




  

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 



    

Letter from the Editors 
 

Dear Readers, 

 Thank you for taking an interest in the Binghamton Journal of History 
published by Binghamton University’s chapter of Phi Alpha Theta, the 
history honor society. The journal proudly provides undergraduates 
with the opportunity to have high quality research projects published as 
articles. The journal also provides graduate students experience as the 
editors who select and review submissions and publish the journal’s 
annual issues. 
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Leon Lam was a junior history and political science major when 
he wrote “Beyond the Present: The Carter Administration and the 
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Nebuchadnezzar II and 
Babylon: Building Personal 

Legacy Through 
Monumentality 

 
Roan Fleischer 

 

Despite having been founded in the third millennium 
B.C., when Nebuchadnezzar II ascended to the throne of Babylon 
in 605 B.C., the city he inherited was hardly a thriving 
metropolis, even by ancient Mesopotamian standards. During the 
Neo-Assyrian Period (ca.880-612 BC), Babylon traditionally 
enjoyed significant autonomy due to its status as an important 
religious sanctuary. This situation, however, began to change for 
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building efforts and commission of numerous inscriptions, 
Nebuchadnezzar achieved two goals: he brought Babylon back to 
its former glory as well as ensured that his name was eternally 
remembered. 

Babylon was the home of the supreme god of the 
Babylonian pantheon, Marduk, whom the Babylonians believed 
lived in the temple Esagila.3 Located next to Esagila was a 
ziggurat.4 The Babylonians believed that Marduk created the 
foundations for this ziggurat, located at the center of the world. 
The ziggurat of Babylon, called Etemenanki, was the largest such 
building in Mesopotamia by the end of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign.5 
Its magnitude was legendary to Greco-Roman authors and served 
as the inspiration for the Biblical “Tower of Babel.”6 Most likely, 
early on in his reign, Nebuchadnezzar began reconstruction of 
Etemenanki and although people from all over the Babylonian 
Empire made up the labor force, Nebuchadnezzar and his sons 
also took part in the laying of the mud bricks that became the 
foundation of the ziggurat. The ziggurat was under construction 
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of Babylon. His father, Nabopolassar, began to set the foundations 
of Etemenanki which Nebuchadnezzar had elaborated on after his 
father’s death in 605.7 Alexander the Great dismantled the 
ziggurat to build his own one on the same site. Unfortunately, 
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The power of the Marduk priesthood is truly evident 
through an examination of the reign of Nabonidus, one of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s successors. Nabonidus was particularly 
devoted to Sin, the Babylonian moon god, which became a major 
bone of contention between the king and the priests of Marduk. 
In 552 BC, much to the chagrin of the Marduk priesthood, 
Nabonidus left Babylon and relocated to Teima in the Arabian 
Desert because of its status as a sanctuary for Sin, leaving his son 
Belshazzar as ruler of Babylon.10 The decision to leave greatly 
offended the Marduk priesthood and facilitated the Persian king 
Cyrus II’s conquest of the Babylonian Empire (539 BC) as 
Babylonian cities (Babylon included) offered little to no resistance 
to the Persians. A Babylonian text produced during the reign of 
Cyrus details the discontent in Babylon during the reign of 
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rest of the city. It was surrounded by a third wall outside of the 
moat and reinforced with an additional moat.14 Completely 
surrounded by water, Babylon was essentially a fortified 
island.15Towers were placed at intervals of eighteen meters and 
eight gates controlled entry throughout the city.16  Closed off with 
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In order to strengthen the defenses of Esagila that 
the evil and the wicked might not oppress 
Babylon, that which no king had done before me, 
at the outskirts of Babylon to the east I put about 
a great wall. Its moat I dug and its inner moat-
wall with mortar and brick I raised mountain-
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enemies were evil, he essentially said that during his reign, 
Babylon was a force for good.24  

Although Babylon’s walls were very impressive, 
Mesopotamia had a long tradition of kings enhancing the 
fortifications of their respective cities. In fact, according to 
Ronald H. Sack, “virtually all Mesopotamian rulers from whom 
we have records considered defense of their capitals...to be keys 
to eternal fame.”25 Nebuchadnezzar’s walls, however, deserve 
special recognition. Not only were they large and monumental, 
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Babylon more enjoyable.34 It is difficult to determine where 
exactly Amytis was from because Greek authors tended to use 
Persia and Media interchangeably. The sack of Nineveh shows that 
Babylonia and Media had close ties but it is entirely possible that 
Nebuchadnezzar had diplomatic connections with Persia as well. 

Although no known Mesopotamian sources discuss the 
Hanging Gardens, classical authors provide descriptions of them. 
According to Diodorus, the Gardens were massive, standing fifty 
cubits high and had walls that were twenty-two feet thick.35 
According to Assyriologist D.J. Wiseman, a cylinder inscription 
credited to Nebuchadnezzar describes an architectural project in 
which Nebuchadnezzar constructed a mountain-like structure out 
of mud-brick, which could be a reference to the Hanging 
Gardens.36 In both Herodotus’ and Diodorus’ works, the Hanging 
Gardens were not built by Nebuchadnezzar but by Semiramis, a 
mythological Mesopotamian queen.37 Berossos, however, states 
that it was in fact Nebuchadnezzar who built the Gardens.38 
Berossos is a more reliable source than Herodotus regarding 
Babylonian history because not only was he a native Babylonian 
who lived in Babylon, but he was also a priest of Marduk.39 Most 
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scholars agree that Berossos used Babylonian texts that either have 
not survived antiquity or have not yet been discovered when 
recording his works.40 Although no clear archaeological evidence 
for the Hanging Gardens have been discovered to date, the 
classical authors were in agreement that the Gardens did exist and 
were in fact located in Babylon. 

Clearly, Mesopotamians in the first millennium BC had 
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displayed in the Pergamon Museum in Berlin.44 The Ishtar Gate 
was colorfully decorated; the bricks above street level were 
covered in a blue enamel glaze and animals such as dragons, and 
bulls were painted on as well.45 The choice of lions and dragons 
was a highly calculated decision by Nebuchadnezzar. The dragon, 
called mushhushshu in Akkadian was heavily associated with 
Marduk as well as the god Nabu in the Babylonian religion (Figure 
2).46 Nabu was the god of writing and wisdom as well as Marduk’s 
son in the Babylonian mythological tradition.47 The god Nabu 
would have been very important to Nebuchadnezzar. 
Nebuchadnezzar is the Hebrew version of the name Nabu-
kudurri-ursur which means “Oh Nabu, Protect My Offspring” in 
Akkadian.48 The Akkadian version of the name of Nabopolassar, 
Nebuchadnezzar’s father (Nabu-apla-usur) shows that Nabu was 
a particularly important god to the kings of the Neo-Babylonian 
dynasty.49 Nabopolassar was the founder of the dynasty and his 
father unknown as he is not mentioned in any Babylonian 
writings, most likely because Nabonidus’ father was not from an 
elite Babylonian family.50 However, the decision to name his son 
Nabu-kudurri-ursur indicates that Nabu was a god that 
Nabopolassar was particularly fond of. The bulls were most likely 
featured because they were sacred to Ishtar, the goddess to whom 
Ishtar Gate was dedicated, as well as being heavily associated with 
Adad, the god of weather (Figure 3) 

                                                      

44 Gwendolyn Leick, Mesopotamia: The Invention of the City 
(London, UK: Penguin Books, 2001), 247. 
45 Leick, 247. 
46 Michael J. Seymour, Babylon: Legend, History and the Ancient 
City (London, UK: I.B. Tauris & Co, Ltd, 2014), 195. 
47 Seymour, Babylon,195. 
48 Wiseman, Nebuchadrezzar, 2-3. 
49 Joannes, The Age of Empires, 122. 
50 Wiseman, Nebuchadrezzar, 62. 
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The Ishtar Gate marked the entrance to the Processional 
Way, a road about a half a mile in length from the Festival House 
outside the city’s walls, through the Ishtar Gate, and ending at 
Esagila in the center of the city.51 Like the Ishtar Gate, the walls 
along the Processional Way were lavishly decorated with bricks 
coated in bl005709(in )22(t4(la)7d)3(me)-4(l. )17(T)3(he)4 tProcessional Way featureddepictions 
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bricks, Nebuchadnezzar also raised the elevation of the roadway 
itself by adding new layers of earth upon the previously existing 
ones.56 Next, the reinforced bricks were laid on top of the earth.  
The overhaul of the Processional Way was vital for 
Nebuchadnezzar’s reign because the Processional Way was the 
route used for many celebrations that provided the king an 
opportunity to both connect with and display his power to his 
subjects. The Processional Way was used for the ceremonial 
arrival and departure of the Babylonian army of which the king at 
the head.57 The Victory Parade, which went along the 
Processional Way provided a valuable opportunity for the king to 
display his power.58 A celebration of military success allowed the 
king to remind his subjects of his military strength through means 
other than intimidation. Mesopotamian kings relied on the display 
of military authority to reinforce their legitimacy and 



16  

the Upper and Lower Sea---whose lead ropes, 
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New Year’s Festival could 
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Babylonian kings commanded an expansive empire, they were 
still bound by the rules of the gods. 

Nebuchadnezzar’s reign lasted forty-three years and he 
participated in his fair share of New Year’s Festivals. By 
constructing the Processional Way, Nebuchadnezzar set himself 
apart from previous Babylonian kings. The Processional Way 
passed through the Ishtar Gate and the walls of Babylon and ended 
at the center of the city at the site of Etemenanki and Esagila. 
These structures were either built, or significantly renovated, 
during Nebuchadnezzar’s reign and were public works that 
benefitted Babylon’s earthly population as well as paid homage to 
its deities. By connecting these buildings with one street, 
Nebuchadnezzar built a memorial to himself, which he passed 
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Way would be flooded with reminders of the greatness of 
Nebuchadnezzar and his restoration of Babylon.  
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Figure 1 “Map of Babylon showing select buildings,” “Internet 
Archive” accessed April 2017, 
https://archive.cnx.org/resources/29dcb5900c854ead22f3717e3402
7519c567b311/Babylon%20map1.jpg. 
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Figure 2 “Babylon Ishtar Gate Dragon, “Ferrell’s Travel Blog 
Commenting on biblical studies archaeology, travel and photography,” 
accessed April 2017, 
https://ferrelljenkins.files.wordpress.com/2014/11/babylon-ishtar-
gate_dragon_berlin_fjenkins081614_5688t.jpg. 
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Figure 3 “Aurochs from Ishtar Gate,” Ancient History Encyclopedia, 
accessed April 2017, 
https://www.ancient.eu/uploads/images/738.jpg?v=1485682813. 
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Figure 4 “Lions ‘striding’ with decorated flowers along the 
processional way in ancient Babylon,” Bible History online, accessed 
April 2017, http://www.bible-
history.com/archaeology/babylon/ishtar-gate-lions1.jpg. 
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The Creation of the American 
Meal and the Cultural and Class 

Ramifications behind Every 
Bite 

 

Tiffany G. Camusci 
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well surpassed their struggles for starvation and reliance on 
Native American foodstuffs and preparation, and focused their 
efforts their own diet and culinary style that aimed to mirror that 
of England. The meals that became commonplace on American 
tables during the eighteenth century “duplicated the range and 
variety of foods grown and eaten in Europe, particularly 
England,” and exemplified a certain higher status of English food 
as a model, as well as a starting point for the creation of uniquely 
American recipes.1 The solid establishment of the American 
colonies, abundance of harvest, as well as the new plethora of 
foodstuffs available through trade availed colonists from all over 
the East Coast to enjoy the freedom of selecting certain items and 
certain recipes and incorporating them into dishes that appeared 
on their own tables. 
 The notion that English food and culinary practices 
served as a model for American colonists during the eighteenth 
century, even after the Revolution, is key in comprehending the 
cultural origins of the American meal. In this sense, the concept 
of food as a frontier may be erroneously conceptualized by 
historians as simply a “carrying over” of English customs and 
dishes to America, when the basis of the American meal masks 
much more complex social and cultural relationships.  Although 
the English practice of food served as an upper-class model to 
imitate, it by no means encompassed the wealth of natural 
resources, early Native American influences, and surplus through 
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 The American colonists’ use of English culinary practices 
and ingredients as a model was simply that – 
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range of ingredients and crops that made their way onto the 
American plate. Food surpluses within the colonies as well as 
increased availability of salt to preserve goods led not only to the 
flourishing of foreign trans-Atlantic trade, but to increased inter-
colonial trade as well. The surplus of fish, apples, and flour-based 
foods from New England became staples of Southern meals, and 
likewise the meats and fruits from Virginia made their way into 
the diets of New England citizens, so much so that the colonies 
depended on each other for staple ingredients to round out their 
increasingly complex diets.4 Even before considering the effects 
of the trans-Atlantic trade on the American diet and previous 
English influences on food culture and practices, natural 
resources played a large role in shaping early American culinary 
practices. The resources within the New England, middle, and 
Southern colonies that became integrated into the new “American 
meal” exemplify the frontier-nature of American diet.  
 Throughout the colonies from North to South, the 
emergence of distinct dishes shaped the American food frontier in 
the eighteenth century, and was enhanced by the inter-colonial 
trade. As New Englanders came to embrace corn and heavily 
incorporated it into their diet, they witnessed a systematic 
rejection of corn from their Virginian counterparts. The 
importance of English food philosophy was emphasized the 
adoption of corn as an “equal substitute” for wheat, and showcased 
the New England colonists’ acceptance of new ingredients and 
resources into their diet as they saw fit. Considering the vast 
amount of harbors and trade that New England participated in, 
they could have easily continued using wheat as a staple of their 
diet, but instead adopted corn into a diet that slowly became 
distinct to the region throughout the seventeenth century into the 
eighteenth century. 
 The composition of the New England diet during the 
eighteenth century reflected both the availability of resources as 
well as cultural influence from English recipes. Incorporating the 

                                                      

4 Hooker, Food and Drink, 34. 
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maize that was cultivated in abundance in their rocky soil, New 
England citizens came to serve “hasty pudding,” also known as 
“cornmeal mush” with milk or molasses on a typical New England 
breakfast plate.5 Utilizing the recipe for a wholly English wheat 
dish and incorporating “native tradition” into their cooking, New 
Englanders took both standard English recipes as well as Native 
American staples of “mush” into the creation of a new “American” 
dish. New Englanders recognized the abundance of corn that 
Native Americans had incorporated into their meals centuries 
before, and chose to use cornmeal as a substitute for wheat. When 
recreating an English dish of “stirabout porridge,” they chose to 
add molasses to create a sweet dish as opposed to the cornmeal 
that natives used as a base for savory meat stews.6 The creation of 
a staple breakfast dish of eighteenth century New England 
breakfast demonstrated the influence of both English and native 
standards of food intertwined with the availability of resources 
within the area in order to create a new American meal. 
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corn crop of its Native American roots and cultural importance. 
Even during the eighteenth century, after the establishment of 
major cities in New England, food carried much cultural value 
and served as a lens through which to recognize the initial 
cooperation and later systematic marginalization of Native 
American culture, and the role that culinary arts played in 
defining racial distinctions and hierarchies. 
 The range of possibilities open to middle colonists on the 
food frontier was ultimately made possible through the fertile soil 
and large amount of land access to cultivate crops in demand. Like 
the physical landscape of much of the middle colonies, the 
possibilities for the creation of well-known dishes in the middle 
colonies during the eighteenth century remained seemingly 
endless.  The middle colonies boasted an abundance of potatoes, 
and mirrored both German and English demand for the crop. 
German and English culinary practices of incorporating copious 
amounts of potatoes into meals ultimately shaped one of the 
middle colonies’ most staple ingredients. The English colonists 
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While emphasis was placed on detailed descriptions of the various 
methods to prepare and cook meats, as per upper class European 
standards of consumption and philosophy, mention of produce 
remained “minimal in texts …with one glaring exception: 
potatoes.”10 Potatoes became one of the few upper-class 
exceptions of a valued and demanded vegetable. Accepted by 
lower class as the “Irish potato,” the root’s impact on Americas 
remained inherent for centuries afterwards, due to its versatility 
to grow in the fertile soil of the area, as well as the effect it had 
on trade. Even before considering the preparation of potatoes, the 
acceptance of the vegetable into American society based on its 
Western European “roots” as well as its adeptness to grow well in 
American soil relay both implications of cultural hierarchy, as 
well as economic values. 

The middle colonists’ transformation of the potato from 
their previous cultural backgrounds into an “American dish” relied 
mainly on preparation. The importance of frying potatoes in the 
creation of a wholly American cuisine was evident throughout 
various recipes from the eighteenth and early nineteenth 
centuries, which described the method of frying in cuisine as 
commonplace amongst other vegetables and dishes in the middle 
colonies region. Again, the availability of resources, mainly fertile 
land suitable for growing, as well as Western cultural standards 
of food preparation played a critical role in shaping “newly” 
American meals and of America’s food frontier through cooking 
methods into the nineteenth century. 

Interestingly enough, as versatile as the potato was in the 
middle colonies, it was outshone by sweet potatoes and yams in 
the Southern colonies.11 
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factor for their economically prosperity through cultivation and 
commerce. Colonists in the Carolinas during the eighteenth 
century celebrated high quality food harvest, surpassing the level 
of crop variety and quality of that of English nobility across the 
Atlantic.12 However, even with the increased diversity of dishes 
and overall quality of ingredients, the notion of an entirely 
vegetable and root based dish or even a non-meat based dish was 
deemed bizarre by English nobles overseas, despite slowly 
becoming accepted and prominent in the South.13 This cultural 
shift in the American palate, especially by Southern planter 
nobility, ultimately marks a shift in culinary tradition defined by 
region, as the sweet potato was not only esteemed as a harvested 
crop, but also as a staple in Southern dishes. 

In comparison to the substitution and cultural 
“borrowing” of recipes and ingredients to remake a traditional 
English breakfast dish in the New England colonies, Southern 
colonists recognized the profits of diverse vegetable cultivation 
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served over rice. Even the gentility in England, who had 
previously rejected vegetable-based dishes, were all too eager to 
incorporate it into their dishes following the trans-Atlantic trade. 
English culinary artists, as a result, eventually made yams a key 
feature in various meals, linking the cultivation and preparation 
of the root to those of carrots grown in England.14 Without a 
doubt, the trans-Atlantic trade had lasting effects on cultural 
diffusion and adaptation of customs and goods into European, 
American, and African societies. The rejection of the origins and 
roles of such goods from their respective regions and the 
implications of the systematic adaption of goods without their 
cultural value and reverence remained an underlying theme for 
Southern colonists as they came to incorporate such items into 
their everyday meals. 

Contrary to the institutional rejection of West African 
culture within the American colonies during the eighteenth and 
nineteenth centuries by white elites, the yam and its traditional 
use in culinary arts originated from West African traditions. 
Comprising about forty percent of West African diet for centuries 
prior to the trans-Atlantic trade, the root’s cultivation and 
consumption in Africa personified communal and religious 
significance. Africans revered the yam in religious contexts as well 
as in societal and economic realms, as it played a large role in 
sacrificial offerings as well as in population growth through 
reliance, rather than simply sustenance.15 Slave traders and 
Southern white plantation owners made clear, culture-disrupting 
decisions with the exploitation of African labor in plantations 
while celebrating the exotic nature of the yam in their upper-class 
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laborers and their traditions of yam cultivation and its associated 
cultural bearings exemplified the systematic Western imperialist 
ideals that were masked by “soul food” and perpetuated by the 
rejection of African culture and religious values or traditions.  
 As colonists throughout the New England, middle, and 
southern regions began to experiment and create their own 
distinct food culture, their reliance on English standards began to 
diminish during the mid to late eighteenth century. Awareness of 
local ecology and resources, as well as access to trade, came to 
overpower the desire to emulate English dishes, and American 
cuisine began to take shape as a result. While early American 
dishes were arguably still “simple” and “unpretentious” in 
comparison to those of their English counterparts across the 
Atlantic, early Americans were able to enjoy a different type of 
comfort – one that emphasized their surplus and abundance of 
food rather than one that praised what showed up on a plate.16 
While there were still distinctions that were visible in the various 
dishes of different social classes within eighteenth century 
America, the correlation between food, and economic and 
population growth were clear. American food was becoming as 
independent of British nobility as was the American state.  
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aided the “dilution” of English tradition in American kitchens, as 
the mixing of ethnic traditions brought new standards and 
culinary practices to American kitchens.18  A subconscious 
exemplification of culinary distinctions between English and 
American standards was present in the correlation between 
America’s food and booming economy during the late eighteenth 
century following the revolution. 
 Nearing the end of the eighteenth century, the impact of 
local markets and ability to trade between states proved 
promising for the emerging nation. Trade between states in 
northern and southern regions provided room for population 
growth, as well as a prosperous economy that remained beneficial 
for the new nation.19 
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ultimately led to a booming economy and greater freedom to 
experiment with the creation of newly American dishes. 
  Amelia Simmons’ publication of the first American 
cookbook in 1796 marked a transitional period following the 
emergence of the new food-centered republic at the turn of the 
century. Simmons’ recipes mirrored the revolutionary period and 
new forms of thinking during the new republic, and included 
directions for making Federal Pan Cake, Election Cake, and 
Independence Cake. These recipes called for Indian meal, rye 
flour, and lard as ingredients, which Simmons instructed to fry 
“to the proper consistency of pancakes.” 21 While the first 
American cookbook offered a variety of cooking and food 
preparation tips, from preserving vegetables to stuffing veal leg, 
the mix of English-influenced dishes and newly-American dishes 
exemplified the autonomy of American cooks to utilize the 
resources around them. As many of the recipes included key 
ingredients, such as pumpkin and squash, the incorporation of 
American ingredients and the breaking away from English culture 
within culinary arts was beginning to make its way into American 
culture following the revolution into the 1800s.22   

In tandem with colder temperatures in northern states, 
weather and availability of ice were major players in determining 
what street vendors had available in the marketplace. The 
“increasing use of ice” in the early nineteenth century showcased 
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largely important, especially throughout major metropolises 
along the northeastern coast. However, as with any major trading 
port and market, class distinctions became more evident based on 
expense of goods and ingredients, leading to stratification of social 
classes that Americans clearly displayed through what showed up 
on dishes.  

It was no secret to early Americans that the key to a great 
dish was fresh ingredients, but living in larger cities in northern 
states, individuals of all classes were given few options: buy fresh, 
grow their own, or preserve. A large portion of the introduction 
of American Cookery details Simmons’ tips on how to choose the 
freshest fish of each species in market, even warning of early 
markets’ tricks to feign freshness through appearance and use of 
preserves.24 Preparation of seafood dishes in northern states’ 
kitchens demanded use of ice for easy preservation of freshness as 
well as quick use. The reliance of ice as a preserving agent 
ultimately prompted Americans’ frequent trips to markets to 
acquire ingredients for meals involving oysters, clams, or fish. 
Because of the high amount of preparation and preservation 
resources that was required for seafood dishes, fresh seafood was 
regarded as an upper-class food, especially throughout the 1820s 
in establishments of fine dining and taverns across the 
northeastern coast. 

 While lower-class homes had access to fish and other 
seafood in Northern states, its presence on a dinner table was 
more a rarity than their aristocratic counterparts, thus widening 
the gap between upper- and lower-class meals. As abundant as 
seafood was in the New England area, even with the use of ice, 
preservation and freshness remained important factors in 
determining culinary and class hierarchy during the early 
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eighteenth century. Detailing items from peaches to strawberries, 
Simmons devoted an entire section of the first American 
cookbook to “preserves,” which instructs on carefully preparing 
the fruit, cleaning, boiling, and jarring mostly exotic, tropical 
fruits that would be abundant in southern states.28 While fruit 
preserved transcended special frontiers, being prevalent in both 
northern and southern states, Simmons’ inclusion of primarily 
tropical fruits and publication in the New England area suggests 
that Americans in northern states were able to savor rich, 
southern fruits. Though fruit preserves were commonplace in 
both northern and southern states, their wide acceptance and 
prevalence, even with regard to the stigmatized class distinctions 
surrounding “non-fresh” foodstuffs, signifies that food was 
ultimately commodified throughout early America, and hid class 
stratification. 
 Although hotels and taverns had existed in major 
northern cities during the eighteenth century, the emergence of 
restaurants and luxury hotels reflected “necessary, convenient, or 
pleasurable” reasons for dining out.29 Especially prevalent in 
major northern cities, restaurants began aiming to emulate hotels 
in terms of serving meals outside the home. While hotel menus 
offered Americans in northern states to “eat out,” as an alternative 
to home cooking, meals offered were often simple in nature, 
lacking elaborate preparation or ingredients.30 Even while 
Americans came to momentarily revere French cuisine as the new 
model for nobility to emulate, efforts made to integrate French 
ingredients and styles of cooking into hotel menus proved 
“unsatisfactory.”31 American culinary artists during the 1820s 
came to rely heavily on local markets to supply ingredients for 

                                                      

28 Simmons, American Cookery, 39. 
29 Hooker, Food and Drink, 141. 
30 Hooker, 143. 
31 Grimes, Appetite City, 18. 
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their menu. For example, oyster bars became increasingly 
popular in New York City during the early nineteenth century, 
and drew travelers for a genteel setting serving fish, meats, pies, 
ales, and, oysters.32 Signifying a new culture of the American food 
frontier surrounding desires to dine out, many restaurants and 
similar establishments competed in order to offer Americans 
venues with which to satisfy their cravings and offer an alternative 
to home cooking.  
 Demand for restaurants and similar venues across 
northeastern American cities was just as important as the demand 
for specialty dishes. The emerging culture of “dining out” 
originated during the 1820s and 1830s, becoming especially 
prevalent in northern cities. However, just as integration of 
different cultural culinary practices was illuminative of an 
increased commodification of food, the restaurant culture that 
swept the nation also demonstrated socio-economic distinctions 
within northern American society. Completely separate from the 
culture of taverns, restaurants and luxury hotels offered white, 
upper class citizens to enjoy the elite lifestyle of “dining out.” 
Preserving a certain genteel culture within American restaurants 
was important in success, and created a less systematic 
opportunity to segregate northern citizens based on class. The 
emergence of restaurant culture in northern cities during the 
early nineteenth century commodified food in an entirely new 
way one that witnessed the segregation of class, and the creation 
of elite dining culinary culture.  

While intrastate trade facilitated commonalities between 
cuisines in both northern and southern states, “Southern 
provisions” and “soul food” developed as entirely separate cuisines 
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foodstuffs was valued, but ultimately uncredited and unrewarded. 
It is no secret that most plantation masters owned slaves 

and cultivated cash crops in order to make a profit, and the slaves’ 
diet exemplified such capitalist ideals. The notion and practice of 
barely keeping slaves alive, feeding them inferior food, was 
definitely exemplary of their sole economic purpose within the 
southern plantation system. Food given to slaves, as a result of 
capitalizing on labor and increasing profit, was often 
“insufficient.”34 Racial power and cultural deference aided in 
establishing hierarchies within southern plantation households, 
where white slaveholding women, as “household administrators,” 
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different West African culinary practices and ingredients with 
American ingredients, slaves were also exposed to Native 
American, American, and European styles of food. While slaves 
were still property under their masters, white owners gave 
domestic slaves a higher amount of autonomy and freedom in 
preparing meals, even if their work and culinary creations went 
without acknowledgement or thanks to their individual effort or 
the sophistication of their food culture. 

Arguably one of the most important aspects of soul food, 
African spices came to be vital in savory and sweet dishes, making 
them “more interesting” while offering new culinary freedom to 
experiment with them.38 Simmons includes use of spices only in 
sweet dishes in her cookbook, including them as key ingredients 
in rice pudding and shrewsbury cake.39 More commonly used in 
savory dishes, such as the use of hot malagueta and pili-pili to 
flavor pork, stomachs, ears, feet, intestines, and various other 
types of dinner meats.40 Integration of imported African spices 
with the surplus of natural resources and meat sources found 
within America’s western frontiers served as concrete examples 
of cultural mixing that commodified and prized “soul food” and 
aspects of newly American dishes that marginalized inclusion of 
key West African ingredients and culture. 

With African roots in both cultivation and cooking, rice 
appeared on many traditional southern dishes, which is 
exceedingly illuminative of the cash crop’s prevalence and value 
in the Carolinas. Even into the nineteenth century, rice became 
“synonymous” with low country cooking, making it a continued 
staple of southern dinners, as well as profitable harvest for trade.41 
Its incorporation into American economy as a cash crop, let alone 
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massive effect that southern markets that followed the Charleston 
market model had on cultural mixing and the creation of more 
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were able to last. In northern states, gaps between upper- and 
lower-class Americans were evident in a comparison of what 
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Thunderbolt from the Sky: The 
Rhodesian Crisis and the 

Viability of Military Force 
 

Benjamin Patis 
 

On November 11, 1965, Rhodesian Prime Minister Ian 
Smith triumphantly addressed the people of Rhodesia via radio 
from the capital of Salisbury. After years of diplomacy, debate, 
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“fatalism surrounding earlier plans.” Murphy gives weight to the 
notion that British soldiers would have been disinclined to fight a 
war against their ethnic kin, citing the reluctance of British 
soldiers to fight against Ulster Protestants in Ireland several 
decades prior. According to Murphy, Wilson partly based his 
decision on a set of “concrete objections to an invasion” compiled 
by the government of Harold Macmillan in 1961.4 The pessimism 
surrounding tactical insufficiencies prevented Wilson from 
authorizing military force to end the independence crisis. Murphy 
concludes by stating that, while the British were militarily 
stronger than the Rhodesians, they could not sustain any type of 
long-term occupation.  

Carl Watts provides a differing opinion to Murphy’s 
thesis by stressing the importance of the socio-political 
environment of Britain over military restraints. In his article 
“Killing Kith and Kin,” Watts argues that British military 
intervention would have been possible, but that Wilson’s hands 
were tied by economic and political factors rather than strategic 
considerations. Allegiance to the British government outweighed 
any kind of racial sympathies that British soldiers may have had for 
their white Rhodesian counterparts. However, while racial 
sympathies would not prevent British soldiers from following 
orders, they could still affect the mindset of the general public. 
Therefore, it was “publically prudent” for Wilson to downplay the 
feasibility of military action because of “popular sympathy for 
Rhodesian ‘kith and kin.’”5 Watts makes the point that Wilson 
was concerned that a prolonged war in Rhodesia would hurt the 
Labour Party’s re-election chances and believed that while non-
intervention would anger some, it was less likely to hurt his 
election prospects.  
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Murphy, Watts, Loney and Windrich all seek to explain 
the rationale behind Wilson’s decision not to engage in Rhodesia 
militarily, and each focus on strategic, societal or political 
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and social problems regarding a potential Rhodesian UDI. 
Macmillan already engaged in private talks with regional African 
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be treasonable to take steps to give effect to it.”9 Wilson based his 
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within his party and a possible vote of no confidence, spelling the 
end for his young government.  

In a later reflection, then Labour MP Dr. David Kerr 
articulated the hesitancy of many within the Labour Party to 
support a proposed incursion into Rhodesia. Recollecting the 
atmosphere within the Labour Party, Dr. Kerr said that, “events 
were not going in Vietnam in such a way as to persuade the left 
wing of the Labour Party that similar incursions into 
Rhodesia…was a practical proposition” and within the Labour 
Party itself “there was no instinct for the use of force at all.”11 This 
also came at a time when Wilson’s government was in a 
precarious position and would have been enough to give Wilson 
serious doubts about the practicality of military action. He could 
not win any support from a conflict that drew comparisons to the 
United States’ controversial war in Vietnam. The division within 
the Labour Party was also not a secret to the public in 1965. After 
a meeting with Wilson in London, Dr. Hastings Banda, the Prime 
Minister of Malawi, declared that he knew that “no British 
Parliament would ever give any British politician power to use the 
armed forces to solve Rhodesia’s problem.”12 Coming right out of 
a meeting with Wilson, this statement, made by the leader of one 
of Rhodesia’s neighbors, gives credence to the assertion that many 
within Parliament wanted to avoid turning the Rhodesian 
problem into their Vietnam.  

Not only did Wilson find opposition to the possibility of 
military action within Parliament and his own party, but he also 
found an unlikely obstacle in the Royal Family. The Royal Family 
normally recused themselves from political matters, especially 
contentious issues, but that changed when the Duke of Edinburgh 
gave his opinion on the Rhodesian crisis in the summer of 1965. 
In a speech before students in Edinburgh Prince Philip, the 
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56  

“been deteriorating for a long time” with a “deficit in prospect for 
a long time.”14 

The fact that the British economy faced a large deficit 
would have made it unwise for Wilson to authorize an expensive 
military operation in Rhodesia. Not only would financing a war 
be unwise in such an economic climate, but also funds for the 
military would have to be cut to protect other vital domestic 
services. The government confirmed this policy in September 
1965 when it published its National Plan, arguing that “the 
defense sector was detrimental to the economy because it took up 
about 7% of national output.”15 This plan, published only months 
before the Rhodesian UDI, signified that Britain did not have the 
economic capability to sustain an invasion and occupation of 
Rhodesia. Furthermore, it would have caused severe problems 
for Wilson’s government in the eyes of the electorate when 
Wilson only had a slender majority in Parliament.  

Wilson’s reluctance to authorize the use of force in 
Rhodesia proved to be a politically advantageous move for himself 
and his party. Aware of some underlying support for Smith’s 
regime in Rhodesia and the belief that Smith stood for “upholding 
Christian values, bringing civilization to Africa, and resisting the 
spread of Communism” and Wilson hesitated to anger this section 
of the electorate.16 However, Wilson realized that he had to keep 
a firm and strong stance against Smith’s actions or he would look 
like a weak and ineffectual leader. By maintaining the image that 
he was tough on Rhodesia without committing to an actual 
conflict, Wilson could appear tough to the electorate without 
being reckless. 
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 By the final week before the official announcement of 
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international stage. Sir Menzies instead advocated that economic 
sanctions be placed on Rhodesia, which he stated would be 
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guaranteed the support or assistance of many African chiefs. This 
invasion would lead to the British occupation of a territory of 
many white and black Rhodesians unhappy with their actions. 
Therefore, any sustained military action by the British would have 
made Wilson appear as a tyrannical bully to white and black 
Rhodesians and as a fool to the British public. 
   A crucial aspect of planning an invasion is the possession 
of important information about what is happening on the ground 
in that country. As relations between Britain and Rhodesia 
became more volatile throughout 1965, the British government 
attempted to gather intelligence on the mindset and the potential 
actions of high-ranking members of the government and military 
of Rhodesia. However, the agents of MI6 assigned to provide 
information on the Rhodesian crisis soon found this job much 
harder than they initially expected. Paul Paulson, the MI6 
controller in charge of African affairs, discovered that he could 
find “no anti-Smith group in Salisbury” to undermine or 
overthrow the Smith government and recounted that the inability 
of Wilson to stop the UDI was 



 

61 

British military action, which made said action a very unattractive 
option for Wilson.  
  Throughout the Rhodesian crisis that dogged Wilson in 
his first year as Prime Minister, he never opted to use military 
force due to the political and social restraints. As the months 
dragged on, it became clearer to Wilson and his ministers that 
military force would be too contentious and only divided people 
within Britain and the international community. Since Wilson’s 
primary concern, like most democratic leaders, was reelection, 
the last thing he needed with a slim majority in Parliament was to 
engage in a controversial conflict. Therefore, Wilson 
compromised his initial commitment to black majority rule in 
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Politicizing Cancer: Politics and 
the National Cancer Act of 1971 

 

Daniel J. Kersten 
 

On December 23, 1971, a crowd gathered in the State 
Dining Room of the White House to watch Republican President 
Richard Nixon sign the National Cancer Act of 1971. Addressing 
an assembly of journalists, congressmen, scientists, and activists, 
a seemingly gleeful Nixon optimistically stated, “I hope that in the 
years ahead that we may look back on this day and this action as 
being the most significant action taken during this 
administration.” He continued, “And now, with the cooperation 
of the Congress, with the cooperation of many of the people in 
this room, we have set up a procedure for the purpose of making 
a total national commitment [to cure cancer].” The tone of the 
proceedings was quite informal, even comedic at times. Just 
before signing the bill, the President joked that the pens he was 
to use were “good” but that “the box is worth more than the pen.”1 
At the end of the event, a group including Senator Edward “Ted” 
Kennedy (D-MA), the Director of the National Cancer Institute 
Dr. Carl Baker, and businessman and philanthropist Benno 
Schmidt posed and smiled for a photograph.  

This occasion might give the impression that the 
legislative process behind the National Cancer Act of 1971 was 
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easy, an almost pleasant experience. However, there is much 
more to the story of the 1971 National Cancer Act. In the first 
section of this paper, I shall discuss the early stages of the bill. I 
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Furthermore, cancer received more coverage than any other 
chronic health issue, even more than heart disease, which was 
(and still is) the leading cause of death in the nation.4 Yet it was 
not a “hot-button” issue, and was certainly not a national priority 
as President Nixon suggested while signing the bill into law.  
 The initiative to increase cancer research funding reached 
Congressional attention not from a massive national outcry, but 
rather from a group of committed philanthropists and scientists. 
At the center of the push was a wealthy widower from Manhattan: 
Mary Lasker. Lasker, whose late husband, Albert, was a widely 
known advertising executive, had been an influential figure in 
cancer policies in the United States. She served as an honorary 
member of the American Cancer Society board and her nonprofit 
organization, the Albert and Mary Lasker Foundation, actively 
promoted the work of biomedical researchers.5 Yet Lasker was 
not alone in her efforts having a large following consisting of other 
philanthropists and cancer researchers, including Benno Schmidt 
and Dr. Carl Baker. This group had a variety of nicknames: 
“Laskerites,” the “benevolent plotters,” and “Mary’s little lambs” 
to name a few.6 Officially they were known as the Citizens 
Committee for the Conquest of Cancer, established in 1969.7  
Lasker and her team accrued support for their initiative in two 
ways. First, the Laskerites were able to stir up the public’s 
attention towards cancer research. Second, they were able to 
directly influence higher-level government officials and 
politicians, especially in the Senate. Lasker in particular was quite 
savvy in networking, a point to which I will return. 
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 The Citizens Committee for the Conquest of Cancer 
embraced advertising as a key method for bringing their cause to 
national attention. This was inspired, in part, by Lasker’s past 
successes with the American Cancer Society’s marketing but also 
from the mind of Luke Quinn, a former colonel in the United 
States Air Force, health and medical research lobbyist, and the 
American Cancer Society’s Washington D.C. representative.8 
The advertising strategy was simple: be highly visible, relevant, 
and have a clear message that people could easily support.  

On December 9, 1969, the organization released a full-
page advertisement in both the New York Times and the Washington 
Post. The same ad also ran in the New York Times eight days later. 
In large print, the ad stated, “Mr. Nixon: You can cure cancer.” 

The ad lambasted the President, declaring, “We spend more each 
day on military matters than each year on cancer research… 
[Cancer] is a war in which we lost 21 times more lives last year 
than we lost in Viet Nam last year.” The ads demanded, “A better 
perspective, a better way to allocate our money to save hundreds 
of thousands of lives each year. America can do this… our nation 
has the money on one hand and the skills on the other… put our 
hands together and [we can] get this thing done.” At the end was 
a coupon, which readers could cut out and mail to the White 
House. The coupon stated, “Dear Mr. Nixon: Cancer research 
needs more funds. Please provide them in your 1971 budget. 
Please.” 9   
 The Citizens Committee, too, did not solely rely on 
advertising to encourage greater support of the public. The 
Citizens Committee and its allies used the news media to keep 
their demands in the public eye often via news coverage in which 
journalists and researchers alike decried the lack of funding. One 
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received large media exposure.13 By getting the attention of the 
media, whether by advertising, public events, or other forms of 
print, the Committee was successful in keeping its fight in the 
mainstream and “the public drum-beating had begun.”14  
 The Citizens Committee also used direct connections to 
politicians in Washington, D.C. to push their agenda. Mary 
Lasker had very close friendships with former Presidents Harry 
Truman and Lyndon Johnson. Johnson even issued Lasker the 
Presidential Medal of Freedom in 1969 for her devotion to 
supporting medical research, making her one of the first female 
recipients of this respected prize.15 Lasker and her associates 
including Florence Mahoney, Dr. Sidney Farber, and Benno 
Schmidt, had connections both in the White House and in 
Congress, which Lasker called upon personally to aid her cause. 
Lasker had connections with two key members of the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, Senators Ted Kennedy 
and Ralph Yarborough, a Texas Democrat and the chairman of 
the Senate Committee. It was Yarborough who assembled the 
Panel of Consultants, a group of cancer scientists and activists, 
which advised the Senate on how to proceed in drafting S. 34 (The 
Conquest of Cancer Act) and, ultimately, the 1971 National 
Cancer Act. Yarborough personally invited Lasker to the Panel 
and then sent Lasker a note commending the activist for her 
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“genius, energy, and will to help mankind.”16 Lasker also had the 
support of other Senators such as S. 34 Cosponsor and most senior 
Republican on the Senate Committee Jacob Javits (R-NY) and the 
retiring Lister Hill (D-AL), former chairman of the Senate 
Committee. Hill and Lasker had a friendship that spanned 
decades, and he firmly believed that Lasker “[stood] at the 
forefront of Florence Nightingale, Clara Barton, Madame Curie, 
and Helen Tussig in [her] wonderful contributions to the health 
of our people and to the health of all mankind.”17  

Lasker also had correspondence with Melvin Laird, 
Nixon’s Secretary of Defense, an important connection which 
Lasker could use to push her ideas into the White House. On 
January 14, 1971, Lasker sent Laird a report of the Panel’s 
recommendations in “hope[s] President Nixon will make his 
approval of this conquering cancer a part of his forthcoming 
Health Message.”18 Eight days later, in his State of the Union 
address, President Nixon declared he would boost cancer 
research spending by $100 million and would seek more funding. 
Nixon then famously stated, “The time has come in America when 
the same kind of concentrated effort that split the atom and took 
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man to the moon should be turned toward conquering this dread 
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this committee was the one with which Lasker and her colleagues 
had the most connections. The former chair of the committee 
during the bill’s drafting, Senator Hill was a longtime close friend 
of Lasker’s. Senator Kennedy, also on the committee, was close 
to Lasker as well. Senator Yarborough, who replaced Hill as the 
committee chair in 1969, was initially skeptical of Lasker as she 
and Mike Gorman, a Washington, D.C. lobbyist for the American 
Cancer Society and a close friend of Lasker, initially lobbied for 
Kennedy, not Yarborough, to be the committee’s chair. 
However, Yarbourough would soon develop a deep respect for 
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Public Welfare Committee towards greater state funding of 
medical services and emphasizing the need for more preventative-
based care, Javits was quite proud of his efforts towards medical 
research.26 

Kennedy had a history of addressing issues of healthcare 
as well. His oldest sister, Rosemary, was mentally disabled and he 
witnessed the harrowing effects of her lobotomy in his youth, 
frequently citing it as the reason for his dedication to addressing 
issues of health.27 However he, much like Javits, focused mostly 
on providing greater access to care, especially preventative care. 
When Yarborough lost reelection in 1970, Kennedy, along with 
Javits, was pressured by the soon-to-be-ex Senator to champion 
the cause of defeating cancer.28 Kennedy, initially skeptical about 
the importance of the initiative, asked Benno Schmidt if the 
country could afford such expenditures. Schmidt answered 
bluntly, “My strong personal view is that not only can we afford 
this effort, we cannot afford not to do it.”29 After that, Kennedy 
was out on the frontlines alongside Lasker, Schmidt, and the 
others.  

Representative Rogers, too, had experience with health-
related legislation. He had been, for many years, the second-
ranking member of the subcommittee of public health of the 
House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. Rogers 
was known in the healthcare legislative field for his far-reaching 
investigation of the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare (HEW) in 1966 for its organization of health activities. 
However, in terms of cancer research legislation, Rogers was not 
well known. In fact, the proponents of the cancer bill 
underestimated how important Rogers would be in the passing of 
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the bill. When Rogers finally became the chairman of the 
subcommittee in 1971, he emerged as their major adversary.30  

Due to his experience with the HEW investigation, 
Rogers was quite skeptical of the Senate’s proposed bill—S. 1828 
(also known as “An Act to Conquer Cancer”), not the radical 
Kennedy-Javits Bill but another, more moderate bill heavily 
influenced by President Nixon. For Rogers, he believed that the 
current framework, keeping the NCI inside of the NIH, was 
adequate enough to achieve the goal of curing cancer. 
Additionally, Rogers did not want to be controlled by a health 
lobby and refused to be identified 
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astonishingly close to one million letters.39 Nixon quickly and 
publicly sided with the Laskerites, after which Ann Landers boldly 
declared, “When he figured he couldn’t beat us, he joined us.”40 

Yet, President Nixon had another reason to join Lasker 
and her compatriots in their fight. Nixon and his administration 
existed, essentially, in a state of constant paranoia. As Robert 
Schulzinger asserts, “Nixon felt threatened by a variety of 
enemies, real and imagined: Democrats, Congress, the 
bureaucracy, the press, and what he constantly belittled as ‘the 
elites’ or ‘the establishment.’”41 
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Senator Kennedy and not the Administration who receives credit 
for pushing the cancer research activities ahead.”43 

Senator Peter Dominick (R-CO), guided by President 
Nixon, submitted S. 1828 “An Act to Conquer Cancer.” It was 
akin to Kennedy’s bill but, most importantly, kept the NCI within 
the NIH. What was critical was not the intricate details of the bill 
but “how the hill was framed and who perceived credit.”44 Soon 
after the submission of this new bill, attention all but entirely 
shifted to Nixon, applauding him for his action, and left Kennedy 
in the dark. Press coverage focused almost exclusively on Nixon’s 
cancer bill. When S. 1828 passed in the Senate, one headline read 
“Nixon’s War Against Cancer Wins Approval in the Senate.” 
Senator Kennedy was mentioned only twice in the article and the 
mention focused on Kennedy’s and Javits’ compromise in letting 
the Nixon bill move forward instead of their own bill.45 A New 
York Times report of the signing of the bill, released December 24, 
1971, did not mention Kennedy at all except in a photograph 
caption and a brief mention that he was the “chief sponsor of the 
Senate bill.”46 Because of Nixon’s maneuvering, virtually all credit 
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singular impact of this one bill on the political careers of each of 
the aforementioned politicians is essentially impossible. There are 
too many confounding factors which may influence public opinion 
of politicians. For instance, during this time, President Nixon was 
removing troops from the incredibly unpopular Vietnam War. 
According to polling results compiled by the Roper Center for 



 

78  

button” issue. Yet, this small group, the Citizens Committee for 
the Conquest of Cancer, managed to bring cancer to the national 
stage and get legislation passed in only a few years’ time. This was 
done via the press—using advertising, public events, and other 
press coverage—and the manipulation of personal contacts in the 
federal government. Secondly, the 1971 National Cancer Act 
demonstrates the power of the personal and career motives in the 
making of policy decisions. Ultimately, the National Cancer Act 
of 1971 gave nearly $1.6 billion to search for a cure to cancer.50 
Furthermore, the bill brought greater public attention to the 
issues of cancer research and policy.  The bill’s proponents had 
hoped that cancer would be cured by the United States’ 200th 
Anniversary if such legislation passed.51 Although there have been 
major advances in the treatment of cancer in the decades since the 
bill’s signing, the war against cancer continues to be waged. The 
National Cancer Act of 1971 is a striking example of how money, 
publicity, and politics intersect at the national level to produce 
legislation.  
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Figure 1 Mary Lasker at the National Press Club Gorman Testimonial 
Dinner with Mike Gorman (left), and Senator Lister Hill (middle) in 
1972. Unknown, “Mike Gorman, Senator Lister Hill, and Mary 
Lasker at the National Press Club Gorman Testimonial Dinner.” 
Photograph. (Bethesda, M.D.: U.S. National Library of Medicine, 
January 25, 1972), 
https://profiles.nlm.nih.gov/ps/retrieve/ResourceMetadata/TGBBF
S.  
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Figure 2 The full-page advertisement that the Citizens Committee ran 
in the December 9, 1969 New York Times from the U.S. Library of 
Medicine. “Mr. Nixon, You Can Cure Cancer,” New York Times, 
December 9, 1969, U.S. Library of Medicine, 
https://profiles.nlm.nih.gov/ps/retrieve/ResourceMetadata/TLBBB
Y. 
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Beyond the President: The 
Carter Administration and the 

Making of the Camp David 
Accords 

 

Ching Long Leon Lam 
 

 Jimmy Carter’s humanist ideology is perhaps the most 
identifiable feature of his presidency. The emphasis on human 
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players in the administration. Existing works fail to indicate how 
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political scientists provide a psychological religious explanation to 
his leadership style. Studies in the field of political science analyze 
the president’s religious devotion and briefly touch on his 
interaction with cabinet members. A comprehensive study of the 
Carter administration leads to a better understanding of the 
decision-making process.  
 Recent works by historians generally argue for the 
unparalleled centrality of Carter in formulating foreign policy. 
The president, many scholars have suggested, was the only 
important American contributor to the Camp David Accords.4 
According to this school of thought, American foreign policy was 
generally considered Carter’s project. Other cabinet members 
were either characterized as insignificant players, or as advisors 
without much power.5 These works suggest that the major 
responsibility of Carter’s cabinet was to contact different heads of 
states and promote the president’s idea to an international 
audience. With a strong presidency and weak secretaries, the 
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because, many scholars simply assumed that the cabinet was 
unimportant. Other scholars have outlined Carter’s deep 
religious devotion and describe how the Christian notion of 
justice shaped his vision of foreign policy.6 Some academics have 
explained the president’s preference of personal diplomacy with 
reference to his religious beliefs.7 Carter’s Christian identity led 
to his vision of global religious harmony and partly explained his 
use of religious language in conversations with Anwar Sadat and 
Menachem Begin. Apart from the religious argument, political 
scientists have also adopted psychological frameworks to 
investigate Carter’s thinking process.8 Despite of the plethora of 
approaches used, the centrality of the president remains 
unchanged in bothe�F��H�V�V��
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negotiations.9 Acknowledging the integral role of the cabinet, 
some researchers outline the conflict within the administration. 
Luis da Vinha precisely indicated the clash between Carter’s 
humanist ambition and Vance’s realist consideration.10 While 
Carter stressed the need to promote American ideals, his cabinet 
paid more attention to the feasibility of individual policies. 
Jeremy Pressman pushed further and showed Vance and 
Brzezinski’s pragmatist influence on the Camp David Accords.11 
The Camp David Accords was clearly stated as a collective 
creation. Major cabinet members like Cyrus Vance and Zbigniew 
Brzezinski were not mere followers of the president, as some 
earlier works have promoted. They were indeed active 
participants and in some occasions had a radically different vision 
from what Carter perceived. 
 Based on previous findings, this paper traces the 
preparation and making of the Camp David Accords with special 
attention to Vance and Brzezinski, two influential actors in the 
Carter administration. It argues that both figures were vital to the 
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decision to focus on Egypt, Vance and Brzezinski were still 
influential and pivotal to the presidential directive. Describing the 
Camp David Accords as Carter’s personal achievement is not 
consistent with reality.   
THE ISSUE OF ISRAEL 
 Many scholars have argued that peace in the Middle East 
was a major focus of Carter’s foreign policy. In fact, Arlene 
Lazarowitz claimed that the president was willing to sacrifice his 
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develop a moderately pro-Israel view that shaped his campaign.15 
In the second presidential debate on October 6, 1976, Carter 
called for a “clear, unequivocal commitment without change to 
Israel.”16 In the third debate on October 22, he followed a similar 
line and criticized President Gerald Ford for not defending the 
interests of Israel.17 His speech in the debates not only showed his 
political move to attract Jewish-American voters but also 
reflected his own opinions in 1976. As he later confessed, at that 
time he “had no strong feelings about the Arab countries…had 
never visited one and knew no Arab leaders.”18 Carter, before late 
1976, was generally pro-Israel and had no intention to 
fundamentally change the Israel policy.  
 Secretary of State Cyrus Vance’s analysis and National 
Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski’s observation from his trip 
to Israel in mid-1976 genuinely changed Carter’s viewpoint. 
Political scientist Luis Da Vinha argues that Carter’s foreign 
policy is largely a product of teamwork. Instead of relying on his 
own instincts, the president consulted different members of his 
cabinet and incorporated their views into the final policy 
framework.19 
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term peace to Israel and its neighboring states. In a January 21, 
1977 memorandum to Vance, the President requested the State 
Department to submit a report on the feasibility of fostering peace 
negotiations in the next six months.24 On February 14, Vance 
made a trip to Israel and major Arab states to see if state leaders 
were interested in a future peace treaty. As Vance indicated, the 
president authorized him to make decisions on the spot.25 Carter’s 
action evidences a substantial change in his view on the Middle 
East. Initially an unimportant issue, the Middle East problem in 
early 1977 had become a regional issue of tantamount 
significance.  
PREPARATION FOR A PEACE TALK 
 Cyrus Vance’s February 1977 trip was the first concrete 
step towards future negotiation among state leaders in the Middle 
East. Although Carter, Vance, and Brzezinski all shared the 
common goal of promoting peace, their visions and methods were 
quite different. While Vance and Brzezinski hoped to pursue a 
multilateral approach, Carter stressed his personal relationship 
with foreign leaders. The President’s emphasis on informal 
communication led to a surprising victory when Egyptian 
president Anwar Sadat suddenly decided to visit Jerusalem in 
November. 
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reiterated the importance of a multilateral platform throughout 
mid-1977. In August, Vance made a second trip to the Middle 
East in order to persuade state leaders to join the peace 
negotiation.36 In an August 2nd telegram to the Department of 
State, he reported that his goal was to understand the demands 
and possible concessions of each state and to seek areas of 
common ground for early communications. Using the 1973 
Geneva Convention as reference, Vance hoped to mend ties 
between Israel and the Arab world through dialogue among all 
parties. Brzezinski supported his initiative. In an August 30th 
memorandum to the President, the national security advisor 
identified the influential members of the Arab League, like Egypt 
and Jordan, as the target of persuasion. He suggested that 
Washington should thus enlist support from all member states of 
the League, with the most influential as priority. It is noteworthy 
that Vance, having had more conversations with Sadat than Carter 
or anyone else, remained cautious and uncertain about Egypt’s 
stance. According to Vance’s August 11th telegram to the State 
Department and the White House, Sadat’s opinion on future 
peace negotiations was unclear and certainly not enthusiastic. 
Even with the personal exchange between Carter and the 
Egyptian leader, he did not except a prompt step from Cairo to 
act on her own to negotiate with Israel individually. The contrast 
between Sadat’s lukewarm response to Vance and his eventual 
support for American policy is partially the result of Carter’s 
personal diplomacy.  
 The Egyptian president’s unannounced visit to Jerusalem 
was totally unanticipated in Washington. It was also America’s 
most important foreign policy victory in 1977. Brzezinski’s 
amazement at this surprising event was indeed justified, as he had 
no knowledge of Carter’s personal ties with Sadat.37 The shock of 
Hermann Eilts, the American ambassador to Egypt was captured 
in his telegram to the State Department on November 3rd. 

                                                      

36 Vance, Hard Choices, 187. 
37 Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 111. 
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turned away from the multilateral approach, aiming for a deal 
between Begin and Sadat.  
  Brzezinski’s support for this approach was vital for 
Carter when more thorny issues surfaced. The honeymoon period 
after Sadat’s historic visit was short. Early meetings between the 
Egyptian leader and Begin were far from friendly. In January 
1978, both states returned to an acrimonious exchange of verbal 
attacks and negotiation abruptly stopped.43 Carter, facing 
pressure from all sides, became increasingly embattled. Israel was 
unwilling to make compromises and viewed Egypt with 
suspicion.44 Sadat’s attitude was similar. On February 4, Sadat 
threatened to cease all ongoing talks with Israel and end the 
dialogue.45 The risk of returning to the extreme antagonisms of 
the 1973 war was high. Meanwhile, mounting domestic criticism, 
especially from Jewish Americans, made the president reconsider 
his approach to the Middle East in mid-1978.46 Amid the political 
storm and stalled progress, Brzezinski’s affirmation of Carter’s 
approach was instrumental in sustaining the president’s effort. 
Throughout this period, the national security advisor showed 

                                                      

43 Vance, Hard Choices, 200-1. 
44 Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980, Volume VIII, 
Arab-Israeli Dispute January 1977-August 1978, ed. Adam M. 
Howard (Washington: Government Printing Office, 2013), 
Document 195, 
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1977-
80v08/d195 [accessed 2 Apr 2017]. 
45 Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980, Volume VIII, 
Arab-Israeli Dispute January 1977-August 1978, ed. Adam M. 
Howard (Washington: Government Printing Office, 2013), 
Document 211, 
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1977-
80v08/d211 [accessed April 2, 2017]. 
46 Carter, Keeping Faith, 312. 
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ardent support for the bilateral solution. Although not wholly 
against a multilateral treaty, Brzezinski regarded the Egypt-Israel 
pact as a more feasible and less challenging solution in 1978.47 His 
approval added weight and authority to Carter’s initiative and 
helped the president regain his sense of hope. Without 
Brzezinski’s encouragement, Carter might have given up his 
ambitious Middle East policy.  
 U.S. action resumed in July when Carter initiated a new 
of round of negotiations in Camp David. In a July 19 meeting 
mediated by Vance, both Israel and Egypt expressed their 
willingness to return to peace negotiation.48 At this moment, 
Vance accepted the Israel-Egypt deal as a transitory process to the 
long-term goal of multilateral solution. For Begin and Sadat, 
accepting the American effort of mediation was crucial in showing 
signs of achievement to the domestic audience. Carter acted 
swiftly and invited Begin and Sadat to Camp David to start a new 
phase of talks. Again, the president employed his unique tactic of 
personal diplomacy, which stressed friendship. To show his 
sincerity, he directed Vance to bring two handwritten invitation 
letters to Jerusalem and Cairo respectively.49 As Carter resumed 
his political project on the Middle East with more determination, 
Vance eventually acknowledged the value of the bilateral deal. 
According to his later account, by mid-1978, Vance believed that 
making peace between Israel and Egypt was a crucial step for 

                                                      

47 Brzezinski, Power and Principle, 235. 
48 Foreign Relations of the United States, 1977-1980, Volume VIII, 
Arab-Israeli Dispute January 1977-August 1978, ed. Adam M. 
Howard (Washington: Government Printing Office, 2013), 
Document 273, 
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1977-
80v08/d273 [accessed 2 Apr 2017]. 
49 Carter, Keeping Faith, 316. The two letters are available online 
at Foreign Relations of the United States. 
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 Vance and Brzezinski actively provided briefings for the 
president before the negotiations. Both men valued the unique 
opportunity after years of hiatus in negotiations. Vance and 
specialists in the State Department conducted comprehensive 
research and presented their findings to the president.54 While 
Vance concentrated on equipping Carter with relevant 
information, Brzezinski outlined the strategy of active non-
involvement. The national security advisor suggested that the 
president should divert Sadat and Begin from more contentious 
issues, while at the same time seeking maximum concession from 
Begin.55 As Sadat’s visit of Jerusalem led to his isolation from the 
Arab world, Washington had an urgent need to save the Egyptian 
leader and reward his political bet. It is remarkable that both 
Vance and Brzezinski complemented each other throughout the 
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friendship. As friends of the president, finishing the negotiation 
with a deal meant doing Carter a favor. His strategic use of 
personal relationship during the negotiations helped to keep both 
at Camp David and thus save the American project from a 
premature death.58 
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 The partial victory of the Camp David Accords shows the 
strength and weakness of Carter’s personal diplomacy. With the 
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prevailed when the Camp David Accords were signed on 
September 17, 1978. 

The Camp David Accords is the product of a collective 
effort. While Carter’s role in the decision-making process was 
profound, his cabinet members were not insignificant players as 
some works falsely assume. Vance’s early attempt of a 
multilateral approach and Brzezinski’s later support to the 
president were both instrumental to the final product in Camp 
David. While Vance and Brzezinski laid the groundwork of the 
final product, Carter’s role was nonetheless momentous to the 
realization of the treaty. Stressing friendship and trust, the 
president had developed a special relationship with Sadat. This 
unusual link in international politics became an asset for the 
normalization of relations between Egypt and Israel. However, 
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Welcome to Phi Alpha Theta 

 

Phi Alpha Theta is a professional society whose mission is to 
promote the study of history through the encouragement of 
research, good teaching, publication, and the exchange of 
learning and ideas among historians. We seek to bring students, 
teachers, and writers of history together for intellectual and social 
exchanges, which promote and assist historical research and 
publication by our members in a variety of ways. 

 The Alpha Theta Epsilon chapter at Binghamton University 
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Phi Alpha Theta Inductees 

and Executive Board 
 

2017 Inductees  

Veronica A. Acevedo Jordan Majewski 

Kayla Marie Brooks Steven A. Mangra 

Megan A. Carnes Elizabeth A. Manley 

Jane K. Chun  Constantine J. Markotsis 

Rachel A. Czap  Paul T. McHugh 

David M. Edelman Meghan E. Paola 

Brian K. Garcia  Jacqueline E. Primack 

Katherine Gaudet Hannah Mary Shankman 

Marnie Jane Halper Alessandra Christina Spada 

Kaitlyn R. Krein Emily L. Tagarello 

Monica Kwon  Katharine M. Waldmann 

Ching Long Leon Lam Kimberly N. Washburn 

Ashley N. Lieberman Elana S. Weber 

 

2017²2018 Executive Board 

Veronica Acevedo Ching Long Leon Lam 

Tiffany Camusci  Constantine Markotsis 

Benjamin Gilberg Daniel Sternbach 
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Research Days 

 
 
 During Binghamton University’s Research Days, the History 
Department and Phi Alpha Theta host an undergraduate research 
conference. This provides undergraduates and honors thesis 
writers who have undertaken substantial independent research 
with an opportunity to share their work with one another and the 
History community. The first Undergraduate History Research 
Conference was held in 2012. The 5th annual conference held in 
spring 2017 had seven outstanding presentations. 
 

2017 Participants 

 
Steven Lazickas—“Freedom in Shades: Race, Slavery, and 
Suffrage in New York” 

Lindsey McClafferty—“The Imperial Debate: American 
Reflections on Filipinos and the Subjugation of the Philippines, 
1898-1916” 

Rachel Blalfeder—“A Valley of Immigrants: Examining Ethnic 
and American Dynamics in Binghamton, Endicott, and Johnson 
City in the Early 20th Century” 

Ching Long Leon Lam—“Beyond the President: The Carter 
Administration and the Making of the Camp David Accords” 

Elana Weber—“Identity, Gender, or the Erotic: Decoding 13th-
15th Century Women Dressed as Men” 

Savoy Curry—“Familial Monarchy: The Role of Regnant 
Queenship in Twelfth Century Europe” 

Jiajun Zou—“Perils and Opportunities: Coastal Chinese and 
Maritime Wokou During the Jiajing Era, 1521-1567” 
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Combined BA/MA in History 

Program 

 
 At Binghamton University, students have the option of 
combining a Bachelor of Arts with a Master of Arts in history, 
completing both degrees in just five years. Students take 
graduate-level courses that satisfy both graduate and 
undergraduate degree requirements. The combined BA/MA 
program provides an excellent foundation for applying to top 
doctoral programs in history or pursuing careers in journalism, 
public service, historical parks, museums, and many other areas. 
Students develop skills that prepare them for occupations that 
require research, analysis, organization, and reporting. Specific 
skills include planning and prioritizing work, making persuasive 
arguments that influence others, processing information, decision 
making and problem solving, and verbally communicating ideas. 
 Students chose between the major fields of the United States, 
Europe, East Asia, Latin America, and the Ottoman Empire and 
between such thematic areas as women, gender, and sexuality; 
imperialism and colonialism; environmental history; and science, 
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