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1. Red Cloud's Speech after Wounded Knee 
By Chief Red Cloud 
1890 
 
Red Cloud (or Maȟpíya Lúta) (1822-1909) was an important leader of the Oglala Lakota who led a 
successful campaign against the U.S. Army between 1866 and 1868. The conflict began over white 
encroachment into territory inhabited by Native American Plains tribes in the Wyoming and Montana 
territories, and it ended with the Fort Laramie Treaty of 1868, which established the Great Sioux 
Reservation. Red Cloud and his people settled on the Pine Ridge Indian Reservation in South Dakota, 
but he would go on to regret signing the treaty, stating: “They made us many promises, more than I can 
remember. But they kept but one—They promised to take our land...and they took it.” On December 29, 
1890, near Wounded Knee Creek on the Lakota Pine Ridge Indian Reservation, U.S. Cavalry troops 
fired on a group of Lakota people, many of them women and children, and killed more than 150 and 
wounded 51, some of whom died later. Red Cloud delivers the following speech after the Wounded Knee 
Massacre in order to shed light on the plight of the Native American peoples living on reservations. 
Throughout Red Cloud’s life, he was a proponent of peace and in this speech he argues that those who 
were killed at Wounded Knee and involved in the Ghost Dance movement were not proponents of 
violence against whites. As you read, take notes on Chief Red Cloud’s reaction to the Wounded Knee 
Massacre and how he traces back to the cause of this tragedy.  
 
I will tell you the reason for the trouble. When we first made treaties with the Government, our old 
life and our old customs were about to end; the game on which we lived was disappearing; the whites 
were closing around us, and nothing remained for us but to adopt their way—the Government promised 
all the means necessary to make our living out of the land, and to instruct us how to do it, and with 
abundant food to support us until we could take care of ourselves. We looked forward with hope to the 
time we could be as independent as whites, and have a voice in the Government. 
 
The army officers could have helped better than anyone else but we were not left to them. An Indian 
Department was made with a large number of agents and other officials drawing large salaries — 



then came the beginning of trouble; these men took care of themselves but not of us. It was very hard 
to deal with the government through them — they could make more for themselves by keeping us 
back than by helping us forward.  
 
We did not get the means for working for our lands; the few things they gave us did little good. 
 
Our rations began to be reduced; they said we were lazy. That is false. How does any man of sense 
suppose that so great a number of people could get work at once unless they were once supplied with 
the means to work and instructors enough to teach them? 
 
Our ponies were taken away from us under the promise that they would be replaced by oxen and large 
horses; it was long before we saw any, and then we got very few. We tried with the men we had, but on 
one pretext or another, we were shifted from one place to another or were told that such a transfer 
was coming. Great efforts were made to break up our customs, but nothing was done to introduce us 
to the customs of the whites. Everything was done to break up the power of the real chiefs. 
 
Those old men really wished their people to improve, but little men, so-called chiefs were made to act 
as disturbers and agitators. Spotted Tail wanted the ways of the whites, but an assassin was found to 
remove him. 
 
This was charged to the Indians because an Indian did it, but who set on the Indian? I was abused and 
slandered, to weaken my influence for good. This was done by men paid by the government to teach us 
the ways of the whites. I have visited many other tribes and found that the same things were done among 
them; all was done to discourage us and nothing to encourage us. I saw men paid by the government to 
help us, all very busy making money for themselves, but doing nothing for us... 
 
The men who counted [the U.S. census] told all around that [we] were feasting and wasting food. 
Where did he see it? How could we waste what we did not have? We felt we were mocked in our 
misery; we had no newspaper and no one to speak for us. Our rations were again reduced. 
 
You who eat three times a day and see your children well and happy around you cannot understand 
what a starving Indian feels! We were faint with hunger and maddened by despair. We held our dying 
children and felt their little bodies tremble as their soul went out and left only a dead weight in our 
hands. They were not very heavy but we were faint and the dead weighed us down. There was no hope 
on earth. God seemed to have forgotten. 
 
Someone had been talking of the Son of God and said He had come [a reference to the Ghost Dance 
movement]. The people did not know; they did not care; they snatched at hope; they screamed like 
crazy people to Him for mercy they caught at the promise they heard he made. 
 
The white men were frightened and called for soldiers. We begged for life and the white men thought 



we wanted theirs; we heard the soldiers coming. We did not fear. We hoped we could tell them our 
suffering and could get help. The white men told us the soldiers meant to kill us; we did not believe it 
but some were frightened and ran away to the Badlands. The soldiers came. They said: “don’t be 
afraid — we come to make peace not war.” It was true; they brought us food. But the hunger-crazed 
who had taken fright at the soldiers’ coming and went to the Badlands could not be induced to return 
to the horrors of reservation life. They were called Hostiles and the Government sent the army to 
force them back to their reservation prison. 

 
2. Address to Congress on Women's Suffrage 
By Carrie Chapman Catt 
1917 
 
Until the early 20th century, women in America were denied suffrage (the right to vote) in political 
elections. It wasn’t until June 4, 1919, that Congress passed the 19th Amendment, which granted women 
their right to vote. Carrie Chapman Catt (1859-1947) campaigned for the 19th Amendment and was 
considered a leader among women’s suffrage. In the following address to Congress in November 1917, 
Catt argues for the rights of women. As you read, take notes on the rhetorical devices Catts uses to make 
her case. 
 
Woman suffrage is inevitable... Three distinct causes made it inevitable. First, the history of our country. 
Ours is a nation born of revolution, of rebellion against a system of government so securely entrenched 
in the customs and traditions of human society that in 1776 it seemed impregnable. From the beginning 
of things, nations had been ruled by kings and for kings, while the people served and paid the cost. The 
American Revolutionists boldly proclaimed the heresies: “Taxation without representation is tyranny.” 
“Governments derive their just powers from the consent of the governed.” The colonists won, and the 
nation which was established as a result of their victory has held unfailingly that these two fundamental 
principles of democratic government are not only the spiritual source of our national existence but have 
been our chief historic pride and at all times the sheet anchor of our liberties.  
 
Eighty years after the Revolution, Abraham Lincoln welded those two maxims into a new one: “Ours is 
a government of the people, by the people, and for the people.” Fifty years more passed and the 
president of the United States, Woodrow Wilson, in a mighty crisis of the nation, proclaimed to the 
world: “We are fighting for the things which we have always carried nearest to our hearts: for 
democracy, for the right of those who submit to authority to have a voice in their own government.” All 
the way between these immortal aphorisms political leaders have declared unabated faith in their truth. 
Not one American has arisen to question their logic in the 141 years of our national existence. However 
stupidly our country may have evaded the logical application at times, it has never swerved from its 
devotion to the theory of democracy as expressed by those two axioms… 
 
With such a history behind it, how can our nation escape the logic it has never failed to follow, when its 
last un-enfranchised class calls for the vote? Behold our Uncle Sam floating the banner with one hand, 



“Taxation without representation is tyranny,” and with the other seizing the billions of dollars paid in 
taxes by women to whom he refuses “representation.” Behold him again, welcoming the boys of 
twenty-one and the newly made immigrant citizen to “a voice in their own government” while he denies 
that fundamental right of democracy to thousands of women public school teachers from whom many 
of these men learn all they know of citizenship and patriotism, to women college presidents, to women 
who preach in our pulpits, interpret law in our courts, preside over our hospitals, write books and 
magazines, and serve in every uplifting moral and social enterprise. Is there a single man who can 
justify such inequality of treatment, such outrageous discrimination? Not one... 
 
Second, the suffrage for women already established in the United States makes women suffrage for 
the nation inevitable. When Elihu Root, as president of the American Society of International Law, at 
the eleventh annual meeting in Washington, April 26, 1917, said, “The world cannot be half democratic 
and half autocratic. It must be all democratic or all Prussian. There can be no compromise,” he voiced 
a general truth. Precisely the same intuition has already taught the blindest and most hostile foe of 
woman suffrage that our nation cannot long continue a condition under which government in half its 
territory rests upon the consent of half of the people and in the other half upon the consent of all the 
people; a condition which grants representation to the taxed in half of its territory and denies it in the 
other half a condition which permits women in some states to share in the election of the president, 
senators, and representatives and denies them that privilege in others. It is too obvious to require 
demonstration that woman suffrage, now covering half our territory, will eventually be ordained in all 
the nation. No one will deny it. The only question left is when and how will it be completely established. 
 
Third, the leadership of the United States in world democracy compels the enfranchisement of its own 
women. The maxims of the Declaration were once called “fundamental principles of government.” They 
are now called “American principles” or even “Americanisms.” They have become the slogans of every 
movement toward political liberty the world around, of every effort to widen the suffrage for men or 
women in any land. Not a people, race, or class striving for freedom is there anywhere in the world 
that has not made our axioms the chief weapon of the struggle. More, all men and women the world 
around, with a farsighted vision into the verities of things, know that the world tragedy of our day is not 
now being waged over the assassination of an archduke, nor commercial competition, nor national 
ambitions, nor the freedom of the seas. It is a death grapple between the forces which deny and those 
which upholds the truths of the Declaration of Independence... 
 
Do you realize that in no other country in the world with democratic tendencies is suffrage so 
completely denied as in a considerable number of our own states? There are thirteen black states 
where no suffrage for women exists, and fourteen others where suffrage for women is more limited 
than in many foreign countries. 
 
Do you realize that when you ask women to take their cause to state referendum you compel them to 
do this: that you drive women of education, refinement, achievement, to beg men who cannot read for 
their political freedom? 



 
Do you realize that such anomalies as a college president asking her janitor to give her a vote are 
overstraining the patience and driving women to desperation? 
 
Do you realize that women in increasing numbers indignantly resent the long delay in their 
enfranchisement? 
 
Your party platforms have pledged women suffrage. Then why not be honest, frank friends of our 
cause, adopt it in reality as your own, make it a party program, and “fight with us”? As a party measure 
– a measure of all parties – why not put the amendment through Congress and the legislatures? We 
shall all be better friends, we shall have a happier nation, we women will be free to support loyally the 
party of our choice, and we shall be far prouder of our history. 
 
“There is one thing mightier than kings and armies” – aye, than Congresses and political parties – “the 
power of an idea when its time has come to move.” The time for woman suffrage has come. The 
woman’s hour has struck. If parties prefer to postpone action longer and thus do battle with this idea, 
they challenge the inevitable. The idea will not perish; the party which opposes it may. Every delay, 
every trick, every political dishonesty from now on will antagonize the women of the land more and 
more, and when the party or parties which have so delayed woman suffrage finally let it come, their 
sincerity will be doubted and their appeal to the new voters will be met with suspicion. This is the 
psychology of the situation. Can you afford the risk? Think it over. 
 
We know you will meet opposition. There are a few “women haters” left, a few “old males of the tribe,” 
as Vance Thompson calls them, whose duty they believe it to be to keep women in the places they have 
carefully picked out for them. Treitschke, made world-famous by war literature, said some years ago, 
 
“Germany, which knows all about Germany and France, knows far better what is good for Alsace- 
Lorraine than that miserable people can possibly know.” A few American Treitschkes we have who 
know better than women what is good for them. There are women, too, with “slave souls” and “clinging 
vines” for backbones. There are female dolls and male dandies. But the world does not wait for such as 
these, nor does liberty pause to heed the plaint of men and women with a grouch. She does not wait 
for those who have a special interest to serve, nor a selfish reason for depriving other people of 
freedom. Holding her torch aloft, liberty is pointing the way onward and upward and saying to 
America, “Come.” 
 
To you and the supporters of our cause in Senate and House, and the number is large, the suffragists 
of the nation express their grateful thanks. This address is not meant for you. We are more truly 
appreciative of all you have done than any words can express. We ask you to make a last, hard fight for 
the amendment during the present session. Since last we asked a vote on this amendment, your 
position has been fortified by the addition to suffrage territory of Great Britain, Canada, and New York. 
Some of you have been too indifferent to give more than casual attention to this question. It is worthy 



of your immediate consideration. A question big enough to engage the attention of our allies in 
wartime is too big a question for you to neglect. 
 
Some of you have grown old in party service. Are you willing that those who take your places by and by 
shall blame you for having failed to keep pace with the world and thus having lost for them a party 
advantage? Is there any real gain for you, for your party, for your nation by delay? Do you want to drive 
the progressive men and women out of your party? 
 
Some of you hold to the doctrine of states’ rights as applying to woman suffrage. Adherence to that 
theory will keep the United States far behind all other democratic nations upon this question. A theory 
that prevents a nation from keeping up with the trend of world progress cannot be justified. 
 
Gentlemen, we hereby petition you, our only designated representatives, to redress our grievances by 
the immediate passage of the Federal Suffrage Amendment and to use your influence to secure its 
ratification in your own state, in order that the women of our nation may be endowed with political 
freedom before the next presidential election, and that our nation may resume its world leadership in 
democracy. 
 
Woman suffrage is coming – you know it. Will you, Honorable Senators and Members of the House of 
Representatives, help or hinder it? 

 
3. 'Day of Infamy' Speech 
By President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
From Records Of The United States Senate; Record Group 46  
1941 
 
On December 7, 1941, the Japanese bombed Pearl Harbor, a United States naval base in Hawaii. This 
attack drew America into World War II. Franklin D. Roosevelt or “FDR” delivered this speech to a 
Joint Session of Congress on December 8, 1941, a day after the attack. As you read, consider the 
rhetorical methods FDR employs to convey his message to Congress and the American people. 
 
Mr. Vice President, Mr. Speaker, Members of the Senate, and of the House of Representatives: 
Yesterday, December 7th, 1941 — a date which will live in infamy1 — the United States of America 
was suddenly and deliberately attacked by naval and air forces of the Empire of Japan. The United 
States was at peace with that nation and, at the solicitation of Japan, was still in conversation with its 
government and its emperor looking toward the maintenance of peace in the Pacific.  
 
Indeed, one hour after Japanese air squadrons had commenced bombing in the American island of Oahu, 
the Japanese ambassador to the United States and his colleague delivered to our Secretary of State a 
formal reply to a recent American message. And while this reply stated that it seemed useless to 
continue the existing diplomatic negotiations, it contained no threat or hint of war or of armed attack. 



 
It will be recorded that the distance of Hawaii from Japan makes it obvious that the attack was 
deliberately planned many days or even weeks ago. During the intervening time, the Japanese 
government has deliberately sought to deceive the United States by false statements and expressions 
of hope for continued peace. 
 
The attack yesterday on the Hawaiian islands has caused severe damage to American naval and 
military forces. I regret to tell you that very many American lives have been lost. In addition, American 
ships have been reported torpedoed on the high seas between San Francisco and Honolulu. 
 
Yesterday, the Japanese government also launched an attack against Malaya. 
 
Last night, Japanese forces attacked Hong Kong. 
 
Last night, Japanese forces attacked Guam. 
 
Last night, Japanese forces attacked the Philippine Islands. 
 
Last night, the Japanese attacked Wake Island. 
 
And this morning, the Japanese attacked Midway Island. 
 
Japan has, therefore, undertaken a surprise offensive extending throughout the Pacific area. The facts 
of yesterday and today speak for themselves. The people of the United States have already formed 
their opinions and well understand the implications to the very life and safety of our nation. 
 
As Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy, I have directed that all measures be taken for our 
defense. But always will our whole nation remember the character of the onslaught against us. 
 
No matter how long it may take us to overcome this premeditated invasion, the American people in 
their righteous might will win through to absolute victory. 
 
I believe that I interpret the will of the Congress and of the people when I assert that we will not only 
defend ourselves to the uttermost, but will make it very certain that this form of treachery shall never 
again endanger us. 
 
Hostilities exist. There is no blinking at the fact that our people, our territory, and our interests are in 
grave danger. 
 
With confidence in our armed forces, with the unbounding determination of our people, we will gain 
the inevitable triumph — so help us God. 



 
I ask that the Congress declare that since the unprovoked and dastardly attack by Japan on Sunday, 
December 7th, 1941, a state of war has existed between the United States and the Japanese empire. 

 
4. Elie Wiesel’s “The Perils of Indifference” Speech 
By Elie Wiesel 
1999 
 
Eliezer “Elie” Wiesel (1928-2016) was a Romanian-born, Jewish American writer, Nobel Laureate, 
political activist, and Holocaust survivor. On April 12, 1999, First Lady Hillary Clinton invited Wiesel 
to speak at the White House to reflect on the past century. While introducing Wiesel, Hillary Clinton 
discussed the parallels of Wiesel’s experiences during the Holocaust and the events in Kosovo, which 
was experiencing ethnic cleansing at the time. In this speech, Wiesel discusses the consequences of 
indifference in the face of human suffering and his hopes for the future. As you read, identify the events 
that shaped Wiesel’s perspective on indifference and suffering. 
 
Mr. President, Mrs. Clinton, members of Congress, Ambassador Holbrooke, Excellencies, 
Friends: Fifty-four years ago to the day, a young Jewish boy from a small town in the Carpathian 
Mountains woke up, not far from Goethe’s beloved Weimar, in a place of eternal infamy called 
Buchenwald. He was finally free, but there was no joy in his heart. He thought there never would be 
again. Liberated a day earlier by American soldiers, he remembers their rage at what they saw. And even 
if he lives to be a very old man, he will always be grateful to them for that rage, and also for their 
compassion. Though he did not understand their language, their eyes told him what he needed to know 
— that they, too, would remember, and bear witness. 
 
And now, I stand before you, Mr. President — Commander-in-Chief of the army that freed me, and tens 
of thousands of others — and I am filled with profound and abiding gratitude to the American 
people. “Gratitude” is a word that I cherish. Gratitude is what defines the humanity of the human 
being. And I am grateful to you, Hillary, or Mrs. Clinton, for what you said, and for what you are doing 
for children in the world, for the homeless, for the victims of injustice, the victims of destiny and 
society. And I thank all of you for being here. 
 
We are on the threshold of a new century, a new millennium. What will the legacy of this vanishing 
century be? How will it be remembered in the new millennium? Surely it will be judged and judged 
severely, in both moral and metaphysical terms. These failures have cast a dark shadow over humanity: 
two World Wars, countless civil wars, the senseless chain of assassinations (Gandhi, the Kennedys, 
Martin Luther King, Sadat, Rabin), bloodbaths in Cambodia and Algeria, India and Pakistan, Ireland and 
Rwanda, Eritrea and Ethiopia, Sarajevo and Kosovo; the inhumanity in the Gulag and the tragedy of 
Hiroshima. And, on a different level, of course, Auschwitz and Treblinka. So much violence; so much 
indifference. 
 



What is indifference? Etymologically, the word means “no difference.” A strange and unnatural state in 
which the lines blur between light and darkness, dusk and dawn, crime and punishment, cruelty and 
compassion, good and evil. What are its courses and inescapable consequences? Is it a philosophy? Is 
there a philosophy of indifference conceivable? Can one possibly view indifference as a virtue? Is it 
necessary at times to practice it simply to keep one’s sanity, live normally, enjoy a fine meal and a glass 
of wine, as the world around us experiences harrowing upheavals? 
 
Of course, indifference can be tempting more than that, seductive. It is so much easier to look away 
from victims. It is so much easier to avoid such rude interruptions to our work, our dreams, our hopes. 
It is, after all, awkward, troublesome, to be involved in another person’s pain and despair. Yet, for the 
person who is indifferent, his or her neighbor is of no consequence. And, therefore, their lives are 
meaningless. Their hidden or even visible anguish is of no interest. Indifference reduces the Other to an 
abstraction. 
 
Over there, behind the black gates of Auschwitz, the most tragic of all prisoners were the 
“Muselmanner,” as they were called. Wrapped in their torn blankets, they would sit or lie on the 
ground, staring vacantly into space, unaware of who or where they were — strangers to their 
surroundings. They no longer felt pain, hunger, thirst. They feared nothing. They felt nothing. They 
were dead and did not know it. 
 
Rooted in our tradition, some of us felt that to be abandoned by humanity then was not the ultimate. 
We felt that to be abandoned by God was worse than to be punished by Him. Better an unjust God 
than an indifferent one. For us to be ignored by God was a harsher punishment than to be a victim of 
His anger. Man can live far from God — not outside God. God is wherever we are. Even in suffering? 
Even in suffering. 
 
In a way, to be indifferent to that suffering is what makes the human being inhuman. Indifference, 
after all, is more dangerous than anger and hatred. Anger can at times be creative. One writes a great 
poem, a great symphony. One does something special for the sake of humanity because one is angry 
at the injustice that one witnesses. But indifference is never creative. Even hatred at times may elicit10 
a response. You fight it. You denounce it. You disarm it. 
 
Indifference elicits no response. Indifference is not a response. Indifference is not a beginning; it is an 
end. And, therefore, indifference is always the friend of the enemy, for it benefits the aggressor — 
never his victim, whose pain is magnified when he or she feels forgotten. The political prisoner in his 
cell, the hungry children, the homeless refugees — not to respond to their plight, not to relieve their 
solitude by offering them a spark of hope is to exile them from human memory. And in denying their 
humanity, we betray our own. 
 
Indifference, then, is not only a sin, it is a punishment. 
 



And this is one of the most important lessons of this outgoing century’s wide-ranging experiments in 
good and evil. 
 
In the place that I come from, society was composed of three simple categories: the killers, the victims, 
and the bystanders. During the darkest of times, inside the ghettoes11 and death camps — and I’m glad 
that Mrs. Clinton mentioned that we are now commemorating12 that event, that period, that we are 
now in the Days of Remembrance — but then, we felt abandoned, forgotten. All of us did. 
 
And our only miserable consolation was that we believed that Auschwitz and Treblinka13 were closely 
guarded secrets; that the leaders of the free world did not know what was going on behind those black 
gates and barbed wire; that they had no knowledge of the war against the Jews that Hitler’s armies and 
their accomplices waged as part of the war against the Allies. If they knew, we thought, surely those 
leaders would have moved heaven and earth to intervene. They would have spoken out with great 
outrage and conviction. They would have bombed the railways leading to Birkenau,14 just the railways, 
just once. 
 
And now we knew, we learned, we discovered that the Pentagon knew, the State Department knew. 
And the illustrious15 occupant of the White House then, who was a great leader — and I say it with 
some anguish and pain, because, today is exactly 54 years marking his death — Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt died on April 12th, 1945. So he is very much present to me and to us. No doubt, he was a 
great leader. He mobilized the American people and the world, going into battle, bringing hundreds 
and thousands of valiant and brave soldiers in America to fight fascism,16 to fight dictatorship, to fight 
Hitler. And so many of the young people fell in battle. And, nevertheless, his image in Jewish history — 
I must say it — his image in Jewish history is flawed. 
 
The depressing tale of the St. Louis is a case in point. Sixty years ago, its human cargo — nearly 1,000 
Jews — was turned back to Nazi Germany. And that happened after the Kristallnacht17, after the first 
state-sponsored pogrom,18 with hundreds of Jewish shops destroyed, synagogues burned, thousands 
of people put in concentration camps. And that ship, which was already in the shores of the United 
States, was sent back. I don’t understand. Roosevelt was a good man, with a heart. He understood 
those who needed help. Why didn’t he allow these refugees to disembark? A thousand people — in 
America, the great country, the greatest democracy, the most generous of all new nations in modern 
history. What happened? I don’t understand. Why the indifference, on the highest level, to the suffering 
of the victims? 
 
But then, there were human beings who were sensitive to our tragedy. Those non-Jews, those 
Christians, that we call the “Righteous Gentiles,”19 whose selfless acts of heroism saved the honor of 
their faith. Why were they so few? Why was there a greater effort to save SS20 murderers after the war 
than to save their victims during the war? Why did some of America’s largest corporations continue to 
do business with Hitler’s Germany until 1942? It has been suggested, and it was documented, that the 
Wehrmacht21 could not have conducted its invasion of France without oil obtained from American 



sources. How is one to explain their indifference? 
 
And yet, my friends, good things have also happened in this traumatic century: the defeat of Nazism, 
the collapse of communism, the rebirth of Israel on its ancestral soil, the demise of apartheid,22 Israel’s 
peace treaty with Egypt, the peace accord in Ireland. And let us remember the meeting, filled with 
drama and emotion, between Rabin and Arafat23 that you, Mr. President, convened in this very place. I 
was here and I will never forget it. 
 
And then, of course, the joint decision of the United States and NATO to intervene in Kosovo and 
save those victims, those refugees, those who were uprooted by a man, whom I believe that because 
of his crimes, should be charged with crimes against humanity. 
 
But this time, the world was not silent. This time, we do respond. This time, we intervene. 
 
Does it mean that we have learned from the past? Does it mean that society has changed? Has the 
human being become less indifferent and more human? Have we really learned from our experiences? 
Are we less insensitive to the plight of victims of ethnic cleansing and other forms of injustices in places 
near and far? Is today’s justified intervention in Kosovo, led by you, Mr. President, a lasting warning 
that never again will the deportation, the terrorization of children and their parents, be allowed 
anywhere in the world? Will it discourage other dictators in other lands to do the same? 
 
What about the children? Oh, we see them on television, we read about them in the papers, and we do 
so with a broken heart. Their fate is always the most tragic, inevitably. When adults wage war, children 
perish. We see their faces, their eyes. Do we hear their pleas? Do we feel their pain, their agony? Every 
minute one of them dies of disease, violence, famine. 
 
Some of them — so many of them — could be saved. 
 
And so, once again, I think of the young Jewish boy from the Carpathian Mountains. He has 
accompanied the old man I have become throughout these years of quest and struggle. And together 
we walk towards the new millennium, carried by profound fear and extraordinary hope. 

 
5. Nelson Mandela's Nobel Peace Prize Lecture 
By Nelson Mandela 
1993 
 
Nelson Mandela (1918-2013) was a South African leader who worked to end apartheid, a system of 
racial segregation and discrimination in South Africa from 1948 to 1991. Mandela was later elected as 
South Africa’s first black president, and he served as president from 1994-1995. In 1993, Mandela and 
F.W. de Klerk, the last head of state of South Africa under the apartheid era, received the Nobel Peace 
Prize jointly for their work ending apartheid. The following text is Mandela’s acceptance speech. As you 



read, take note of other Nobel Peace Prize recipients that Mandela references and what this contributes 
to his speech. 
 
Your Majesty the King, Your Royal Highness, Esteemed Members of the Norwegian Nobel Committee, 
Honorable Prime Minister, Madame Gro Harlem Brundtland, Ministers, Members of Parliament and 
Ambassadors, Fellow Laureate, Mr. F.W. de Klerk, Distinguished Guests, Friends, Ladies and 
Gentlemen, 
 
I extend my heartfelt thanks to the Norwegian Nobel Committee for elevating us to the status of a Nobel 
Peace Prize winner. 
 
I would also like to take this opportunity to congratulate my compatriot and fellow laureate, State 
President F.W. de Klerk, on his receipt of this high honor. 
 
Together, we join two distinguished South Africans, the late Chief Albert Lutuli and His Grace 
Archbishop Desmond Tutu, to whose seminal contributions to the peaceful struggle against the evil 
system of apartheid you paid well-deserved tribute by awarding them the Nobel Peace Prize. 
 
It will not be presumptuous of us if we also add, among our predecessors, the name of another 
outstanding Nobel Peace Prize winner, the late Rev Martin Luther King Jr. He, too, grappled with and 
died in the effort to make a contribution to the just solution of the same great issues of the day which we 
have had to face as South Africans. 
 
We speak here of the challenge of the dichotomies of war and peace, violence and non-violence, racism 
and human dignity, oppression and repression, and liberty and human rights, poverty and freedom from 
want. 
 
We stand here today as nothing more than a representative of the millions of our people who dared to 
rise up against a social system whose very essence is war, violence, racism, oppression, repression and 
the impoverishment of an entire people. 
 
I am also here today as a representative of the millions of people across the globe, the anti-apartheid 
movement, the governments, and organizations that joined with us, not to fight against South Africa as 
a country or any of its peoples, but to oppose an inhuman system and sue for a speedy end to the 
apartheid crime against humanity. 
 
These countless human beings, both inside and outside our country, had the nobility of spirit to stand 
in the path of tyranny and injustice, without seeking selfish gain. They recognized that an injury to one 
is an injury to all and therefore acted together in defense of justice and common human decency. 
 
Because of their courage and persistence for many years, we can, today, even set the dates when all 



humanity will join together to celebrate one of the outstanding human victories of our century. 
 
When that moment comes, we shall, together, rejoice in a common victory over racism, apartheid and 
white minority rule. 
 
That triumph will finally bring to a close a history of five hundred years of African colonization that 
began with the establishment of the Portuguese empire. 
 
Thus, it will mark a great step forward in history and also serve as a common pledge of the peoples of 
the world to fight racism, wherever it occurs and whatever guise it assumes. 
 
At the southern tip of the continent of Africa, a rich reward in the making, an invaluable gift is in the 
preparation for those who suffered in the name of all humanity when they sacrificed everything - for 
liberty, peace, human dignity and human fulfillment. 
 
This reward will not be measured in money. Nor can it be reckoned in the collective price of the rare 
metals and precious stones that rest in the bowels of the African soil we tread in the footsteps of our 
ancestors. 
 
It will and must be measured by the happiness and welfare of the children, at once the most 
vulnerable citizens in any society and the greatest of our treasures. 
 
The children must, at last, play in the open veld, no longer tortured by the pangs of hunger or 
ravaged by disease or threatened with the scourge of ignorance, molestation and abuse, and no 
longer required to engage in deeds whose gravity exceeds the demands of their tender years. 
 
In front of this distinguished audience, we commit the new South Africa to the relentless pursuit of the 
purposes defined in the World Declaration on the Survival, Protection, and Development of Children. 
 
The reward of which we have spoken will and must also be measured by the happiness and welfare of 
the mothers and fathers of these children, who must walk the earth without fear of being robbed, 
killed for political or material profit, or spat upon because they are beggars. 
 
They too must be relieved of the heavy burden of despair which they carry in their hearts, born of 
hunger, homelessness, and unemployment. 
 
The value of that gift to all who have suffered will and must be measured by the happiness and welfare 
of all the people of our country, who will have torn down the inhuman walls that divide them. 
 
These great masses will have turned their backs on the grave insult to human dignity which described 
some as masters and others as servants, and transformed each into a predator whose survival 



depended on the destruction of the other. 
 
The value of our shared reward will and must be measured by the joyful peace which will triumph, 
because the common humanity that bonds both black and white into one human race, will have said to 
each one of us that we shall all live like the children of paradise. 
 
Thus shall we live, because we will have created a society which recognizes that all people are born 
equal, with each entitled in equal measure to life, liberty, prosperity, human rights and good 
governance. 
 
Such a society should never allow again that there should be prisoners of conscience nor that any 
person's human rights should be violated. 
 
Neither should it ever happen that once more the avenues to peaceful change are blocked by 
usurpers who seek to take power away from the people, in pursuit of their own, ignoble purposes. 
 
In relation to these matters, we appeal to those who govern Burma that they release our fellow Nobel 
Peace Prize laureate, Aung San Suu Kyi, and engage her and those she represents in serious dialogue, 
for the benefit of all the people of Burma. 
 
We pray that those who have the power to do so will, without further delay, permit that she uses her 
talents and energies for the greater good of the people of her country and humanity as a whole. 
 
Far from the rough and tumble of the politics of our own country. I would like to take this opportunity 
to join the Norwegian Nobel Committee and pay tribute to my joint laureate. Mr. F.W. de Klerk. 
 
He had the courage to admit that a terrible wrong had been done to our country and people through 
the imposition of the system of apartheid. 
 
He had the foresight to understand and accept that all the people of South Africa must through 
negotiations and as equal participants in the process, together determine what they want to make of 
their future. 
 
But there are still some within our country who wrongly believe they can make a contribution to the 
cause of justice and peace by clinging to the shibboleths that have been proved to spell nothing but 
disaster. 
 
It remains our hope that these, too, will be blessed with sufficient reason to realize that history will not 
be denied and that the new society cannot be created by reproducing the repugnant past, however 
refined or enticingly repackaged. 
 



We would also like to take advantage of this occasion to pay tribute to the many formations of the 
democratic movement of our country, including the members of our Patriotic Front, who have 
themselves played a central role in bringing our country as close to the democratic transformation as it 
is today. 
 
We are happy that many representatives of these formations, including people who have served or are 
serving in the "homeland" structures, came with us to Oslo. They too must share the accolade which 
the Nobel Peace Prize confers. 
 
We live with the hope that as she battles to remake herself, South Africa, will be like a microcosm of 
the new world that is striving to be born. 
 
This must be a world of democracy and respect for human rights, a world freed from the horrors of 
poverty, hunger, deprivation, and ignorance, relieved of the threat and the scourge of civil wars and 
external aggression and unburdened of the great tragedy of millions forced to become refugees. 
 
The processes in which South Africa and Southern Africa as a whole are engaged, beckon and urge us 
all that we take this tide at the flood and make of this region as a living example of what all people of 
conscience would like the world to be. 
 
We do not believe that this Nobel Peace Prize is intended as a commendation for matters that have 
happened and passed. 
 
We hear the voices which say that it is an appeal from all those, throughout the universe, who sought 
an end to the system of apartheid. 
 
We understand their call, that we devote what remains of our lives to the use of our country's unique 
and painful experience to demonstrate, in practice, that the normal condition for human existence is 
democracy, justice, peace, non-racism, non-sexism, prosperity for everybody, a healthy environment 
and equality and solidarity among the peoples. 
 
Moved by that appeal and inspired by the eminence you have thrust upon us, we undertake that we 
too will do what we can to contribute to the renewal of our world so that none should, in future, be 
described as the "wretched of the earth". 
 
Let it never be said by future generations that indifference, cynicism or selfishness made us fail to live 
up to the ideals of humanism which the Nobel Peace Prize encapsulates. 
 
Let the strivings of us all, prove Martin Luther King Jr. to have been correct, when he said that humanity 
can no longer be tragically bound to the starless midnight of racism and war. 
 



Let the efforts of us all, prove that he was not a mere dreamer when he spoke of the beauty of genuine 
brotherhood and peace being more precious than diamonds or silver or gold. 
 
Let a new age dawn! 
 
Thank you. 

 
6. JFK's 'Race to Space' Speech 
By President John F. Kennedy 
1961 
 
John F. Kennedy (1917-1963) served as 35th President of the United States. He was president during 
the 
Cuban Missile Crisis, the Civil Rights Movement, and the beginning of the U.S. involvement in the 
Vietnam War. Kennedy was assassinated on November 22, 1963. He delivered this speech about space 
to a large audience at Rice University in Houston, Texas in May of 1961. A month earlier, a Russian 
had become the first human to orbit the Earth. By 1969, Americans succeeded in being the first to walk 
on the moon. As you read the speech, consider what space exploration represented to Americans at the 
time. 
 
President Pitzer,1 Mr. Vice President, Governor, Congressman Thomas, Senator Wiley, and 
Congressman Miller, Mr. Webb, Mr. Bell, scientists, distinguished guests, and ladies and gentlemen: 
 
I appreciate your president having made me an honorary visiting professor, and I will assure you that my 
first lecture will be very brief. I am delighted to be here and I’m particularly delighted to be here on this 
occasion. We meet at a college noted for knowledge, in a city noted for progress, in a State noted for 
strength, and we stand in need of all three, for we meet in an hour of change and challenge, in a decade 
of hope and fear, in an age of both knowledge and ignorance. The greater our knowledge increases, the 
greater our ignorance unfolds. 
 
Despite the striking fact that most of the scientists that the world has ever known are alive and working 
today, despite the fact that this Nation’s own scientific manpower is doubling every 12 years in a rate of 
growth more than three times that of our population as a whole, despite that, the vast stretches of the 
unknown and the unanswered and the unfinished still far outstrip our collective comprehension. 
 
No man can fully grasp how far and how fast we have come, but condense, if you will, the 50,000 years 
of man’s recorded history in a time span of but a half a century. Stated in these terms, we know very 
little about the first 40 years, except at the end of them advanced man had learned to use the skins of 
animals to cover them. Then about 10 years ago, under this standard, man emerged from his caves to 
construct other kinds of shelter. Only five years ago man learned to write and use a cart with wheels. 
Christianity began less than two years ago. The printing press came this year, and then less than two 



months ago, during this whole 50-year span of human history, the steam engine provided a new 
source of power. 
 
Newton explored the meaning of gravity. Last month electric lights and telephones and automobiles 
and airplanes became available. Only last week did we develop penicillin and television and nuclear 
power, and now if America’s new spacecraft succeeds in reaching Venus, we will have literally reached 
the stars before midnight tonight. 
 
This is a breathtaking pace, and such a pace cannot help but create new ills as it dispels old, new 
ignorance, new problems, new dangers. Surely the opening vistas of space promise high costs and 
hardships, as well as high reward. 
 
So it is not surprising that some would have us stay where we are a little longer to rest, to wait. But this 
city of Houston, this State of Texas, this country of the United States was not built by those who waited 
and rested and wished to look behind them. This country was conquered by those who moved forward 
– and so will space.  
 
William Bradford, speaking in 1630 of the founding of the Plymouth Bay Colony, said that all great and 
honorable actions are accompanied with great difficulties, and both must be enterprised and overcome 
with answerable courage. 
 
If this capsule history of our progress teaches us anything, it is that man, in his quest for knowledge 
and progress, is determined and cannot be deterred. The exploration of space will go ahead, whether 
we join in it or not, and it is one of the great adventures of all time, and no nation which expects to be 
the leader of other nations can expect to stay behind in the race for space. 
 
Those who came before us made certain that this country rode the first waves of the industrial 
revolutions, the first waves of modern invention, and the first wave of nuclear power, and this 
generation does not intend to founder in the backwash of the coming age of space. We mean to be a 
part of it – we mean to lead it. For the eyes of the world now look into space, to the moon and to the 
planets beyond, and we have vowed that we shall not see it governed by a hostile flag of conquest, but 
by a banner of freedom and peace. We have vowed that we shall not see space filled with weapons of 
mass destruction, but with instruments of knowledge and understanding. 
 
Yet the vows of this Nation can only be fulfilled if we in this Nation are first, and, therefore, we intend 
to be first. In short, our leadership in science and in industry, our hopes for peace and security, our 
obligations to ourselves as well as others, all require us to make this effort, to solve these mysteries, to 
solve them for the good of all men, and to become the world’s leading space-faring nation. 
 
We set sail on this new sea because there is new knowledge to be gained, and new rights to be won, 
and they must be won and used for the progress of all people. For space science, like nuclear science 



and all technology, has no conscience of its own. Whether it will become a force for good or ill depends 
on man, and only if the United States occupies a position of pre-eminence can we help decide whether 
this new ocean will be a sea of peace or a new terrifying theater of war. I do not say that we should or 
will go unprotected against the hostile misuse of space any more than we go unprotected against the 
hostile use of land or sea, but I do say that space can be explored and mastered without feeding the 
fires of war, without repeating the mistakes that man has made in extending his writ around this globe of 
ours. 
 
There is no strife, no prejudice, no national conflict in outer space as yet. Its hazards are hostile to us 
all. Its conquest deserves the best of all mankind, and its opportunity for peaceful cooperation may 
never come again. But why, some say, the moon? Why choose this as our goal? And they may well ask 
why climb the highest mountain? Why, 35 years ago, fly the Atlantic? Why does Rice play Texas? 
 
We choose to go to the moon. We choose to go to the moon in this decade and do the other things, 
not because they are easy, but because they are hard, because that goal will serve to organize and 
measure the best of our energies and skills, because that challenge is one that we are willing to accept, 
one we are unwilling to postpone, and one which we intend to win, and the others, too. 
 
It is for these reasons that I regard the decision last year to shift our efforts in space from low to high 
gear as among the most important decisions that will be made during my incumbency in the office of the 
Presidency. 
 
In the last 24 hours, we have seen facilities now being created for the greatest and most complex 
exploration in man’s history. We have felt the ground shake and the air shattered by the testing of a 
Saturn C-1 booster rocket, many times as powerful as the Atlas which launched John Glenn, generating 
power equivalent to 10,000 automobiles with their accelerators on the floor. We have seen the site 
where five F-1 rocket engines, each one as powerful as all eight engines of the Saturn combined, will be 
clustered together to make the advanced Saturn missile, assembled in a new building to be built at 
Cape Canaveral as tall as a 48-story structure, as wide as a city block, and as long as two lengths of this 
field. 
 
Within these last 19 months at least 45 satellites have circled the earth. Some 40 of them were “made 
in the United States of America” and they were far more sophisticated and supplied far more 
knowledge to the people of the world than those of the Soviet Union. 
 
The Mariner spacecraft now on its way to Venus is the most intricate instrument in the history of space 
science. The accuracy of that shot is comparable to firing a missile from Cape Canaveral and dropping 
it in this stadium between the 40-yard lines. 
 
Transit satellites are helping our ships at sea to steer a safer course. Tiros satellites have given us 
unprecedented warnings of hurricanes and storms, and will do the same for forest fires and icebergs. 



We have had our failures, but so have others, even if they do not admit them. And they may be less 
public. 
 
To be sure, we are behind and will be behind for some time in manned flight. But we do not intend to 
stay behind, and in this decade, we shall make up and move ahead. 
 
The growth of our science and education will be enriched by new knowledge of our universe and 
environment, by new techniques of learning and mapping and observation, by new tools and 
computers for industry, medicine, the home as well as the school. Technical institutions, such as Rice, 
will reap the harvest of these gains. 
 
And finally, the space effort itself, while still in its infancy, has already created a great number of new 
companies, and tens of thousands of new jobs. Space and related industries are generating new 
demands in investment and skilled personnel, and this city and this State, and this region, will share 
greatly in this growth. What was once the furthest outpost on the old frontier of the West will be the 
furthest outpost on the new frontier of science and space. Houston, your City of Houston, with its 
Manned Spacecraft Center, will become the heart of a large scientific and engineering community. 
During the next 5 years, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration expects to double the 
number of scientists and engineers in this area, to increase its outlays for salaries and expenses to $60 
million a year; to invest some $200 million in plant and laboratory facilities; and to direct or contract for 
new space efforts over $1 billion from this Center in this City. 
 
To be sure, all this costs us all a good deal of money. This year’s space budget is three times what it 
was in January 1961, and it is greater than the space budget of the previous eight years combined. That 
budget now stands at $5,400 million a year – a staggering sum, though somewhat less than we pay for 
cigarettes and cigars every year. Space expenditures will soon rise some more, from 40 cents per 
person per week to more than 50 cents a week for every man, woman, and child in the United States, 
for we have given this program a high national priority – even though I realize that this is in some 
measure an act of faith and vision, for we do not now know what benefits await us. But if I were to say, 
my fellow citizens, that we shall send to the moon, 240,000 miles away from the control station in 
Houston, a giant rocket more than 300 feet tall, the length of this football field, made of new metal 
alloys, some of which have not yet been invented, capable of standing heat and stresses several times 
more than have ever been experienced, fitted together with a precision better than the finest watch, 
carrying all the equipment needed for propulsion, guidance, control, communications, food, and 
survival, on an untried mission, to an unknown celestial body, and then return it safely to earth, 
re-entering the atmosphere at speeds of over 25,000 miles per hour, causing heat about half that of the 
temperature of the sun – almost as hot as it is here today – and do all this, and do it right, and do it first 
before this decade is out – then we must be bold. 
 
I’m the one who is doing all the work, so we just want you to stay cool for a minute. [laughter] 
However, I think we’re going to do it, and I think that we must pay what needs to be paid. I don’t think 



we ought to waste any money, but I think we ought to do the job. And this will be done in the decade of 
the sixties. It may be done while some of you are still here at school at this college and university. It will 
be done during the term of office of some of the people who sit here on this platform. But it will be 
done. And it will be done before the end of this decade. 
I am delighted that this university is playing a part in putting a man on the moon as part of a great 
national effort of the United States of America. 
 
Many years ago the great British explorer George Mallory, who was to die on Mount Everest, was asked 
why did he want to climb it. He said, “Because it is there.” 
 
Well, space is there, and we’re going to climb it, and the moon and the planets are there, and new 
hopes for knowledge and peace are there. And, therefore, as we set sail we ask God’s blessing on the 
most hazardous and dangerous and greatest adventure on which man has ever embarked. 
 
Thank you. 

 
7. First Lady Barbara Bush’s Commencement Address at Wellesley College 
By First Lady Barbara Bush 
1990 
 
Barbara Bush served as the First Lady of the United States from 1989 to 1993. She helped advance 
universal literacy and founded the Barbara Bush Foundation for Family Literacy. In 1990, she gave a 
commencement speech at a women’s college, Wellesley College, addressing women’s roles and 
opportunities in the modern world. As you read, take notes on how Barbara Bush believes women can 
and should succeed in the modern world. 
 
Thank you very, very much, President Keohane. Mrs. Gorbachev, Trustees, faculty, parents, and I 
should say, Julia Porter, class president, and certainly my new best friend, Christine Bicknell — and, of 
course, the Class of 1990. I am really thrilled to be here today, and very excited, as I know all of you 
must be, that Mrs. Gorbachev could join us. 
 
These — These are exciting times. They’re exciting in Washington, and I have really looked forward to 
coming to Wellesley. I thought it was going to be fun. I never dreamt it would be this much fun. So, 
thank you for that. More than ten years ago, when I was invited here to talk about our experiences in the 
People’s Republic of China, I was struck by both the natural beauty of your campus and the spirit of 
this place. 
 
Wellesley, you see, is not just a place but an idea — an experiment in excellence in which diversity is 
not just tolerated, but is embraced. The essence of this spirit was captured in a moving speech about 
tolerance given last year by a student body president of one of your sister colleges. She related the 
story by Robert Fulghum about a young pastor, finding himself in charge of some very energetic 



children, hits upon the game called “Giants, Wizards, and Dwarfs.” “You have to decide now,” the 
pastor instructed the children, “which you are — a giant, a wizard, or a dwarf?” At that, a small girl 
tugging at his pants leg, asked, “But where do the mermaids stand?” And the pastor tells her there are no 
mermaids. And she says, “Oh yes there are — they are. I am a mermaid.” 
 
Now, this little girl knew what she was, and she was not about to give up on either her identity or the 
game. She intended to take her place wherever mermaids fit into the scheme of things. “Where do the 
mermaids stand? All of those who are different, those who do not fit the boxes and the pigeonholes?” 
“Answer that question,” wrote Fulghum, “And you can build a school, a nation, or a whole world.” As 
that very wise young woman said, “Diversity, like anything worth having, requires effort — effort to 
learn about and respect difference, to be compassionate with one another, to cherish our own identity, 
and to accept unconditionally the same in others. 
 
You should all be very proud that this is the Wellesley spirit. Now I know your first choice today was 
Alice Walker — guess how I know! — known for The Color Purple. 
 
Instead, you got me — known for the color of my hair. Alice Walker’s book has a special resonance 
here. At Wellesley, each class is known by a special color. For four years the Class of ‘90 has worn the 
color purple. Today you meet on Severance Green to say goodbye to all of that, to begin a new and a 
very personal journey, to search for your own true colors. 
 
In the world that awaits you, beyond the shores of Waban — Lake Waban, no one can say what your 
true colors will be. But this I do know: You have a first-class education from a first-class school. And so 
you need not, probably cannot, live a “paint—by—numbers” life. Decisions are not irrevocable. 
 
Choices do come back. And as you set off from Wellesley, I hope that many of you will consider 
making 
three very special choices. 
 
The first is to believe in something larger than yourself, to get involved in some of the big ideas of our 
time. I chose literacy because I honestly believe that if more people could read, write, and 
comprehend, we would be that much closer to solving so many of the problems that plague our 
nation and our society. 
 
And early on I made another choice, which I hope you’ll make as well. Whether you are talking about 
education, career, or service, you’re talking about life — and life really must have joy. It’s supposed to 
be fun. 
 
One of the reasons I made the most important decision of my life, to marry George Bush, is because he 
made me laugh. It’s true, sometimes we’ve laughed through our tears, but that shared laughter has 
been one of our strongest bonds. Find the joy in life, because as Ferris Bueller said on his day off, “Life 



moves pretty fast, and you don’t stop and look around once in a while, you’re going to miss it.” 
 
(I’m not going to tell George you clapped more for Ferris than you clapped for George.) 
 
The third choice that must not be missed is to cherish your human connections: your relationships 
with family and friends. For several years, you’ve had impressed upon you the importance to your 
career of dedication and hard work. And, of course, that’s true. But as important as your obligations 
as a doctor, a lawyer, a business leader will be, you are a human being first. And those human 
connections —— with spouses, with children, with friends — are the most important investments you 
will ever make. 
 
At the end of your life, you will never regret not having passed one more test, winning one more 
verdict, or not closing one more deal. You will regret time not spent with a husband, a child, a friend, or 
a parent. 
 
We are in a transitional period right now — We are in a transitional period right now, fascinating and 
exhilarating times, learning to adjust to changes and the choices we, men and women, are facing. As 
an example, I remember what a friend said, on hearing her husband complain to his buddies that he 
had to babysit. Quickly setting him straight, my friend told her husband that when it’s your own kids, 
it’s not called babysitting. 
 
Now maybe we should adjust faster; maybe we should adjust slower. But whatever the era twenty — 
whatever the era, whatever the times, one thing will never change: fathers and mothers, if you have 
children, they must come first. You must read to your children, and you must hug your children, and 
you must love your children. Your success as a family, our success as a society, depends not on what 
happens in the White House, but on what happens inside your house. 
 
For over fifty years, it was said that the winner of Wellesley’s annual hoop race would be the first to 
get married. Now they say, the winner will be the first to become a C.E.O. Both — Both of those 
stereotypes show too little tolerance for those who want to know where the mermaids stand. So — So I 
want to offer a new legend: the winner of the hoop race will be the first to realize her dream — not 
society’s dreams — her own personal dream. 
 
And who — Who knows? Somewhere out in this audience may even be someone who will one day 
follow in my footsteps, and preside over the White House as the President’s spouse — and I wish him 
well. 
 
Well, the controversy ends here. But our conversation is only beginning. And a worthwhile 
conversation it has been. So as you leave Wellesley today, take with you deep thanks for the courtesy 
and the honor you have shared with Mrs. Gorbachev and with me. 
 



Thank you. God bless you. And may your future be worthy of your dreams. 
 

8. Winston Churchill’s ‘Never Give In’ Speech 
By Prime Minister Winston Churchill 
1941 
 
Winston Churchill (1874-1965) was the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom from 1940 to 1945 and 
from 1951 to 1955. Churchill was an officer in the British army, writer, artist, and non-academic 
historian. On October 29, 1941, Churchill visited Harrow School (a private boarding school for boys 
that he attended in 1888) to hear the traditional songs of the school and deliver his speech, “Never Give 
In.” This speech was given as the United Kingdom’s continued to struggle against Nazi Germany; while 
also receiving support from the United States in the form of war materials to aid them in World War II. 
As you read, take notes on how Winston Churchill convinces his audience to remain strong, despite the 
hardships of war. 
 
Almost a year has passed since I came down here at your Head Master's kind invitation in order to cheer 
myself and cheer the hearts of a few of my friends by singing some of our own songs. The ten months 
that have passed have seen very terrible catastrophic events in the world - ups and downs, misfortunes - 
but can anyone sitting here this afternoon, this October afternoon, not feel deeply thankful for what has 
happened in the time that has passed and for the very great improvement in the position of our country 
and of our home? Why, when I was here last time we were quite alone, desperately alone, and we had 
been so for five or six months. We were poorly armed. We are not so poorly armed today, but then we 
were very poorly armed. We had the unmeasured menace of the enemy and their air attack still beating 
upon us, and you yourselves had had the experience of this attack, and I expect you are beginning to feel 
impatient that there has been this long lull with nothing particular turning up!  
 
But we must learn to be equally good at what is short and sharp and what is long and tough. It is 
generally said that the British are often better at the last. They do not expect to move from crisis to 
crisis; they do not always expect that each day will bring up some noble chance of war; but when they 
very slowly make up their minds that the thing has to be done and the job put through and finished, then, 
even if it takes months - if it takes years - they do it. 
 
Another lesson I think we may take, just throwing our minds back to our meeting here ten months ago 
and now, is that appearances are often very deceptive and as Kipling well says, we must "...meet with 
Triumph and Disaster. And treat those two impostors just the same." 
 
You cannot tell from appearances how things will go. Sometimes imagination makes things out far 
worse than they are; yet without imagination, not much can be done. Those people who are 
imaginative see many more dangers than perhaps exist; certainly, many more than will happen; but 
then they must also pray to be given that extra courage to carry this far-reaching imagination. But for 
everyone, surely, what we have gone through in this period - I am addressing myself to the School - 



surely from this period of ten months, this is the lesson: never give in, never give in, never, never, 
Never in nothing, great or small, large or petty - never give in except to convictions of honor and good 
sense. Never yield to force; never yield to the apparently overwhelming might of the enemy. We stood 
all alone a year ago, and to many countries, it seemed that our account was closed, we were finished. 
All this tradition of ours, our songs, our School history, this part of the history of this country, were 
gone and finished and liquidated. 
 
Very different is the mood today. Britain, other nations thought, had drawn a sponge across her slate. 
But instead, our country stood in the gap. There was no flinching and no thought of giving in, and by 
what seemed almost a miracle to those outside these Islands, though we ourselves never doubted it, 
we now find ourselves in a position where I say that we can be sure that we have only to persevere to 
conquer. 
 
You sang here a verse of a School Song: you sang that extra verse written in my honor, which I was 
very greatly complimented by and which you have repeated today. But there is one word in it I want to 
alter - I wanted to do so last year, but I did not venture to. It is the line: "Not less we praise in darker 
days." 
 
I have obtained the Head Master's permission to alter darker to sterner. "Not less we praise in sterner 
days." 
 
Do not let us speak of darker days: let us speak rather of sterner days. These are not dark days; these 
are great days - the greatest days our country has ever lived; and we must all thank God that we have 
been allowed, each of us according to our stations, to play a part in making these days memorable in 
the history of our race. 

 
9. Barack Obama’s Nobel Lecture ‘A Just and Lasting Peace’ 
By Barack Obama 
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Barack Obama served as the 44th President of the United States from 2009 to 2017. In 2009, Obama 
was also awarded the Nobel Peace Prize for his work strengthening international relations. In his 
acceptance speech, Obama discusses the relationship between war and peace. As you read, take notes 
on how Obama thinks the world can work towards peace. 
 
Your Majesties, Your Royal Highnesses, distinguished members of the Norwegian Nobel Committee, 
citizens of America, and citizens of the world: I receive this honor with deep gratitude and great 
humility. It is an award that speaks to our highest aspirations — that for all the cruelty and hardship of 
our world, we are not mere prisoners of fate. 
 
Our actions matter, and can bend history in the direction of justice. 



 
And yet I would be remiss if I did not acknowledge the considerable controversy that your generous 
decision has generated. In part, this is because I am at the beginning, and not the end, of my labors on 
the world stage. Compared to some of the giants of history who've received this prize — Schweitzer and 
King; Marshall and Mandela — my accomplishments are slight. And then there are the men and women 
around the world who have been jailed and beaten in the pursuit of justice; those who toil in 
humanitarian organizations to relieve suffering; the unrecognized millions whose quiet acts of courage 
and compassion inspire even the most hardened cynics. I cannot argue with those who find these men 
and women — some known, some obscure to all but those they help — to be far more deserving of this 
honor than I. 
 
But perhaps the most profound issue surrounding my receipt of this prize is the fact that I am the 
Commander-in-Chief of the military of a nation in the midst of two wars. One of these wars is winding 
down. The other is a conflict that America did not seek; one in which we are joined by 42 other 
countries — including Norway — in an effort to defend ourselves and all nations from further attacks. 
 
Still, we are at war, and I'm responsible for the deployment of thousands of young Americans to battle 
in a distant land. Some will kill, and some will be killed. And so I come here with an acute sense of the 
costs of armed conflict — filled with difficult questions about the relationship between war and peace, 
and our effort to replace one with the other. 
 
Now, these questions are not new. War, in one form or another, appeared with the first man. At the 
dawn of history, its morality was not questioned; it was simply a fact, like drought or disease — the 
manner in which tribes and then civilizations sought power and settled their differences. 
 
And over time, as codes of law sought to control violence within groups, so did philosophers and 
Clerics and statesmen seek to regulate the destructive power of war. The concept of a “just war” 
emerged, suggesting that war is justified only when certain conditions were met: if it is waged as a last 
resort or in self-defense; if the force used is proportional; and if, whenever possible, civilians are 
spared from violence. 
 
Of course, we know that for most of history, this concept of “just war” was rarely observed. The 
capacity of human beings to think up new ways to kill one another proved inexhaustible, as did our 
capacity to exempt from mercy those who look different or pray to a different God. Wars between 
armies gave way to wars between nations — total wars in which the distinction between combatant 
and civilian became blurred. In the span of 30 years, such carnage would twice engulf this continent. 
 
And while it's hard to conceive of a cause more just than the defeat of the Third Reich and the Axis 
powers, World War II was a conflict in which the total number of civilians who died exceeded the 
number of soldiers who perished. 
 



In the wake of such destruction, and with the advent of the nuclear age, it became clear to victor and 
vanquished alike that the world needed institutions to prevent another world war. And so, a 
quarter-century after the United States Senate rejected the League of Nations — an idea for which 
Woodrow Wilson received this prize — America led the world in constructing an architecture to keep 
the peace: a Marshall Plan and a United Nations, mechanisms to govern the waging of war, treaties to 
protect human rights, prevent genocide, restrict the most dangerous weapons. In many ways, these 
efforts succeeded. Yes, terrible wars have been fought, and atrocities committed. 
 
But there has been no Third World War. The Cold War ended with jubilant crowds dismantling a wall. 
 
Commerce has stitched much of the world together. Billions have been lifted from poverty. The ideals 
of liberty and self-determination, equality and the rule of law have haltingly advanced. We are the heirs 
of the fortitude and foresight of generations past, and it is a legacy for which my own country is 
rightfully proud. 
 
And yet, a decade into a new century, this old architecture is buckling under the weight of new threats. 
 
The world may no longer shudder at the prospect of war between two nuclear superpowers, but 
proliferation may increase the risk of catastrophe. Terrorism has long been a tactic, but modern 
technology allows a few small men with outsized rage to murder innocents on a horrific scale. 
 
Moreover, wars between nations have increasingly given way to wars within nations. The resurgence of 
ethnic or sectarian conflicts; the growth of secessionist movements, insurgencies, and failed states — all 
these things have increasingly trapped civilians in unending chaos. In today's wars, many more civilians 
are killed than soldiers; the seeds of future conflict are sown, economies are wrecked, civil societies torn 
asunder, refugees amassed, children scarred. 
 
I do not bring with me today a definitive solution to the problems of war. What I do know is that 
meeting these challenges will require the same vision, hard work, and persistence of those men and 
women who acted so boldly decades ago. And it will require us to think in new ways about the notions 
of just war and the imperatives of a just peace. 
 
We must begin by acknowledging the hard truth: We will not eradicate violent conflict in our lifetimes. 
There will be times when nations — acting individually or in concert — will find the use of force not 
only necessary but morally justified. 
 
I make this statement mindful of what Martin Luther King Jr. said in this same ceremony years ago: 
“Violence never brings permanent peace. It solves no social problem: it merely creates new and more 
complicated ones.” As someone who stands here as a direct consequence of Dr. King's life work, I am 
living testimony to the moral force of non-violence. I know there's nothing weak — nothing passive — 
nothing naïve — in the creed and lives of Gandhi and King. 



 
But as a head of state sworn to protect and defend my nation, I cannot be guided by their examples 
alone. I face the world as it is, and cannot stand idle in the face of threats to the American people. For 
make no mistake: Evil does exist in the world. A non-violent movement could not have halted Hitler's 
armies. Negotiations cannot convince al Qaeda's leaders to lay down their arms. To say that force may 
sometimes be necessary is not a call to cynicism — it is a recognition of history; the imperfections of 
man and the limits of reason. 
 
I raise this point, I begin with this point because in many countries there is a deep ambivalence about 
military action today, no matter what the cause. And at times, this is joined by a reflexive suspicion of 
America, the world's sole military superpower. 
 
But the world must remember that it was not simply international institutions — not just treaties and 
declarations — that brought stability to a post-World War II world. Whatever mistakes we have made, 
the plain fact is this: The United States of America has helped underwrite global security for more than 
six decades with the blood of our citizens and the strength of our arms. The service and sacrifice of our 
men and women in uniform has promoted peace and prosperity from Germany to Korea and enabled 
democracy to take hold in places like the Balkans. We have borne this burden not because we seek to 
impose our will. We have done so out of enlightened self-interest — because we seek a better future 
for our children and grandchildren, and we believe that their lives will be better if others' children and 
grandchildren can live in freedom and prosperity. 
 
So yes, the instruments of war do have a role to play in preserving the peace. And yet this truth must 
coexist with another — that no matter how justified, war promises human tragedy. The soldier's 
courage and sacrifice are full of glory, expressing devotion to country, to cause, to comrades in arms. 
But war itself is never glorious, and we must never trumpet it as such. 
 
So part of our challenge is reconciling these two seemingly irreconcilable truths — that war is 
sometimes necessary, and war at some level is an expression of human folly. Concretely, we must 
direct our effort to the task that President Kennedy called for long ago. “Let us focus,” he said, “on a 
more practical, more attainable peace, based not on a sudden revolution in human nature but on a 
gradual evolution in human institutions.” A gradual evolution of human institutions. 
 
What might this evolution look like? What might these practical steps be? 
 
To begin with, I believe that all nations — strong and weak alike — must adhere to standards that 
govern the use of force. I — like any head of state — reserve the right to act unilaterally if necessary 
to defend my nation. Nevertheless, I am convinced that adhering to standards, international standards, 
strengthens those who do, and isolates and weakens those who don't. 
 
The world rallied around America after the 9/11 attacks and continues to support our efforts in 



 
Afghanistan, because of the horror of those senseless attacks and the recognized principle of self- 
defense. Likewise, the world recognized the need to confront Saddam Hussein when he invaded Kuwait 
— a consensus that sent a clear message to all about the cost of aggression. 
 
Furthermore, America — in fact, no nation — can insist that others follow the rules of the road if we 
refuse to follow them ourselves. For when we don't, our actions appear arbitrary and undercut the 
legitimacy of future interventions, no matter how justified. 
 
And this becomes particularly important when the purpose of military action extends beyond self- 
defense or the defense of one nation against an aggressor. More and more, we all confront difficult 
questions about how to prevent the slaughter of civilians by their own government or to stop a civil war 
whose violence and suffering can engulf an entire region. 
 
I believe that force can be justified on humanitarian grounds, as it was in the Balkans, or in other 
places that have been scarred by war. Inaction tears at our conscience and can lead to more costly 
intervention later. That's why all responsible nations must embrace the role that militaries with a clear 
mandate can play to keep the peace. 
 
America's commitment to global security will never waver. But in a world in which threats are more 
diffuse, and missions more complex, America cannot act alone. America alone cannot secure the 
peace. This is true in Afghanistan. This is true in failed states like Somalia, where terrorism and piracy is 
joined by famine and human suffering. And sadly, it will continue to be true in unstable regions for 
years to come. 
 
The leaders and soldiers of NATO countries, and other friends and allies, demonstrate this truth 
through the capacity and courage they've shown in Afghanistan. But in many countries, there is a 
disconnect between the efforts of those who serve and the ambivalence of the broader public. I 
understand why war is not popular, but I also know this: The belief that peace is desirable is rarely 
enough to achieve it. Peace requires responsibility. Peace entails sacrifice. That's why NATO continues 
to be indispensable. That's why we must strengthen U.N. and regional peacekeeping, and not leave 
the task to a few countries. That's why we honor those who return home from peacekeeping and 
training abroad to Oslo and Rome; to Ottawa and Sydney; to Dhaka and Kigali — we honor them not as 
makers of war, but of wagers — but as wagers of peace. 
 
Let me make one final point about the use of force. Even as we make difficult decisions about going to 
war, we must also think clearly about how we fight it. The Nobel Committee recognized this truth in 
awarding its first prize for peace to Henry Dunant — the founder of the Red Cross, and a driving force 
behind the Geneva Conventions. 
 
Where force is necessary, we have a moral and strategic interest in binding ourselves to certain rules of 



conduct. And even as we confront a vicious adversary that abides by no rules, I believe the United 
States of America must remain a standard-bearer in the conduct of war. That is what makes us 
different from those whom we fight. That is a source of our strength. That is why I prohibited torture. 
That is why I ordered the prison at Guantanamo Bay closed. And that is why I have reaffirmed 
America's commitment to abide by the Geneva Conventions. We lose ourselves when we compromise 
the very ideals that we fight to defend. And we honor — we honor those ideals by upholding them not 
when it's easy, but when it is hard. 
 
I have spoken at some length to the question that must weigh on our minds and our hearts as we 
choose to wage war. But let me now turn to our effort to avoid such tragic choices, and speak of three 
ways that we can build a just and lasting peace. 
 
First, in dealing with those nations that break rules and laws, I believe that we must develop 
alternatives to violence that are tough enough to actually change behavior — for if we want a lasting 
peace, then the words of the international community must mean something. Those regimes that 
break the rules must be held accountable. Sanctions must exact a real price. Intransigence must be 
met with increased pressure — and such pressure exists only when the world stands together as one. 
 
One urgent example is the effort to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, and to seek a world 
without them. In the middle of the last century, nations agreed to be bound by a treaty whose bargain 
is clear: All will have access to peaceful nuclear power; those without nuclear weapons will forsake 
them, and those with nuclear weapons will work towards disarmament. I am committed to upholding 
this treaty. It is a centerpiece of my foreign policy. And I'm working with President Medvedev to reduce 
America and Russia's nuclear stockpiles. 
 
But it is also incumbent upon all of us to insist that nations like Iran and North Korea do not game 
the system. Those who claim to respect international law cannot avert their eyes when those laws are 
flouted. Those who care for their own security cannot ignore the danger of an arms race in the Middle 
East or East Asia. Those who seek peace cannot stand idly by as nations arm themselves for nuclear 
war. 
 
The same principle applies to those who violate international laws by brutalizing their own people. 
When there is genocide in Darfur, systematic rape in Congo, repression in Burma — there must be 
consequences. Yes, there will be engagement; yes, there will be diplomacy — but there must be 
consequences when those things fail. And the closer we stand together, the less likely we will be faced 
with the choice between armed intervention and complicity in oppression. 
 
This brings me to a second point — the nature of the peace that we seek. For peace is not merely the 
absence of visible conflict. Only a just peace based on the inherent rights and dignity of every 
individual can truly be lasting. 
 



It was this insight that drove drafters of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights after the Second 
World War. In the wake of devastation, they recognized that if human rights are not protected, peace is 
a hollow promise. 
 
And yet too often, these words are ignored. For some countries, the failure to uphold human rights is 
excused by the false suggestion that these are somehow Western principles, foreign to local cultures or 
stages of a nation's development. And within America, there has long been a tension between those 
who describe themselves as realists or idealists — a tension that suggests a stark choice between the 
narrow pursuit of interests or an endless campaign to impose our values around the world. 
 
I reject these choices. I believe that peace is unstable where citizens are denied the right to speak freely 
or worship as they please; choose their own leaders or assemble without fear. Pent-up grievances 
fester, and the suppression of tribal and religious identity can lead to violence. We also know that the 
opposite is true. Only when Europe became free did it finally find peace. America has never fought a 
war against a democracy, and our closest friends are governments that protect the rights of its 
citizens. No matter how callously defined, neither America's interests — nor the world's — are served 
by the denial of human aspirations. 
 
So even as we respect the unique culture and traditions of different countries, America will always be a 
voice for those aspirations that are universal. We will bear witness to the quiet dignity of reformers like 
Aung Sang Suu Kyi; to the bravery of Zimbabweans who cast their ballots in the face of beatings; to the 
hundreds of thousands who have marched silently through the streets of Iran. It is telling that the 
leaders of these governments fear the aspirations of their own people more than the power of any 
other nation. And it is the responsibility of all free people and free nations to make clear that these 
movements — these movements of hope and history — they have us on their side. 
 
Let me also say this: The promotion of human rights cannot be about exhortation alone. At times, it 
must be coupled with painstaking diplomacy. I know that engagement with repressive regimes lacks 
the satisfying purity of indignation. But I also know that sanctions without outreach — condemnation 
without discussion — can carry forward only a crippling status quo. No repressive regime can move 
down a new path unless it has the choice of an open door. 
 
In light of the Cultural Revolution's horrors, Nixon's meeting with Mao appeared inexcusable — and yet 
it surely helped set China on a path where millions of its citizens have been lifted from poverty and 
connected to open societies. Pope John Paul's engagement with Poland created space not just for the 
Catholic Church, but for labor leaders like Lech Walesa. Ronald Reagan's efforts on arms control and 
embrace of perestroika not only improved relations with the Soviet Union but empowered 
dissidents throughout Eastern Europe. There's no simple formula here. But we must try as best we 
can to balance isolation and engagement, pressure and incentives so that human rights and dignity 
are advanced over time. 
 



Third, a just peace includes not only civil and political rights — it must encompass economic security 
and opportunity. For true peace is not just freedom from fear, but freedom from want. 
It is undoubtedly true that development rarely takes root without security; it is also true that security 
does not exist where human beings do not have access to enough food, or clean water, or the 
medicine and shelter they need to survive. It does not exist where children can't aspire to a decent 
education or a job that supports a family. The absence of hope can rot a society from within. 
 
And that's why helping farmers feed their own people — or nations educate their children and care for 
the sick — is not mere charity. It's also why the world must come together to confront climate change. 
There is little scientific dispute that if we do nothing, we will face more drought, more famine, more 
mass displacement — all of which will fuel more conflict for decades. For this reason, it is not merely 
scientists and environmental activists who call for swift and forceful action — it's military leaders in my 
own country and others who understand our common security hangs in the balance. 
 
Agreements among nations. Strong institutions. Support for human rights. Investments in 
development. All these are vital ingredients in bringing about the evolution that President Kennedy 
spoke about. And yet, I do not believe that we will have the will, the determination, the staying power, 
to complete this work without something more — and that's the continued expansion of our moral 
imagination; an insistence that there's something irreducible that we all share. 
 
As the world grows smaller, you might think it would be easier for human beings to recognize how 
similar we are; to understand that we're all basically seeking the same things; that we all hope for the 
chance to live out our lives with some measure of happiness and fulfillment for ourselves and our 
families. 
 
And yet somehow, given the dizzying pace of globalization, the cultural leveling of modernity, it 
perhaps comes as no surprise that people fear the loss of what they cherish in their particular 
identities — their race, their tribe, and perhaps most powerfully their religion. In some places, this fear 
has led to conflict. At times, it even feels like we're moving backward. We see it in the Middle East, as 
the conflict between Arabs and Jews seems to harden. We see it in nations that are torn asunder by 
tribal lines. 
 
And most dangerously, we see it in the way that religion is used to justify the murder of innocents by 
those who have distorted and defiled the great religion of Islam, and who attacked my country from 
Afghanistan. These extremists are not the first to kill in the name of God; the cruelties of the Crusades 
are amply recorded. But they remind us that no Holy War can ever be a just war. For if you truly believe 
that you are carrying out divine will, then there is no need for restraint — no need to spare the 
pregnant mother, or the medic, or the Red Cross worker, or even a person of one's own faith. Such a 
warped view of religion is not just incompatible with the concept of peace, but I believe it's 
incompatible with the very purpose of faith — for the one rule that lies at the heart of every major 
religion is that we do unto others as we would have them do unto us. 



 
Adhering to this law of love has always been the core struggle of human nature. For we are fallible. 
We make mistakes, and fall victim to the temptations of pride, and power, and sometimes evil. Even 
those of us with the best of intentions will at times fail to right the wrongs before us. 
 
But we do not have to think that human nature is perfect for us to still believe that the human 
condition can be perfected. We do not have to live in an idealized world to still reach for those ideals 
that will make it a better place. The non-violence practiced by men like Gandhi and King may not have 
been practical or possible in every circumstance, but the love that they preached — their fundamental 
faith in human progress — that must always be the North Star that guides us on our journey. 
 
For if we lose that faith — if we dismiss it as silly or naïve; if we divorce it from the decisions that we 
make on issues of war and peace — then we lose what's best about humanity. We lose our sense of 
possibility. We lose our moral compass. 
 
Like generations have before us, we must reject that future. As Dr. King said at this occasion so many 
years ago, “I refuse to accept despair as the final response to the ambiguities of history. I refuse to 
accept the idea that the 'isness' of man's present condition makes him morally incapable of reaching 
up for the eternal 'oughtness' that forever confronts him.” 
 
Let us reach for the world that ought to be — that spark of the divine that still stirs within each of our 
Souls. 
 
Somewhere today, in the here and now, in the world as it is, a soldier sees he's outgunned, but stands 
firm to keep the peace. Somewhere today, in this world, a young protestor awaits the brutality of her 
government but has the courage to march on. Somewhere today, a mother facing punishing poverty 
still takes the time to teach her child, scrapes together what few coins she has to send that child to 
school — because she believes that a cruel world still has a place for that child's dreams. 
 
Let us live by their example. We can acknowledge that oppression will always be with us, and still strive 
for justice. We can admit the intractability of deprivation and still strive for dignity. Clear-eyed, we 
can understand that there will be war, and still strive for peace. We can do that — for that is the story 
of human progress; that's the hope of all the world; and at this moment of challenge, that must be our 
work here on Earth. 
 
Thank you very much. 
 


