -- we’ve got a very quiescent population.  And all we do is shoot on Saturday nights and fight a little bit but we don't have any vision of a better and greater life.  And we don't have any vision of what our role can be.  And it's probably because we don't know what democracy really is and we haven’t had a chance to practice it and to participate in it.  And we need to do that.  How we do it, it's a problem, I don't know.

Male Speaker:

Dr. Franklin, I know you were [inaudible] Indian territory [inaudible].  Can you comment on [inaudible] and what would [inaudible] territory [inaudible].

Dr. John Hope Franklin:

Those are Cherokees.  I hope you all heard the question.  The Cherokees…

Carolyn Brown:

Could you repeat the question in case not everybody heard it?

Dr. John Hope Franklin:

To comment on the dispute that is, that is broken in the open about the determination on the Cherokee tribe, one of the Five Civilized Tribes so called, is excluding all of the people who have been associated with them for centuries as slaves and as participants as descendents and so forth.  They are being read out of the parties so to speak or out of the tribe by the powers that be in an effort to purify to exclude certain elements and to and to reserve the really benefits that are coming in, in a torrent to Indian these days, to reserve those benefits for a limited number of people.  I don't know the extent to which that's going to affect other Indian tribes.  My grandfather, my paternal grandfather was an Indian, a Chocktaw Indian.  And he was a slave to a family of Indians.  He was not an Indian himself, but he was in the same situation as those who have been read out of the Cherokee nation and I don't know what the Chocktaw are going to do about it.  But since I haven't benefited much from --

[laughter]

I don't know what stand I will take whether I take the time to fool with them.  This is, it's so outrageous.  And it shows that the Indians are trying to do what white people did.  It's the same sort of thing.  Read them out of any association.  I've mentioned Virginia.  Read the mixed bloods right out of whatever it was that they might benefit from.  This is sort of -- I cannot read this without thinking of Hitler and the other so-called racial purists who wanted to be so exclusive.  It's reprehensible in every way, in every way you can think of.  It's reprehensible.

Male Speaker:

[Inaudible]

[laughter]

My wife and I used to travel two hours [inaudible], just to [inaudible].  

Dr. John Hope Franklin:

Thank you.  Thank you we should have reunion.

[laughter]

Male Speaker:

You embody you know a route of great American historians.  As great American historian [inaudible].  We’ve had great historians [inaudible], but we still stumble into [inaudible], stumble into the War in Vietnam, stumble into the war as a kind of [inaudible].  And great historians like you [inaudible] novelists, and still were so easily manipulated and by the media.  It overwhelms [inaudible] that people like you [inaudible].  I think it’s very impressive [inaudible], all of us [inaudible] responsibilities, our rights, protests, and we wind up with [inaudible].  Do you think just history alone can teach us?

Dr. John Hope Franklin:

No.  I don't think that history alone can teach us all we need to know.  But history certainly would open up vistas that are closed to us now.  And remain closed until we, until we study our history.  This will merely be one door opened and perhaps with that will come the inspiration to not only to open other doors, but to take action on the basis of increased knowledge that you have.  And I would hope that, that even at Brooklyn College I hope I made that somewhat clear.

[laughter]

Yes.  This will be the last question.

Carolyn Brown:

Yes.  Last question.

Male Speaker:

[Inaudible]

Dr. John Hope Franklin:

Born where?  Where was I born?

[laughter]

Male Speaker:

[Inaudible]

Carolyn Brown:

Yeah.  The question was in the decades of your life, which decade produced the most progress towards a more humane society?

[laughter]

John Hope Franklin:

I really --

[laughter]

-- I really, don't know.  I really don't know.  I'm inclined, you see I'm inclined to indicate a decade in which I participated.  That's an ego trip you know.  I marched in Selma you know.  And we told them, we showed them and that sort of thing.  But I don't know.  The decades of the 20th century, few of them are worth gloating over.  To say this was a great period in our history and so forth, I'm not all certain of that.  

But you see if we, if you look at the first decade, the first three decades, they were so soiled by violence, interracial violence, you know, when the NAACP would people hang out its flag every day and say a man was lynched today.  And if you do that time after time after time, those aren’t good times.  And by the time you get up to where I was in college, and a mob came to the campus at Fisk University and seized from the house owned by Fisk, but in which Fisk people were not living, he was seized despite the fact that he’d been charged with rape and had been exonerated by a jury in Maury County, Tenn.  They came to his house and seized him and took him back to Maury County and lynched him.  Riddled his body with bullets, castrated him and passed out the body parts around to the gloating audience, group, mob that was there.  That's -- that’s -- I cut my eyeteeth on that kind of experience.  And it was not until the Depression got so deep that people got so hungry that they didn't even, they might turn to cannibals but not just to lynchings.  And then you got the war.  World War I, World War II, I mean.  We've been, I don't know we've had any.  Used to be, let the good times roll, I don't know if I've lived in any good times.  We've been making progress slowly and begrudgingly on the part of the observers who saw the progress.  Well, it's just not much to gloat about.  Not much to be joyful about.  Or to be [inaudible].

Carolyn Brown:

That was our last question.  At this point I ask you to thank Dr. Franklin and proceed to reception.

[applause]

[end of transcript]

