Imperialists/Expansionists

Directions: Read your assigned documents and list the key arguments made by Imperialists. After you
have listed the pro-Imperialists arguments, find another student who argued the Anti-Imperialist side of the
debate. Discuss your assigned sides of the debate and gather notes from your partner about the opposing
side.

Compile a list of pros and cons for U.S. impertalism/expansionism. At least 4 arguments for ¢ach side.

“The United States Lioking Outwards,” Alfred Thayer Mahan, 1890:
http:/ /www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel /protected /alfred.htm

Alfred Thayer Mahan was a U.S. Navy officer and military historian who believed
that national security and commercial prosperity depended on a strong naval
force; and that the United States needed overseas possessions, or at least control of
critical bases, to be able i project its naval power into distant areas. Mahan's
writings about the importance of seapower influenced the thinking of many

world leaders, including Theodore Roosevelt and the German Kaiser, William II.

To turn now from the particular lessons drawn from the history of the past to the
general question of the influence of government upon the sea career of its people, it ig
seen that that influence can work in two distinct but closely related ways.

First, in peace: The government by its policy can favor the natural growth of a people's
industries and its tendencies to seek adventure and gain by way of the sea; or it can try
to develop such industries and such sea-going bent, when they do not naturally exist;
or, on the other hand, the government may, by

mistaken action check and fetter the progress which the people left to themselves

would make. In any one of these ways the influence of the government will be felt,
making or marring the sea power of the country in the matter of peaceful commerce;
upon which alone, it cannot be too often insisted, a thoroughly strong navy can be

based.

Secondly, for war: The influence of the government will be felt in its most legitimate
manner in maintaining an armed navy, of a size commensurate with the growth of its
shipping and the importance of the interests connected with it. More important even
than the size of the navy is the question of its institutions, favoring a healthful spirit
and activity, and providing for rapid development in time of war by an adequate
reserve of men and of ships and by measures for drawing out that general reserve
power which has before been pointed to, when considering the character and pursuits
of the people.

Undoubtedly under this second head of warlike preparation must come the
maintenance of suitable naval stations, in those distant parts of the world to which the
armed shipping must follow the peaceful vessels of commerce. The protection of such
stations must depend either upon direct military force, as do Gibraltar and Malta, or
upon a surrounding friendly population, such as the American colonists once were to
England, and, it may be presumed, the Australian colonists now are. Such friendly
surroundings and backing, joined to a reasonable military provision, are the best of



defenses, and when combined with decided preponderance at sea, make a scattered and
extensive empire, like that of England, secure,; for while it is true that an unexpected
attack may cause disaster in some one quarter, the actual superiority of naval power
prevents such disaster from being general or irremediable. History has sufficiently
proved this. England's naval bases have been in all parts of the world; and her fleets
have at once protected thein, kept open the communications between them, and relied
upon them for shelter. Colonies attached to the mother-country afford, therefore, the
surest means of supporting abroad the sea power of a country. . .. Such colonies the
United States has not and is not likely to have. . . Having therefore no foreign
establishments, either colonial or military, the ships of war of the United States, in war,
will be like land birds, unable to fly far from their own shores. To provide resting-places
for them, where they can coal and repair, would be one of the first duties of a
government proposing to itself the development of the power of the nation at sea....

The question is eminently one in which the influence of the government should make
itself felt, to build up for the nation a navy which, if not capable of reaching distant
countries, shall at least be able to keep clear the chief approaches to its own. The eyes of
the country have for a quarter of a century been turned from the sea; the results of such
a policy and of its opposite will be shown in the instance of France and of England.
Without asserting a narrow parallelism between the case of the United States and either
of these, it may safely be said that it is essential to the welfare of the whole country that
the conditions of trade and commerce should remain, as far as possible, unaffected by
an external war. In order to do this, the enemy must be kept not only out of our ports,
but far away from our coasts.
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(Imperialist/Expansionist Cont.)

Albert Beveridge, The March of the Flag, 1989:
hitp://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/1898beveridge html

Albert Beveridge, an assouiate of Theodore Roosevelt and Henry Cabot Lodge, was a
historian, noted orator, and U.S. Senator from Indiana (1899-1911). He was an
outspoken advocate of American imperialism and later a leading progressive. This
speech was delivered during his 1898 election campaign near the end of the Spanish-
American War as Americans debated whether to acquire new territories as a
consequence of their victory over Spain.

It is a noble land that God has given us; a land that can feed and clothe the world; a land
whose coastlines would inclose half the countries of Europe; a land set like a sentinel between
the two imperial oceans of the globe, a greater England with a nobler destiny.

It is a mighty people that He has planted on this soil; a people sprung from the most masterful
blood of history; a people perpetually revitalized by the virile, man-producing working-folk of all
the earth; a people imperial by virtue of their power, by right of their institutions, by authority of
their Heaven- directed purposes-the propagandists and not the misers of liberty.

It is a glorious history our God has bestowed upon His chosen people; a history heroic with faith
in our mission and our future; a history of statesmen who flung the boundaries of the Republic
out into unexplored lands and savage wilderness; a history of soldiers who carried the flag
across blazing deserts and through the ranks of hostile mountains, even to the gates of sunset; a
history of a multiplying people who overran a continent in half a century; a history of prophets
who saw the consequences of evils inherited from the past and of martyrs who died to save us
from them; a history divinely logical, in the process of whose tremendous reasoning we find
ourselves today.

Therefore, in this campaign, the question is larger than a party question. It is an American
question. It is a world question. Shall the American people continue their march toward the
commercial supremacy of the world? Shall free institutions broaden their blessed reign as the
children of liberty wax in strength, until the empire of our principles is established over the
hearts of all mankind?

Have we no mission to perform no duty to discharge to our fellow man? Has God endowed us
with gifts beyond our deserts and marked us as the people of His peculiar favor, merely to rot
in our own selfishness, as men and nations must, who take cowardice for their companion and
self for their deity-as China has, as India has, as Egypt has?

Shall we be as the man who had one talent and hid it, or as he who had ten talents and used
them until they grew to riches? And shall we reap the reward that waits on our discharge of our
high duty; shall we occupy new markets for what our farmers raise, our factories make, our
merchants sell-aye, and please God, new markets for what our ships shall carry?

(...)The Opposition tells us that we ought not to govern a people without their consent. |
answer, The rule of liberty that all just government derives its authority from the consent of the
governed, applies only to those who are capable of self-government We govern the Indians



without their consent, we govern our territories without their consent, we govern our children
without their consent. How do they know what our government would be without their
consent? Would not the people of the Philippines prefer the just, humane, civilizing
government of this Republic to the savage, bloody rule of pillage and extortion from which we
have rescued them?

And, regardless of this formula of words made only for enlightened, self-governing people, do
we owe no duty to the world? Shall we turn these peoples back to the reeking hands from
which we have taken them? &hall we abandon them, with Germany, England, Japan,
hungering for them? Shall we save them from those nations, to give them a self-rule of
tragedy?

They ask us how we shall govern these new possessions. | answer: Out of local conditions
and the necessities of the case methods of government will grow. If England can govern
foreign lands, so can America. If Germany can govern foreign lands, so can America. If they
can supervise protectorates, so can America. Why is it more difficult to administer Hawaii than
New Mexico or California? Both had a savage and an alien population: both were more
remote from the seat of government when they came under our dominion than the Philippines
are to-day.

(...)The commercial supremacy of the Republic means that this Nation is to be the
sovereign factor in the peace of the world. For the conflicts of the future are to be conflicts
of trade-struggles for markets- commercial wars for existence. And the golden rule of peace
is impregnability of position and invincibility of preparedness. So, we see England, the
greatest strategist of history, plant her flag and her cannon on Gibraltar, at Quebec, in the
Bermudas, at Vancouver, everywhere.

So Hawaii furnishes us a naval base in the heart of the Pacific; the Ladrones another, a
voyage further on; Manila another, at the gates of Asia - Asia, to the trade of whose

those of Germany or France or Russia or England; Asia, whose commerce with the United
Kingdom alone amounts to hundreds of millions of dollars every year; Asia, to whom
Germany looks to take her surplus products; Asia, whose doors must not be shut against
American trade. Within five decades the bulk of Oriental commerce will be ours. (...)The
American people can not use a dishonest medium of* exchange; it is ours to set the world
its example of " right and honor. We can not fly from our world duties; it is ours to execute
the purpose of a fate that has driven us to be greater than our small intentions. We can not
retreat from any soil where Providence has unfurled our banner; it is ours to save that soil
for liberty and civilization.



