1. <b>A HISTORIAN AT THE ARMY WAR COLLEGE</b>
<br>

<br>

<b>John A. Bonin, Ph. D.

<br>

Professor, Concepts and Doctrine

<br>

U.S. Army War College</b>
<br>

<br>

<br>


My name is John Bonin and I am a historian. I have been on the faculty of the United States Army War College for almost twelve years and I received my Ph.D. in history in 2006 from Temple University after ten years as a graduate student. While I don't specifically work as a historian at the War College, my knowledge of history is an asset in all that I do. 
For my first seven years on the faculty, I was an active duty Colonel and was the Director for Army Planning in the Department of Military Strategy, Plans, and Operations. I am now the civilian Professor of Concepts and Doctrine in the Department of Academic Affairs. My other major duties include serving as a seminar faculty instructor and historian as well as participating as an instructor in electives and other courses conducted here at Carlisle. This spring I will also serve as an instructor for several different courses. In addition, I provide advice to the Department of the Army on its internal organization. 

<br>

<br>


As the War College’s Professor of Concepts and Doctrine, I coordinate the review by the faculty of all Joint and Army doctrinal publications and then submit recommended improvements to the preparing authorities. I also inform the faculty on the latest doctrinal publications useful for their courses. In preparation for the congressionally mandated Process for Accreditation of Joint Education, I ensure for the Dean of Academics that our curriculum is based on that the appropriate doctrine.   I have recently participated as a member of the Army working groups that revised FM 1, <I>The Army</I>, FM 3-0, <i>Full-Spectrum Operations</I>, and FM 3-24, <I>Counterinsurgency Operations</I>. I also attend the semi-annual Joint Doctrine Conferences and recently provided significant input to Joint Pubs 1, <i>Doctrine for the Armed Forces of the United States</I>, 3-0, <i>Joint Operations</I>, and 5-0, <i>Joint Operations Planning</I>.

<br>

<br>


As a faculty instructor, I am completely involved in the War College instruction provided to one of twenty resident course seminars. Each seminar has seventeen students representing all four military services, the reserve components, two international countries, and at least one civilian agency. While it is the Army’s War College, less than one-half of the students are from the Active Army. I serve with one instructor from each of our three teaching departments as part of a seminar teaching team, with myself as the designated seminar historian.   I provide faculty advice and the final academic report for three to four of the students and serve as the Project Advisor for two or three others for their major paper, the Strategy Research Project. Every year I also serve as the faculty sponsor for the International Fellow from Romania and provide assistance in their arrival and living arrangements in Carlisle.

<br>

<br>


As the designated seminar historian, I provide the introductory history lesson and a Gettysburg Staff Ride during the initial Fundamentals of Strategic Thinking. The introductory three hour history lesson is intended to provide our students, almost all of whom are not historians, with some insights into the many types of history and the uses and abuses of history that they may encounter during the coming year.  The staff ride is an all day operation in which we travel to the nearby Gettysburg National Battlefield and walk the ground in order to gain an appreciation for some of the timeless aspects of war: leadership, combined arms, personalities, friction, and courage.  As one of the College’s qualified staff ride historians, I also conduct staff rides during the year to Gettysburg as well as for the Antietam Campaign for other diverse groups ranging from United Nations’ peacekeepers, an Afghani military delegation, or a local college ROTC unit.

<br>

<br>


Because of my experience and interests I also teach several lessons involving history in three of our core courses. During the Theory of War and Strategy Course we investigate the history of the use of force in the Western World dating back to the Greco-Persian Wars. In the Strategic Leadership Course we survey civil-military relations from World War II to the present. In addition, during the Implementing National Military Strategy Course, I provide specific instruction to my seminar on the current capabilities and roles of the U.S. Army.  To a great extent, my expertise on the U.S. Army has been built upon my years of study of the history of that Army, which include my eight years under Professor Russell Weigley at Temple.

<br>

<br>


In addition to my work with a resident seminar, I participate in a variety of other duties. In the spring, I serve as one of three seminar lead instructors for the Campaign Analysis Course that surveys military campaigns from antiquity to the present. I provide the Roman Way of War overview lecture to all three seminars in which I analyze the Roman conduct of counterinsurgencies in Germany and Judea during the 1st Century. Three times a year I provide a presentation on Army capabilities to the Joint Force Land Component Commander’s Course conducted at Carlisle for fifteen specially selected General Officers.   Similarly, I serve as the principal instructor on landpower and Army doctrine for our resident course Advanced Strategic Art Program and for the Strategists Program conducted for majors at Carlisle twice a year. In addition, I conduct annual presentations on the Army’s new Modular Force during the non-resident Distance Education Course summer phase and for our forty Senior Service College Fellows attending year-long courses at other institutions in lieu of attendance here.

<br>

<br>


During the course of my duties at Carlisle I have prepared several documents that involve history. In 1996 I conceived of a Joint Force Land Component Command Primer that detailed the history and functions of land focused commands since World War II. This pamphlet was the basis for subsequent Army and Joint doctrine and has been used by the Canadian Staff College. As the Director, Army Planning, I developed and continually update an Army Employment Data Pamphlet that is used not only at Carlisle, but also at the Air War College, the Naval War College, and the Joint Forces Staff College. In partnership with Mike Matheny, another Temple graduate student, we edited and compiled a special text for use at the War College describing and presenting a collection of American War Plans from pre-World War II to Operation DESERT STORM. In 2003 I prepared a monograph detailing the Army Component of Central Command’s functions during Operation ENDURING FREEDOM and leading up to Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. 

<br>

<br>


Due to my expertise on Army structure and doctrine I was personally selected to perform as a member of the Army Chief of Staff's Task Force Modularity from September 2003 through March 2005.  On that task force I participated as the lead designer for transforming the Army from a division-based to a brigade-based organization. I relied upon all of my past education and knowledge of the history of the U.S. Army as well as my personal experience of over thirty years of Army service to develop and justify the rationale for one of the greatest changes in the U.S. Army’s structure. After the formal termination of the Task Force I have continued to provide advice to the Department of the Army for requirements and resource decisions concerning the Modular Force. Presently, I am assisting with the design for the additional units that the Army will gain as part of an announced 65,000 person increase.

<br>

<br>


In all that I do at the Army War College or for the U.S. Armed Forces I perform better because I am a military historian. While I am not a member of a traditional university history department, I employ my love and knowledge of history in a wide variety of ways to motivate students to appreciate history and to solve practical problems.  

2.  <b>FORCE, DIPLOMACY, AND CARTOONS: A JOURNEY FROM THE COLD WAR TO GLOBALIZATION</b>

<br>

<br>

by Drew McKevitt, Ph.D. candidate

<br>
<br>

<br>

On my seventh birthday, I received a Nintendo Entertainment System.  I fell in love.  Now that I can lay claim to the most unique opening statement to ever grace the pages of <i>Strategic Visions</I>, allow me to explain why Nintendo is relevant to my short career of studying force and diplomacy in some very unorthodox ways.
<br>

<br>

I grew up in a New Jersey shore town in the 1980s.  While the local setting of my childhood instilled in me quirks I’ll never outgrow (try pronouncing the word “both” with an “L,” or “Washington” with an “R”), it was larger trends of national and global—especially global—culture that shaped my young identity.  I was a citizen-in-training of what Lizabeth Cohen calls the “Consumer’s Republic.”  But while Cohen writes about the consumerist definitions of American citizenship in the postwar era, I was developing a different sort of citizenship: in small ways I was becoming what former Sony President Akio Morita called a “global citizen.”  Enter the aforementioned Nintendo.  While many of my young peers were playing with GI Joes (a tool of nationalist education if there ever was one), I was hooked on a little Italian plumber from Brooklyn named Mario who ate mushrooms and fought flying turtles.  And I wasn’t the only one—by the late 1980s, Nintendo of Japan was one of the most profitable companies in the world, one of many “global” corporations based in Japan that were making tremendous profits in the American consumer market.  One might argue, and I do, that the messages contained in this new medium were devoid of many the assumptions about the (American) nation-state found in other forms of popular culture at the time.  While GI Joe stood in front of an enormous American flag a la George C. Scott’s Patton, national identity was ambiguous at best in Super Mario Bros.  

<br>

<br>

I must have done more than play video games as a teenager because I entered St. Joseph’s University in the fall of 1998 as a biology major on a pre-med track in preparation for medical school and a financially lucrative career as a M.D.  After all, I was a “smart kid,” and since no one in my family had ever graduated from college, the assumption was that “smart kids” became doctors.  Two agonizing semesters of cellular and genetic biology later, I jumped ship.  A lifetime of conversations with a Civil War-buff grandfather had sparked a dilettante’s interest in history, so the history department was where I landed.  St. Joseph’s history department is one of the hidden treasures of the Philadelphia academic scene.  Under the mentorship of Professors Katherine Sibley and Thomas Marzik, I took a number of classes in U.S. foreign relations and Russian and Soviet history.  (To this day, I haven’t met anyone else with a minor from St. Joe’s in “Russian and East Central European Studies.”)  Despite my naivety, they patiently guided me through the graduate school application process.  I applied directly to Ph.D. programs assuming that such programs were the only way to avoid paying for my own graduate education, since I could never afford to pay for a master’s degree.  I was lucky Temple accepted me and gave me a research assistantship in the now-defunct Center for Public Policy.  

<br>

<br>

As a senior in college I had spent an entire year writing an honor’s thesis, fittingly titled (for a Catholic university), “The Saved, the Damned, and the Bolsheviks: A Study in Wilsonian Ideology.”  I asserted that in 1917 Wilson responded to Lenin and the Bolsheviks harshly because he conflated the concepts of capitalism, democracy, and Christianity and expected newly self-determined states to fit into this vision of a free society.  (Looking back, I would have had more success if I had followed the historiographic trend of coining a new word to describe Wilson’s ideology, like “Christocapitocracy.”)  I planned to continue studying Wilson at Temple, and in my first two years I wrote several papers on U.S. foreign relations in the Wilson era.  

<br>

<br>

Eventually my interests turned elsewhere.  Along with my close personal connection to the popular culture of the 1980s, I was always fascinated by Ronald Reagan.  I still remember getting choked up watching his farewell speech.  Even though I was too young to understand how divisive Reagan could be, to me he was America.  He spoke well, had shiny hair, looked like everyone’s grandfather, and told that guy with that thing on his head to tear down some wall.  The subtitle to Gil Troy’s recent history of the U.S. in the 1980s, <i>Morning in America</I>, is “How Ronald Reagan Invented the 1980s.”  To this former impressionable 9-year-old, that makes perfect sense.  

<br>

<br>

Full of 80s nostalgia, I approached my advisor Richard Immerman a couple years ago about the prospects for writing a dissertation on the 1980s.  While he encouraged me, he made it clear that the sort of sources that historians of U.S. foreign relations are accustomed to using—State Department materials, presidential archives, the personal papers of advisors—were nearly impossible to come by because many of those who shaped Reagan’s foreign policy remained alive, if not still in power.  I would have to think of another way to get at Reagan.  

<br>

<br>

Enter Nintendo—again, sort of.  My younger brother was attending college as a “video game design” major (believe it or not), so he was knee-deep in the contemporary manifestation of the global video-game culture that I had soaked up as a child.  His interest in video games grew to a general interest in Japanese popular culture, including the inescapable global phenomenon of Japanese animation, also known as anime.  Out of curiosity I borrowed some of his anime DVDs and was instantly struck by the medium.  One of the first films I watched, the 1988 Katsuhiro Otomo classic <I>Akira</I>, rendered a post-apocalyptic Tokyo rife with corruption, crime, fascism, revolutionary upheaval, and the political and social consequences of nuclear experimentation—hardly the stuff of children’s cartoons in the U.S.  (While nearly all American animation is made for the children’s market, a great deal of anime is made for, and consumed by, Japanese adults.)  Not only did I find the texts fascinating, but I soon grew interested in how this product first came to U.S. shores.  Many of us who watched cartoons as children in the 1980s might remember series like <i>Voltron</I> and <i>Robotech</I>, with their ambiguous Japanese origins; they were popular, but stripped of their “Japaneseness” through the extensive editing by their American producers.  What really interested me instead were the small local anime fan communities that went to great lengths to import “underground” anime and proselytize it to wider audiences.  I had a list of just a few names, but it was enough to start.  I eventually made contact with dozens of fans from the earliest days of U.S. “fandom,” beginning in 1977.  I began writing.

<br>

<br>

The story of small groups of people in the U.S. importing foreign cultural products with evangelical zeal was interesting in itself, but it did not satisfy all the questions I was prone to ask as someone trained to write about “force and diplomacy.”  Despite the tectonic historiographic shifts toward culture of recent decades, I believe that historians of U.S. foreign relations have unique insights to contribute to the historical profession based on their traditional concerns.  No other subdiscipline is as well equipped to study uneven power relationships between groups of people with vast social and cultural differences—diplomatic historians have been doing so for many decades.  Thus the historiographic turn toward culture in the field of U.S. foreign relations will only prove successful if it can connect newer cultural insights with the field’s traditional concern: power in the international (or transnational, or global) arena.  

<br>

<br>

Therefore I naturally asked of the anime fan communities, “Where did they fit into the larger picture of U.S.-Japan relations in the 1970s and 1980s?”  The story of the fan communities actually runs counter to the traditional narrative of U.S.-Japan relations during this period.  That traditional narrative portrays Japan as a rising economic power (at the time many said “superpower”) challenging the U.S. for global hegemony.  This stirred up, so the narrative goes, nationalistic reactions across the U.S.—everything from UAW workers smashing Toyotas with sledgehammers at union picnics to popular fiction and films like Michael Crichton’s <I>Rising Sun</I>.  For these small anime communities in the U.S., though, the period instead witnessed increasing cultural interactions and a growing affinity for all things Japanese.  

<br>

<br>

Based on subsequent research I have come to argue that during the 1970s and 1980s there were two competing (and occasionally intersecting) grand narratives of U.S.-Japan relations: the first was the louder nationalistic narrative of the “trade wars” and the “new Pearl Harbor,” as journalist Theodore White put it.  The second, though, was more subtle—the narrative of globalization.  In the dissertation I explore how a variety of groups in the U.S.—from business leaders and academics studying the changing nature of international business and finance to local fan clubs dedicated to anime—actually imagined Japan as the nucleus for a globalized world radically transformed by new media technologies and capitalism’s post-World War II permutations.  By the 1990s these economic and cultural changes were popularly labeled “globalization.”  But just as globalization achieved buzzword status in the post-Cold War era, Japan fell from economic preeminence.  As the United States celebrated its Cold War “victory,” it positioned itself at the center of the emerging new world order—globalization—when in reality Americans learned what globalization meant not from their own successes but from the challenges and opportunities presented by the U.S.-Japan relationship in the 1970s and 1980s.

<br>

<br>

My attempted reevaluation of both the U.S.-Japan relationship, and our understanding of contemporary globalization, returns me to the traditional concern of historians of U.S. foreign relations: power.  The two competing discourses—nationalism and globalization—ultimately concerned new understandings of power.  How and why did Americans come to see Japan as a “superpower” and a threat when it lacked traditional power in terms of both force and diplomacy?  My hunch is that it rested on a redefinition of what power meant in the international arena, shifting from national to transnational and global understandings of power.  Japan served as the exemplar of these shifts.  Caught in the middle of these global transformations were an impressionable seven-year-old and his Nintendo, marketed under the prophetic slogan: “Now you’re playing with power!”

3.  <br>CENFAD SET TO SHINE AT SHAFR CONFERENCE</b>
<br>

<br>

by Drew McKevitt

<br>

<br>

<br>
While CENFAD has often been well represented at the annual meeting of the Society for Historians of American Foreign Relations (SHAFR), this year marks a new turn in the Center’s relationship to one of the history profession’s largest subdisciplinary organizations.  Professor Richard Immerman, CENFAD’s Director, is currently serving as SHAFR President in 2007.  On the conference’s final day, Saturday, June 23, Immerman will deliver his presidential address titled, “Intelligence and Strategy: Historicizing Psychology, Policy, and Politics.”  For those unable to attend the conference, the presidential address is traditionally published in the first volume of <i>Diplomatic History</I> in January of the following year (2008).    

<br>

<br>

CENFAD faculty will also make an appearance at the conference.  Professor William Hitchcock will serve as commentator for a panel titled, “NATO and the Gaullist Challenge.”  Professor Petra Goedde will chair and comment on a panel titled, “War, Migration, and Citizenship.”  

<br>

<br>

Finally, CENFAD graduate students will showcase their research.  Ph.D. Candidate Philip Gibbon will present findings from his dissertation in “Robert Bowie: Analyst and Academic” during a roundtable discussion on the role of individuals in history.  In his paper, “Putting the Past Behind Us: Détente, Disarmament and Environmental Warfare in Vietnam,” Ph.D. Candidate David Zierler will draw on his dissertation to contribute a panel on the Vietnam War and the environment.  Lastly, Ph.D. Candidate Andrew McKevitt will contribute to a panel on culture in the Reagan era with his paper, “Lost in Translation? Anime as Global Culture in Reagan’s America, 1977-1989.”  

<br>

<br>

The SHAFR Conference will be held in Chantilly, Virginia, just outside of Washington, D.C., on June 21-23, 2007.  

4.  <b>CENFAD AT THE SMH</b>
<br>

<br>

by Dr. Gregory J. W. Urwin

<br>

<br>

<br>

Temple University faculty members, alumni, and graduate students have long played a prominent role in the Society for Military History, but this year’s annual conference at Frederick, Maryland, from April 19 to 22, will have CENFAD’s fingerprints all over it.

<br>

<br>


Temple doctoral student Michael E. Lynch served on the SMH’s 2007 Program Committee, assisting with conference arrangements and the selection of paper panels.

<br>

<br>


Two members of the CENFAD family have been nominated for the SMH’s Board of Trustees – Professor Jennifer L. Speelman (Ph.D., 2001) of the Citadel and Professor Gregory J. W. Urwin of Temple.  If elected, Speelman and/or Urwin will take office during the conference. 

<br>

<br>


Urwin organized and will chair a paper panel titled “Draw Sabers: Cutting Edge Research on the U.S. Cavalry.”  Two of the presenters have Temple connections.  Ph.D. candidate Richard Grippaldi will speak on “’Healthy, Active, and Respectable Men of the Country’: The Enlisted Men of the U.S. Regiment of Dragoons, 1833-36.”  Thomas G. Nester (M.A., 2002) will present a paper titled “On the Frontlines of Civil-Military Relations: The Seventh U.S. Cavalry Confronts the ‘Southern Problem’ during Reconstruction.” Grippaldi is currently Urwin’s student and Nester wrote his M.A. thesis, “The Impact of the Memphis and New Orleans Race Riots of 1866 on Northern Public Opinion and Sectional Politics,” under Urwin’s direction.  Fittingly, the SMH bestowed Nester with a Russell F. Weigley Travel Award to defray his expenses for the conference.

<br>

<br>


Urwin is commenting on a second paper panel, “World War II:  The ‘Good War’ through a Non-Traditional Lens,” and Speelman will chair one on “World War II Submarine Warfare.”

<br>

<br>


Professor Beth Bailey of Temple will present a paper titled “’If You Like Ms., You’ll Love Private’: The Modern Volunteer Army and the Woman Soldier.”  It is part of a panel on “Calculated Appeals: The U.S. Military and Its Publics, from the Korean War to the All Volunteer Era.”

<br>

<br>


J. Britt McCarley (Ph.D., 1989), Chief Historian of the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command, will chair and comment on a session devoted to “’No Time Like the Present’: Collecting, Archiving, and Teaching the Army’s Branch History as Part of  the Global War on Terrorism.”

<br>

<br>


Another Temple alumnus, Professor Henry G. Gole (Ph.D., 1991) of the U.S. Army War College, will comment on a panel that covers “Soldiering in the 18th and 19th Centuries.”


<br>

<br>


Patrick Speelman (Ph.D., 2000), Jennifer Speelman’s husband and a visiting assistant professor at the Citadel, will chair a panel that addresses “Problems in Civil-Military Relations (8th C BC - 18th C).”

<br>

<br>


Professor Douglas V. Johnson (Ph.D., 1992) of the Army War College will chair a panel exploring “Religion in War.”

5.  <b>CENFAD HOSTS SECOND INTERNATIONAL HISTORY WORKSHOP</b>
<br>

<br>

by David Zierler

<br>

<br>

<br>

Last May, CENFAD and Temple’s History Department organized and hosted the first International History Workshop, under the direction of Dr. William I. Hitchcock. The conference was a great success; many of the top scholars in the field and up-and-coming graduate students convened in the Weigley Room for two days of rigorous and enlightening discussion on the present and future state of International History. 

<br>

<br>


This May 19-20, Professor Hitchcock, with the assistance of graduate students Wendy Wong, Kristin Grueser, and David Zierler, will build on that success and stage a second International History Workshop. The theme for the 2007 meeting is “Occupations/Liberations: Framing 20th Century Military Interventions.” This timely topic serves as a common theme for scholars from various regional sub-fields whose work examines the political, military, or cultural occupations of territory by other states, and the resistance that such occupations often provoke. The workshop will encourage comparative analysis of liberations, their costs, their record of success and failure, their social impact on the “liberated,” and the way they become tainted and politically contested. The workshop will also engage in a dialogue about the uses of these terms in the formation of national memory and public discourse about war: one person’s liberation, after all, is usually another person’s occupation. The scholars invited are writing some of the most innovative scholarship in this field, and will present material from divergent methodological perspectives. The panels focus on various geographic locations in which the concepts of liberation and occupation have at times framed the use of political and military violence: Western Europe, Asia, and the Caribbean.  The workshop will take place in the Weigley Room on the 9th floor of Gladfelter Hall.

6.  <b>DEBBIE SHARNAK WINS THE 2007 SHERMAN PRIZE</b>
<br>

<br>

by Eric Klinek

<br>

<br>

<br>
The Center for the Study of Force and Diplomacy (CENFAD) has selected Debbie Sharnak of Vassar College as the winner of the 2007 Edwin H. Sherman Family Prize for Undergraduate Scholarship in Force and Diplomacy.  She received $1,000 for her paper "The Perception of Strategic Alliances: Carter's Failure to Normalize Relations with Vietnam."  In her paper, Sharnak argues that Carter did not normalize diplomatic affairs with Vietnam in the late 1970s because his administration chose to develop a strategic relationship with China in opposition to the Soviet Union.   She explains that Carter, upon taking office, sought to establish a new world order based on stability and justice.  The majority of her paper examines the competing policies of Secretary of State Cyrus Vance and National Security Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski.  Vance did not believe that Moscow controlled local affairs and uprisings throughout the Third World, and he advocated using diplomacy instead of overt military force.  He sought détente with the Soviet Union and worked to normalize relations with Vietnam.  Brzezinski, in contrast, was a staunch anti-Soviet who believed that America must counter every Soviet move.  He believed that Moscow followed a systematic Cold War policy, and he called for a military response to perceived Soviet aggression.  Moreover, Brzezinski was against normalizing relations with Vietnam and instead advocated the creation of a strategic relationship with China.  Carter pursued Brzezinski’s policy, as he feared that normalization with Vietnam would have damaged the US-Chinese relationship.  

7.  <b>BOOK REVIEWS</b>
<br>

<br>
<b>Peter L. Hahn.  <i>Crisis and Crossfire: The United States and the Middle East Since 1945</I>.  Washington, D.C.: Potomac Books, Inc., 2005.  223 pp.</b>
<br>

<br>

<br>

Peter Hahn’s <i>Crisis and Crossfire</I> is a solid overview of U.S. policy in the Middle East since World War II.  Hahn organizes his brief but information-packed book around four major themes: the increasing level of U.S. involvement in the Middle East, the Cold War, Arab and Iranian nationalism, and the perpetual Arab-Israeli conflict.  

<br>

<br>


The account begins with the origins of U.S. involvement in the Middle East during the 1940’s and 1950’s.  Hahn argues that the Middle East held no strategic or political value for American policymakers prior to World War II, so there was little official U.S. involvement in the region.  American leaders were content to let Europeans attempt to dominate the region.  However, the onset of World War II, followed by the Cold War, convinced American policymakers of the region’s geographic, strategic, and economic importance.  Oil and Middle Eastern proximity to both Europe and the Soviet Union were especially important.  As Americans became more involved in the region’s affairs in an effort to keep out Soviet influence and to promote stability, their increasing entanglement ultimately led to the current war in Iraq and to continued active involvement in the region for decades to come.

<br>

<br>


Hahn focuses mainly on high politics.  He takes the conventional route of casting U.S. presidents as his main actors.  Other American policymakers appear only when they directly influence policy or when they travel to the Middle East to engage in negotiations. Non-U.S. actors play an even smaller role.  Hahn only focuses on them when their actions influence or constrain the possible policy choices of American leaders.  The British, Egypt’s Nasser, Yassir Arafat, Ariel Sharon, and the Ayatollah Khomeini all make appearances, but Hahn barely mentions the ordinary residents of the Middle East.  Any interaction between Americans and Middle Easterners outside the realm of elite diplomacy is not important to Hahn; neither are the non-Executive branches of the U.S. government nor the American public.

<br>

<br>


Despite the limited focus of his study, Hahn provides a clear, if conventional, overview of U.S. Middle Eastern policy that would be especially useful for teaching undergraduates.  While Hahn’s book is narrative-driven, he does provide his readers with compelling and provocative arguments.  Regarding the Arab-Israeli conflict, Hahn implies that Truman’s clear bias in favor of the new state of Israel inflamed Arab-Israeli tensions from the beginning and made Arab states in the region deeply suspicious of American actions thereafter.  Hahn writes that “passive” American policy on the Arab-Israeli conflict prior to Jimmy Carter’s administration resulted in “rising animosity on all sides of the dispute“ and the “seepage of Soviet influence into certain Arab states” (134).  Hahn also points out that active attempts to promote peace, especially by Jimmy Carter and Bill Clinton, achieved only mixed results.  Yet, it is unclear whether Hahn is arguing that the U.S. should have taken an active role in promoting peace from the beginning or whether any attempts at peacemaking are doomed to fail.

<br>

<br>


Regarding U.S. policies outside of the Arab-Israeli conflict, Hahn stresses that American leaders were quite aware that nationalist movements in the Middle East were not Communist in nature, but they still viewed nationalist movements through the lens of the Cold War.  Therefore, they chose to suppress revolutionary movements in favor of stability because they wanted to avoid any opening for the Soviets to infiltrate the region.  Successful revolutionary governments could also threaten U.S. interests by nationalizing oil companies and taking other similar actions.  Thus, Hahn provides a rationale for U.S. covert actions like the one that removed Mohammed Mossadegh, the democratically-elected Prime Minister of Iran, in 1953 and propped up the Shah.  Mossadegh, while not a Communist, nationalized the Arab-Iranian Oil Company and received most of his support from the Communist leaning Tudeh party.  Ever even-handed, Hahn stresses that, while covert action against Mossadegh seemed the best solution, American policymakers could have considered a more “amicable” solution had there not been “vast cultural differences” between the Americans and Mossadegh (38).  

<br>

<br>


Finally, Hahn demonstrates how anti-terrorism replaced anti-Communism as the top priority of American policymakers after the end of the Cold War.  While Arab nationalism still posed problems, new concepts like “rogue states” and “terrorism” dominated American thinking.  In this new framework, revolutionary Iran and Iraq’s Saddam Hussein became the biggest threats.  However, Hahn argues, the U.S. unnecessarily involved itself even deeper in the region when President George W. Bush “conflated the Iraq problem with the scourge of terrorism” and invaded Iraq in 2003 (105).  Now the U.S. faces an indefinite military occupation in the Middle East.  Only time will tell how this new situation will play out.

<br>

<br>


In all, Hahn’s book is a concise and compelling introduction to U.S. policy in the Middle East. The inclusion of twenty-two primary documents in the Appendix provides readers with further insight into U.S. policy.  The book’s strength lies in its broad focus, for Hahn is one of few historians to examine U.S. foreign policy toward the Middle East in its entirety since World War II.  Most other monographs on the region focus on a shorter time period or only on a few Middle Eastern countries.  Thus, Hahn’s book provides a clearer picture than most others of U.S. Middle Eastern policy as it evolved over the past half-century. Hahn’s focus on elite policymaking does mean that he covers little new ground, aside from his examination of post 9/11 policy, and he does not provide a novel methodological approach.  Rather, he synthesizes the work of hundreds of other historians into one brief, accessible narrative.  Thus, this book would be an ideal introduction to the topic of U.S. involvement in the Middle East, especially for undergraduates, but it cannot provide the depth and analytical nuance that a research-based monograph offers.  Hahn’s book should be the starting point, not the last word, for anyone interested in how the U.S. became bogged down in the Middle East.  

<br>

<br>

Kelly Shannon

8.  <b>Andrew Bacevich. <i>The New American Militarism: How Americans Are Seduced by War</I>.  New York: Oxford University Press, 2005. 288 pp.</b>
<br>

<br>

<br>

In 1995, Michael Sherry wrote <i>In the Shadow of War</I>, which argued that militarism has permeated American politics and culture since the Great Depression. As Sherry looked to the future, however, he was cautiously optimistic, suggesting that perhaps this militarism was waning. Twelve years and one unfinished global war later, it appears that he was wrong. In <i>The New American Militarism</I>, historian Andrew Bacevich continues where Sherry left off. Bacevich argues that certain military, political, and religious groups found common cause in the wake of the Vietnam War. Though motivated by different interests, these groups nevertheless effected the same end, a new wave of American militarism. According to Bacevich, the resulting foreign policy is governed by the use of preemptive force, dismissive of peaceful avenues of statecraft, gluttonous in defense spending, and disdainful of governmental checks and balances. The new militarism transcends presidential administrations and political parties—it is systemic, pervasive, and dangerous. If we are to believe Bacevich, the stakes are nothing less than freedom itself.

<br>

<br>


Bacevich sees the roots of this resurgence in Wilsonian idealism. The melding of utopian ends with military means legitimated the expansion of American power. Meanwhile, the American people were lulled into a daze of militant self-righteousness. They watched <i>Top Gun</I> and <i>Rambo</I>, read Tom Clancy thrillers, and generally internalized the patriotic myths of Ronald Reagan. In such a world, much could be justified in the name of freedom and democracy.

<br>

<br>


The purveyors of the new American militarism are a curious mixture of military officers, neoconservatives, Christian conservatives, and defense intellectuals who generally did not intend to foster militarism so much as they wished to recoup what was lost in the wake of Vietnam. The military lost popular prestige and faith in the utility of force. Neoconservatives sought to reinvigorate the lost reverence for American ideals abroad. Christian conservatives bemoaned the immorality of the counterculture movement. Defense intellectuals aimed, once and for all, to adapt warfare to the imperatives of the nuclear age. Increased military power and its projection, particularly in the Middle East, served these ends. The result, according to Bacevich, is World War III, global in its scope and indefinite in its ends.

<br>

<br>


Bacevich concludes by identifying ten ways to curtail the new militarism, most of which focus on reviving Americans’ historic distrust of military power implicit in the Constitution. Bacevich is well-intentioned in this regard, and should be applauded for rightly proposing a more restrained foreign policy and increased national self-sufficiency. These principles, however, are abstract and idealistic, nothing concrete for the reader to grasp save budgetary cutbacks in defense spending. Implicit in the book, however, is the simple truth that military officers, politicians, and religious leaders did not take the right lessons from the Vietnam War. Instead of facing the reality of defeat, they went about repairing the damage by reasserting the status quo. Today we are engaged in a war reminiscent of that conflict. If the new militarism is to abate, perhaps Americans need only to take the right lessons away from this experience.

<br>

<br>


For Bacevich, like Sherry before him, the concept of militarism is problematic. Whenever it is uttered in reference to the United States there is a collective cringe, not only because it smacks of warmongers gone amuck, but also because of the fuzziness of the word itself. Bacevich cites a number of definitions, but generally is concerned with militarism insofar as it has “come to define the nation’s strength and well-being in terms of military preparedness, military action, and the fostering of (or nostalgia for) military ideals” (2). But who defines the nation’s strength and well-being? At what point do military ideals reach nostalgic proportions? Bacevich is largely concerned with military, political, and religious elites, but is American culture militarized as well? The popularity of country singer Toby Kieth’s song, “Courtesy of the Red, White, and Blue” suggests that perhaps it is. Without a more comprehensive examination of popular culture, however, the existence of a cultural militarism remains unproven.

<br>

<br>


Criticism aside, this is an important book that advances the general argument of <i>In the Shadow of War</I> into the twenty-first century by taking into account the important events of the last six years. For military historians and historians of civil-military relations, Bacevich has some interesting things to say about the professionalism of the military’s officer corps since Vietnam. His portraits of generals Creighton Abrams, Colin Powell, and Wesley Clark are scathing. Historians in general will also appreciate the way Bacevich integrates militarism into the larger political, religious, and cultural milieu. Ultimately, <i>The New American Militarism</I> is a work that should spark debate and further scholarship while the immediacy of his subject and the clarity with which he presents it will appeal to a broader popular audience. Little more can be expected from such a short, but important, book.

<br>

<br>

Jason Smith
9.  <b>NEWS FROM CENFAD FACULTY, ALUMNI, AND STUDENTS</b>
<br>

<br>

compiled by Michael Dolski

<br>

<br>

<br>
<b>FACULTY</b>
<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. Regina Gramer</b>, Assistant Director of CENFAD, served as chair and commentator for the panel on “Arms Embargoes Assessments: Theory, Policy, and Practice” at the 48th Annual Convention of the International Studies Association in Chicago on February 28, 2007. In Fall 2006 she attended the inaugural lecture of Joschka Fischer, Germany’s minister of foreign affairs from 1998 to 2005 and a member of the German national parliament, at Princeton University’s Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs. BM a.D. Fischer currently holds a one-year appointment as the Frederick H. Schultz Class of 1951 Professor of International Economic Policy, with the rank of lecturer of public and international affairs, and has accepted her invitation to come to Temple University for the CENFAD Colloquium on May 2, 2007. 

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. Richard Immerman's</b> <i>The Central Intelligence Agency: Security Under Scrutiny</I>, which he co-edited with Athan Theoharis and contributed the lead chapter on the CIA's history, came out in 2006. He has devoted much of his recent research since then (and his return from London) to his manuscript, <i>Empire for Liberty?</I>, which is due at Princeton University Press in September. The chances of his meeting that deadline are slim to none. On January 1, 2007, he added to his administrative roles at Temple the presidency of the Society for Historians of American Foreign Relations. At SHAFR's annual meeting in June he will deliver his presidential address, “Intelligence and Strategy: Historicizing Psychology, Policy, & Politics.” 

<br>

<br>

Professor of History and CENFAD Assistant Director, <b>Dr. Jay Lockenour</b>, received a Research and Study Leave for Fall 2007 to finish the research on his project on Erich Ludendorff, tentatively entitled, “Dragonslayer: The Life of Erich Ludendorff in the Weimar Republic.”

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. Gregory J. W. Urwin</b>, Professor of History and CENFAD Associate Director, spent much time on the road during the several months delivering invited lectures.  He presented “When Freedom Wore a Red Coat: A Social History of Cornwallis’ 1781 Virginia Campaign” as part of the 39th Annual Perspectives in Military History lecture series on November 15, 2006, at the U.S. Army War College and Army Heritage and Education Center, Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania.  He tested a shorter version of that lecture a few days earlier at the Jamestown/Yorktown History Club Forum at Cabrini College in Radnor, Pennsylvania.  Urwin made his second appearance at the David Library of the American Revolution in Washington’s Crossing, Pennsylvania, to lecture on “‘Through Fields of Blood . . . until Tyranny is Trodden under Foot’: Dr. Joseph Warren’s Last Oration, March 6, 1775” on October 19.  Urwin returned to his roots as a historian by presenting “Sheridan’s Spearhead: Custer and the Appomattox Campaign” at the 2006 annual conference of the Little Bighorn Associates in July in Richmond, Virginia.  Urwin also participated in a panel discussion with two other historians exploring the merits and flaws of George Armstrong Custer and other Civil War cavalry commanders.  Urwin took an autobiographical turn on September 30 at the Ninth Annual Civil War Symposium at the First Division Cantigny Museum in Wheaton, Illinois, with “<i>Glory</I> and Me: A Professor’s Short/Love Hate Affair with Hollywood.”  He repeated that lecture as part of the CENFAD Colloquia series on March 26, 2007.  Two months earlier, Urwin gave his Dr. Warren lecture for the second time to the American Revolution Round Table of Philadelphia.  Finally, Urwin delivered the keynote address to the Seventh Annual Conference of the Bucks-Mont Council on Social Studies on March 14 at Central Bucks South High School in Warrington, Pennsylvania.  His topic was atrocities and warfare and how to address such things in primary and secondary school social science classes.

<br>

<br>


Urwin published “John Saunders of the Queen’s Rangers: The Portrait and the Man” in the summer 2006 issue of <i>Military Collector & Historian: Journal of the Company of Military Historians</I>.

<br>

<br>


Urwin appeared prominently in <i>Washington: The Warrior</I>, a two-hour documentary special that aired on the History Channel last Memorial Day, May 29, 2006.  The showed turned out to be one of the most highly rated programs broadcast by that cable network.  Urwin participated in a Revolutionary War marathon when the History Channel broadcast a six-part series, <i>Washington’s Generals</I>, on December 29.  Urwin appeared in four back-to-back one-hour episodes profiling Daniel Morgan, Lord Charles Cornwallis, the Marquis de Lafayette, and Benedict Arnold.  Urwin has also been interviewed for an educational film on the Battle of Bunker Hill forthcoming from Little Warsaw Productions and a separate documentary on flags, patriotism, and warfare produced by independent filmmaker John Foley.

<br>

<br>


During the past twelve months, Urwin published book reviews in <i>Military Chronicles: The Magazine of Warfare & History, On Point: The Journal of Army History, North & South: The Magazine of the Civil War Society</I>,  H-CivWar , <i>Civil War Book Review, Alabama Review</I>, and <i>Military Collector & Historian: Journal of the Company of Military Historians</I>.


Finally, Urwin just received an Academic Fellowship from the Foundation for Defense of Democracies to spend ten days this summer studying counter-terrorism in Israel.

<br>

<br>
Professor of History and CENFAD Associate, <b>Dr. David Waldstreicher</b>, was elected member of the American Antiquarian Society and was on the Fellowship Selection Committee, American Philosophical Society, in 2005.  Waldstreicher is on the Academic Advisory Council, David Library of the American Revolution, for the year 2006-2007, and on the editorial board of the <i>Journal of the Early Republic beginning in 2007</I>.  He has presented extensively on Benjamin Franklin over the past few years with papers and lectures such as “Benjamin Franklin and Slavery,” “Reflections on the Franklin Extravaganza,” “Slavery, Race and the Founding: Jefferson and Franklin,” and “Franklin, Quakerism, and Slavery.”  Waldstreicher published “Two Cheers for the Public Sphere…and One for Historians’ Skepticism,” in <i>William and Mary Quarterly</I> (January 2005).  He wrote chapters entitled “Capitalism, Slavery, and Benjamin Franklin’s American Revolution,” in <i>The Early American Economy: Historical Perspectives and New Directions</I>, edited by Cathy Matson (Penn State UP, 2006) and “Benjamin Franklin, Religion, and Early Antislavery” in <i>The Problem of Evil: Slavery, Race, and the Ambiguities of Reform</i>, edited by Steven Mintz and John Stauffer (University of Massachusetts Press, 2007).
<br>

<br>

<br>
<b>ALUMNI</b<
<br>

<br>
Assistant Professor at SUNY, Oneonta, <b>Dr. Bill Ashbaugh</b> (Ph.D., 2000), has been teaching U.S. foreign relations, Asian history, World War II, and the U.S. survey course there since 2001.  His dissertation title is “‘The Yardstick of Trade’:  The Far Eastern Division and American-East Asian Relations, 1933-1935.”

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. Todd Davis</b> (Ph.D. 2001) is a history teacher at the Bronx High School of Science.  His dissertation title is “Dwight D. Eisenhower and the American Way of Life: Good Citizenship, Moral Politics, and Public Leadership in the 1950s.”

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. Christopher DeRosa</b> (Ph.D., 2000) is in his third year as Assistant Professor of History at Monmouth University in West Long Branch, NJ, where he teaches courses on U.S. military and political history, World War II, and the Cold War, and directs Monmouth’s M.A. program in history. The University of Nebraska Press published his book, <i>Political Indoctrination in the U.S. Army from World War II to the Vietnam War</I>, in October 2006. His most recent research concerns the political controversy over the soldier vote in the election of 1944. Last September, he spoke about President Kennedy’s famous inaugural address and led a discussion panel at Middletown (NJ) Library’s program, “Ask Not.” In October, in Valley Forge, PA, he gave a lecture on the history of American public education to C2P2, a course for parents and teachers run by Temple University’s Institute on Disabilities. His will present a paper on troop indoctrination in the Vietnam War at the Society for Military History’s annual conference in April 2007.
<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. Marc Frey</b> (Ph.D. 2002) is currently Senior Advisor, Office of Security, Department of Homeland Security.

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. Mary E. Glantz</b> (Ph.D., 2002), a Foreign Service Officer with the U.S. Department of State, has completed her latest assignment as a human rights coordinator in Gaza.  The State Department is now sending her to another trouble spot in the Middle East – Baghdad.  Dr. Glantz wrote her dissertation, “’Good Neighbors and Sincere Friends’: United States Policy toward the Soviet Union under Franklin D. Roosevelt,” under the direction of Dr. Richard H. Immerman. University Press of Kansas has since published her work as <i>FDR and the Soviet Union: The President’s Battles over Foreign Policy</i> (2005).
<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. Bob Kodosky</b> (Ph.D. 2006) is an Adjunct Professor at West Chester University.

<br>

<br>

Professor of History at Montgomery College, Conroe, Texas, <b>Dr. Craig Livingston</b> (Ph.D. 2002), has taught there for nearly 13 years.

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. Edward Longacre</b> (Ph.D., 1988) published <i>Worthy Opponents: William T. Sherman, USA, and Joseph E. Johnston, CSA</I> in November 2006 (Rutledge Hill Press). That same month he gave a talk on the subject of the book, carried live on the Internet, and did a “virtual book signing” at the Pritzker Military Library in Chicago.  In January 2007 Longacre published <i>A Soldier to the Last: Maj. Gen. Joseph Wheeler in Blue and Gray</I> (Potomac Books, Inc.). In March he presented on the subject of his 2004 book, <i>Gentleman and Soldier: A Biography of Wade Hampton III</I>, at a Wade Hampton symposium at the South Caroliniana Library, University of South Carolina, Columbia. Longacre will give a lecture on the subject of his 2005 book, <i>General Fitzhugh Lee: A Military Biography</I>, at a Lee Family symposium at Washington & Lee University, Lexington, Va., in April.   He is currently writing <i>The Early Morning of War: The Campaign of First Bull Run</I>, a title in the Campaigns and Commanders Series of the University of Oklahoma Press, edited by Gregory J. W. Urwin. Longacre’s next book will be his first non-Civil War project, <i>War in the Ruins</I>, a study of the April 1945 battle at Heilbronn, Germany, to be published by Casemate Publishers.

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. J. Britt McCarley</b> (Ph.D., 1989), was selected in June 2006 for the position of U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) Chief Historian.  After serving nine years as TRADOC’s field history programs chief and 18 years overall in the Army History Program, Dr. McCarley was promoted to his current position.  Serving both as TRADOC’s Chief Historian at the command’s Ft. Monroe, VA, headquarters and as the HQ history office chief, his primary responsibilities regarding the TRADOC Military History Program are to formulate policy, manage the program, and monitor the implementation of standards across the command.  The TRADOC program is the largest in the Army and includes approximately 275 history, museum, and archives professionals.  McCarley’s duties place him in the midst of working with TRADOC’s senior uniformed and civilian leadership to shape and direct how the Army service school system teaches military history and heritage to all soldiers from privates to full colonels, and uses military history to support commanders, commandants, staffs, and the process of creating the Army’s operational doctrine.  In its schoolhouses, TRADOC annually instructs over 100,000 soldier-students.  Dr. McCarley is also one of the contributors to <i>Beyond Combat: Essays in Honor of Russell F. Weigley</I>, which is scheduled for publication by the American Philosophical Society in late 2007.  McCarley’s chapter for the book is a reinterpretation of Union Major General William T. Sherman’s 1864 Atlanta Campaign generalship as it relates to the “logistic strategy.”

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. John McNay</b> (Ph.D., 1997) is an Associate Professor at the University of Cincinnati’s Raymond Walters College, where he has been since 2000.

<br>

<br>

<b>Thomas G. Nester</b> (M.A., 2002) received a Russell F. Weigley Travel Award to present his paper “On the Frontlines of Civil-Military Relations: The Seventh U.S. Cavalry Confronts the ‘Southern Problem’ During Reconstruction” at the 2007 Annual Meeting of the Society for Military History.

<br>

<br>

Director of Foreign Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, <b>Dr. Christopher Preble</b> (Ph.D. 2002), has occupied his current position since February 2003.  His dissertation title is “The Politics of National Security in the Nuclear Age: John F. Kennedy and the Missile Gap.”

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. Angelo Repousis</b> (Ph.D. 2002) has taught as an adjunct at Temple since earning the Ph.D.  Now Repousis also offers courses at West Chester University and Philadelphia University.  His dissertation title is “Greek-American Foreign Relations from Monroe to Truman, 1823-1947.”

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. David Rezelman</b> (Ph.D. 2006) teaches at Norfolk Academy, a private secondary school in Norfolk, VA.  His dissertation title is “‘Terror and Mystery’: The United States and Nuclear Danger, 1905-1945.”

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. David J. Ulbrich</b> (Ph.D., 2007) successfully defended his dissertation in November 2006.  His dissertation, “Managing Marine Mobilization: Thomas Holcomb and the U.S. Marine Corps, 1936-1943,” was directed by Professor Gregory J. W. Urwin.  Ulbrich currently teaches in the history and correctional education programs at Ball State University.  Earlier this spring, he also started teaching a graduate course titled “Race and Gender in Military History” for the online MA in Military History program at Norwich University.  Ulbrich’s recent publications include the introduction to Chapter 7, titled, “The Asymmetric Period, 1995-2004,” in the <i>Handbook of American Military History: From the Revolutionary War to the Presen</i>t, 2nd ed. (University of Nebraska Press, 2006), and “Revisiting Small Wars: A 1933 Questionnaire, Vernon E. Megee, and the <i>Small Wars Manual</I> in <i>Marine Corps Gazette</I> (2006).  In addition to teaching, writing, and searching for a tenure-track job, Ulbrich will consult on an upcoming PBS documentary produced by WIPB, a television station run by Ball State and affiliated with PBS.  This documentary will air later in 2007 in conjunction with Ken Burns’ seven-part series <I>The War</I>.  Ulbrich will be involved at all levels of production, including script writing, conducting veteran interviews, and content editing. His article, “Document of Note: The Long-Lost <i>Tentative Manual for Defense of Advanced Base</I>,” will appear in the July 2007 issue of the Journal of Military History.
<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. George White</b> (Ph.D. 2001) is currently an Assistant Professor of History and Africana Studies at the University of Tennessee.

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. Bobby A. Wintermute</b> (Ph.D. 2006) is Assistant Professor at Queens College, City University of New York.

<br>

<br>

<br>
<b>CURRENT STUDENTS</b>
<br>

<br>

<b>Michael Dolski</b>, Ph.D. student that matriculated in 2005, received a Graduate Assistantship for the 2006-2007 school year.  He will present at the Barnes Club Conference, April 2007, with a paper titled “Commemorating D-Day: Popular Remembrance and the ‘New American Militarism.’” He will also attend the annual Society for Military History conference, located in Frederick, MD, during April.  Michael plans to take his preliminary exams early in 2008.

<br>

<br>
<b>Richard Grippaldi</b>, doctoral candidate in history, will present his paper “‘Healthy, Active, Respectable Men of the Country’: The Enlisted Men of the U.S. Regiment of Dragoons, 1833-1836” at the 2007 Society for Military History conference in Frederick, Maryland this April. The paper draws on research from his dissertation in progress “Birth of the U.S. Cavalry: The Regiment of Dragoons, Military Professionalism, and Peacekeeping on the Permanent Indian Frontier, 1833-1836.”

<br>

<br>
Ryan M. Johnson, a first year Ph.D. student, received a Graduate Assistantship for the spring 2007 semester. He will give a presentation at the upcoming Barnes Club Conference titled, “The Unlikely Members of the SS: Foreign Volunteers in the Waffen-SS.” The presentation discusses groups and nationalities, from the most unlikely of places, which fought for the Third Reich. Frenchmen, Russians, Americans, and Muslims all receive extended treatment in this discussion.

<br>

<br>
Valley Forge Military College has retained third-year doctoral student <b>Brady King</b> as an adjunct professor of history for calendar year 2007. He will serve in Valley Forge’s history department with Dr. Patrick Murray.  Murray received his Ph.D. at Temple and studied under the late Russell F. Weigley.  Brady will also teach one section of the U.S. history survey, 1600-1877, at Widener University in the fall of 2007.

<br>

<br>
Ph.D. student of Dr. Gregory J.W. Urwin, <b>Michael E. Lynch</b>, is employed as Chief, Educational Programs at the Army Heritage and Education Center and also serves as a seminar historian at the U.S. Army War College. Michael presented two papers last year.  In March he spoke at the Graduate History conference, Emporia State University, with the title “Equal but Unfair: African American Veterans and the Struggle for Pension Rights.” Michael addressed the U.S. Colored Troops Institute Regional Symposium, of which he was also co-chair, in April under the title “‘Not Due to Vicious Habits’: Local Black Veterans’ Struggle for Civil War Pensions.” He also served as a discussant, Roundtable on Archives and Research Opportunities in the Philadelphia Area, James A. Barnes Club Conference, April 2006. During the past year, Michael completed the following articles for the ABC-CLIO title <i>United States at War: Understanding Conflict and Society</I> (varying publication dates, all pending): “Iron Manufacturing,” “Matthew C. Perry,” “Raphael Semmes,” “Arms Manufacture in the Civil War,” “Nathaniel Hawthorne,” “Daniel E. Sickles,” “Richmond-Petersburg Railroad,” “Virginia & Tennessee Railroad,” and “Joseph Wheeler.” Michael serves on the Program Committee for the Society for Military History Annual Conference 2007, where his duties include assisting the SMH President and the Program Chair with arrangements and panel scheduling. Finally, Michael was recently appointed to the Omar N. Bradley Foundation, which funds ten fellowships annually for Army officers to study history or math. As a voting member, he will read and review fellowship applications and make ward recommendations in coordination with other members.

<br>

<br>

Ph.D. Candidate, <b>Drew McKevitt</b>, continues to work on his dissertation, “Consuming Japan: Culture, Power, and the Globalizing of America, 1973-1989.”  In the coming months he will present three papers based on dissertation research at three conferences: the Barnes Club Conference at Temple in April (paper: “‘Citizens of the World’: The Japanese Corporation and the Invention of Globalization”); an interdisciplinary humanities conference at Brown University in May (paper: “A New Pearl Harbor’: <i>Japan 2000</i>, U.S. Intellectuals, and the Invention of the Japanese Invasion in the 1980s”); and the Annual Meeting of the Society for Historians of American Foreign Relations in June (paper: “Lost in Translation?  Anime as Global Culture in Reagan’s America, 1977-1989”).  Also, the Center for the Humanities at Temple has selected Drew to serve as one of two graduate fellows for the 2007-2008 year.  The fellowship will provide Drew with the opportunity to teach in the fall 2007 semester an interdisciplinary course of his design titled, “Anime and the Globalization of Culture.”
<br>

<br>

<b>Matt Muehlbauer</b>, Ph.D. candidate at Temple that matriculated in 2000, was recently offered a fellowship to attend the West Point Summer Seminar in Military History. This long-standing program run by the U.S. Military Academy’s Department of History is aimed at improving the teaching of military history at civilian institutions of higher learning across the USA and the world. Fellows receive perks such as free books, a stipend, free lodging, free transportation on staff rides to battlefields, and access to archival material. In addition to working with the West Point faculty, students get a chance to interact with some of the country’s leading military historians, who are brought to the Military Academy as guest lecturers. Besides the fellowship Muehlbauer has spend the past few years working on his dissertation and teaching at Rutgers, New Brunswick.

<br>

<br>

<b>Kelly Shannon</b>, a second year Ph.D. student at Temple, is a co-chair for the 2007 James A. Barnes Club Conference, scheduled to take place on Saturday, April 14 at Temple Center City. In addition to planning this year’s conference, she just had an article accepted for publication. Kelly’s article, “‘Maybe I Can Marry Them Both’: Conflicted American Views on the Algerian War,” will appear in the inaugural issue of the Hindsight Graduate History Journal, published by California State University, Fresno. The journal has invited Kelly to present a short version of her article at their journal launch symposium in Fresno on April 28. She will take her preliminary exams at the end of spring semester 2007.

<br>

<br>

Ph.D. student, <b>Jason W. Smith</b>, interned in the Ships History branch of the Naval Historical Center, Washington Navy Yard, District of Columbia. While there he researched and wrote ships’ histories to be published in the <i>Dictionary of American Naval Fighting Ships</I>. In April he will present a paper entitled “Instrument of Imperialism: The U.S. Navy's Hydrographic Office, 1890-1904” at Temple University's Barnes Club Conference. Jason plans to take his preliminary exams early spring semester 2008.

<br>

<br>

<b>Major Grant T. Weller</b>, USAF, (Ph.D. Candidate) was appointed an Assistant Professor of History at the United States Air Force Academy, Colorado Springs, Colorado. He served as Deputy Director of the 21st Military History Symposium in Fall 2006, and is currently co-editing the proceedings of that conference, to be published under the title <i>Harnessing the Heavens: National Defense through Space</I>.

<br>

<br>

Ph.D. candidate <b>David Zierler</b> is working on his dissertation, “Inventing Ecocide: Agent Orange, Antiwar Protest, and Environmental Destruction in Vietnam.” He recently presented a paper at Georgetown University's conference, the Cold War and Environmental History, and his paper will be included in an anthology that is forthcoming from Cambridge University Press. David will also present a paper at SHAFR’s annual conference in June, and in August he will spend a month in Vietnam to examine the long-term social and ecological consequences of herbicidal warfare, thanks to a generous grant from Temple’s Center for the Study of Vietnamese Culture and Philosophy. David has accepted an instructor position at CUNY next year where he will develop two courses that will explore the environmental legacy of the global Cold War. 

10.  <b>CURRENT RESEARCH OF CENFAD FACULTY</b>
<br>

<br>

compiled by Michael Dolski

<br>

<br>

<br>
<b>Dr. Regina Gramer</b>’s current research focuses on the German emigre contributions to the New Deal debate over German reconstruction between Morgenthau and Marshall Plan rationales. Her book manuscript is entitled “Trouncing Anti-Trust: The Transatlantic Controversy over German Reconstruction, 1938-1948.”

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. Will Hitchcock</b>’s current work on his latest book, <i>Liberation ’45</I>, focuses on the European experience of liberation at the end of the Second World War.  He intends to complicate American understanding of this traumatic period by investigating how people in Europe reacted to the chaos of the initial postwar months.  Dr. Hitchcock hopes to finish the book by September 2007, with a possible publication date sometime in 2008.

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. Richard Immerman</b>’s latest work, <i>Empire for Liberty?</I>, is due at Princeton University Press later this year.
<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. Jay Lockenour</b> is currently working on a book on Erich Ludendorff, tentatively entitled, <i>Dragonslayer: The Life of Erich Ludendorff in the Weimar Republic</i>. Focusing on Ludendorff's life, political work, and even more, his legend, provides an organizing principle for the study of the German political culture from a unique perspective of total war, religion, and racial conflict. This project will reveal the depth and variety of militaristic and racist thought in interwar Germany and trace the particular genealogy of total war that manifested itself both in the well-known atrocities of the Eastern Front and (in a less direct sense) the Holocaust. 

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. Todd Shepard</b> is currently conducting research in France for his new book, with the tentative title <i>Affirmative Action Republics: French ‘Exceptional Promotion’ and Race in the Cold War World</I>.  Between 1956 and 1962 the French Republic put in place a pioneering range of programs to redress the effects of discrimination on its “Muslim Algerian” minority. These reforms, which centered on hiring quotas for “Algerian Muslims” (a group legally defined by origin, rather than religion) were quite similar to those the US later adopted. By focusing on connections between official US responses to the Civil Rights Movement and French attempts to avoid decolonization, Shepard’s work resituates current concerns with late-20th-century histories of both race in France and colonialism in the US in a trans-national context. 

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. Gregory J. W. Urwin</b> has completed five chapters and is now two-thirds of the way through chapter six of his new book, titled <i>Victory in Defeat: The Wake Island Defenders as Prisoners of War, 1941-1945</I>.

<br>

<br>

<b>Dr. David Waldstreicher</b> is writing <i>This Species of Property: Slavery and the Making of the U.S. Constitution</I>, which he hopes to complete and publish with Hill and Wang in 2008. 
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