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the Holocaust they never experienced.  One such example is when Revisionists 
Bradley Smith and David Cole were brought in as guests on Phil Donahue’s talk 
show, Donahue.   Two survivors were seated in the audience during the interview, 
and upon discussing the rumor that Nazis cooked Jews in order to turn them into 
soap and used their skin for lampshades, survivor Judith Berg proclaimed that the 
rumors were true.  Because this rumor has been discredited by historians, Smith 
and Cole used it to their advantage, antagonizing her and ultimately discrediting 
all survivor accounts (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 110-114).  With perpetrators, 
revisionists argue that the confessions are either forced or concocted for a variety of 
psychological purposes (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 138)  However, for the most 
part, survivors know accurately what happened to them, but may be ill-informed 
about the larger effects and events that occurred during the Holocaust, and with 
perpetrators, though some may be coerced, others come forward willingly.  
        The Sonderkommandos, who were inmates of the camps, were required to 
work the gas chambers, and then transport the bodies into the crematorium.  Because 
of their responsibility in the camp, the few that survived are living proof that the 
gas chambers existed for homicidal purposes.  One such man, Shlomo Venetzia 
recalled his time in Auschwitz-Birkenau as a Sonderkommando, remembering that 
hundreds of people would be escorted to the chambers and murdered at a time.  
He also explained that all the victims would be dead, depending on where they 
stood, anywhere between two and five minutes after being exposed to the gas.  His 
cousin Dario Gabai, also a Sonderkommando, recalled that for every person chosen 
to work, ten more were sent to the gas chambers (Gibbon & Purnell, 2000).  
       Another survivor, Eric Sonneman, who fled Europe early in the war, recalled 
the death of his Aunt Frieda Berger.  After unsuccessfully trying to acquire a visa 
for her to also leave Europe, he learned that she had been sent to Auschwitz in 
August of 1942 and gassed immediately following arrival (Sonneman, 2002, 244-
245).  And yet another victim of the Holocaust, David Rubinowicz, along with 
his family, who were from Bodzentyn, Poland, were sent to Treblinka with the 
rest of the Jews from the area and gassed upon arrival as well (Boas, 1995, 37).  
Though revisionists argue that Holocaust victims and survivors are only allowed 
to make statements in support of the Holocaust, or else they will inevitably face 
deportation or jail time, most witnesses attest to similar claims in their testimonies 
(Cole, 1993, 12).  Although victims come from all over Europe, many share 
similar horror stories about the reality of homicidal gas chambers.  And though 
some may be faulty, it is safe to assume that most are accurate accounts of what 
they experienced during their imprisonment.  Because so many survivors from 
various death camps have memories and tales of homicidal gas chambers, it can 
be assumed that their stories are too similar to one another’s to be considered 
fictional.
   However, testimonies from perpetrators have also surfaced about their 
involvement and knowledge of homicidal gassings, and are oftentimes considered 
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to be even more convincing than testimonies from victims (Petropoulos, 1995, 
530).  Auschwitz commandant Rudolf Hoss testified on 5 April, 1946 at the 
Nuremberg Trial, confessing to the existence of homicidal gas chambers.  SS 
Sergeant Pery Broad gave a similar testimony at a trial consisting of former 
Auschwitz SS members in April of 1959, stating:


 


        Based on a compilation of evidence in the form of documentation, photogra-
phs, scientific studies, perpetrator confessions, and eyewitness testimonies, the 
theories presented by the revisionists in denial of the Holocaust are shown to 
be invalid.  Offering counterarguments by demanding proof from historians, 
while refusing to present any of their own, and by taking quotes out of context or 
purposely confusing survivors, revisionists are revealed as a fringe group, arguing 
for the sake of argument (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 88 & 91).  Though they 
adamantly argue that six million Jewish casualties is an extreme exaggeration, 
that the ultimate goal of the Third Reich was to deport all of Europe’s Jews to 
non-European countries, and that gas chambers were used only for delousing 
purposes, they are continually shown to be wrong as new data arises and as 
historians compile and present past evidence to refute their claims (Shermer & 
Grobman, 2000, 100).  Despite the outstanding amounts of evidence available that 
dispute the revisionist claims however, they are still hoping to, one day, reveal 
the Holocaust as a Jewish fraud through the strategic use of propaganda, and by 
further promoting the anti-Semitism that still exists in today’s society (Shermer & 
Grobman, 2000, 66).  However, historians have already shown that they are well-
prepared to argue this point in order to accurately preserve history.


References 


Boas, Jacob. (1995). We are witnesses. New York, NY: Scholastic Inc.
       Cole, David. (1993). A Jewish revisionist’s visit to Auschwitz. The Journal     
       of Historical Review, 13(2), 11-13.
Gibbon, Barbarsa, Purnell, Nick (Producers), & Barron, Andrew (Director).   
       (2000). Auschwitz: The final witness [DVD]. New Jersey: Ergo Media Inc.


The disinfectors are at work…with an iron rod and hammer they open a couple 
of harmless looking tin boxes, the directions read Cyclon Vermin Destroyer, 
Warning, Poisonous… As soon as  the box is opened the contents are shaken 
out through an aperture in the roof… After about two minutes the shrieks 
die down and change to a low moaning.  Most of the men have already lost 
consciousness.  After a further two minutes…it is all over.  Deadly quiet 
reigns… The corpses are piled together… It is difficult to heave the interlaced 
corpses out of the chamber as the gas is stiffening all their limbs (as cited in 
Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 138-139).
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changes because doing so saves them millions in production costs. If film-makers 
do not agree to alterations, assistance is withheld” (Cambell).
       At the center of this debate is the protected First Amendment right of speech. 
Filmmaking, along with a host of other forms of expression, is protected from 
government regulation; however when the government openly decides to support 
one film over another, and in turn give out resources to the film it supports, it is 
violating a basic tenant of American constitutional law (Rosenberger v. University 
of Virginia, 1995). This statement is not sufficient alone. Seeking to understand 
a deeper meaning of this debate, one must look past the constitutionality of the 
process and more at its consistency and confliction with fundamental democratic 
principles.
     David Robb completes this idea in Operation Hollywood. While arguing 
that the Pentagon’s power over the motion picture industry is unconstitutional, 
Robb also conveys the message that the process is “unconscionable” (Robb 
365). Throughout his work, Robb remains discouraged by what he views as the 
surrender of principles and rights by filmmakers in exchange for monetary gain 
(Hilton). Robb makes a connection between the Hollywood-Pentagon relationship 
and communist North Korea. He also suggests that the military-themed film 
culture has strongly influenced America’s world views on war (Robb 365-366). 
Jean-Michel Valentin, in Hollywood, the Pentagon and Washington, creates a 
contrasting view. It is easy to see a parallel in Robb’s and Valentin’s writing, 
however careful inspection reveals where Valentin branches off and forms his 
case, one where the Hollywood films regarding the military and national security 
are shaped by the threats of the time. 


      There are others, however, that continue to show dissatisfaction of the criti-
cisms of the Pentagon’s small control over Hollywood. “Robb does not mention 
that the Pentagon can justify its control by pointing out the alternative: Hollywood 
leftists would produce films showing the military in the worst possible light, 
thus doing a disservice to the nation” (Hilton). This argument does little to fuel 
the claims that the process conflicts with fundamental democratic principles, 
however. Claiming that open creativity in regards to film and the military would 
be a disservice is opinionated, at best, and the claim remains further diluted when 
one introduces a fundamental democratic principle: freedom.
      The assistance of the Pentagon to Hollywood for military-themed films is 
a product of open-market capitalism. However, this form of market capitalism 
is unique. There are no companies that own aircraft carriers or fighter jets. 


National security cinema takes into account that reality and comments upon 
it through on-screen dramas that can be fables about the often harsh burdens 
of responsibility, or even true stories exploring the use and abuse of armed 
force. National security films also participate in this game by taking sides 
with the support of the American public for or against certain prevailing ideas 
or official positions (Valentin xi).


The Politics of the Relationship Between the Motion Picture            71
Industry and the Pentagon 


Hollywood is simply going wherever it needs to go to obtain military hardware: 
the military. This is where capitalism ends and where monopolistic control begins. 
Not only is the government the sole place to acquire the necessary hardware, 
at the same time, it restricts others from possessing military weaponry. This is 
how the nexus between Hollywood and the Pentagon becomes a contradictory 
relationship. The principles of capitalism and monopolistic control are waging an 
internal battle inside this relationship, and the Pentagon’s monopolistic control of 
weaponry is winning the war. There is no alternative for film studios whose scripts 
do not meet military standards. This control over the medium will continue to give 
the Pentagon’s monopolistic control the edge. It is also what makes the process 
of making military-themed films more political than the messages conveyed in 
the films.
       This can be examined further by focusing on From Art to Politics by Murray 
Edelman. Edelman raises significant questions regarding art, particularly film, 
and how it can shape the politics of the observer. This is especially relevant 
when addressing the comparison of the relationships between Hollywood and the 
Pentagon, and Hollywood and its audience. Edelman takes a very abstract position 
on art and politics, and does so by providing clear examples and a great deal of 
evidence to support his theories. Two basic points remain strong throughout From 
Art to Politics: Edelman explains that the process of observing is not without bias, 
and that all art, either directly or indirectly, has political connotations (Edelman 
1). Edelman argues that one can be politically influenced without being aware 
of the manipulation, believing that there exists a need to interpret information 
that is coming in from all avenues (1). Two people observing the same thing will 
produce thoughts that will be created from the former influences of the individual. 
Edelman creates that notion that there exists no collective belief (2). Art influences 
how everyone sees events and is therefore the reason that the same event will 
bring individuals to different conclusions. Present throughout Edelman’s key 
points is his definition of art. He believes that “its crucial feature is that it supplies 
images that construct the worlds in which we act” (3). According to Edelman, the 
response to art cannot be controlled, even by the artist. This is why the process of 
seeking to obtain permission to utilize military weaponry and venues is inherently 
more political than any message a script-writer can create. This point becomes 
solidified when the Pentagon has changed a script due to that process.
    The concerns that the Hollywood-Pentagon relationship is undemocratic, 
such as the ones that Robb portrays in Operation Hollywood, are genuine. The 
relationship between the industry and the military is not a fair one, and it conflicts 
with two fundamental democratic principles in particular: freedom and capitalism. 
The relationship conflicts with freedom by hindering the creativity of filmmakers 
and the government-sponsored activity of manipulating art. Filmmakers are free to 
create that art; however that freedom becomes restricted once the success of their 
art depends on adhering to the Pentagon’s policies. The democratic principle of 
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Congress to eliminate slavery, and as a result, is believed that the “interest” in this 
case was the interest of the founders to protect slavery from being abolished. 
     Because the framers allowed the idea of slavery to be included in the initial 
drafting of the Constitution, even if in an indirect manner, it ultimately created a 
system of evil that would be hard to break. Historian Mary Frances Berry notes 
that “these slavery provisions have profoundly affected the predominant African 
American vision of the Constitution over the past 200 years, African Americans’ 
status, and aspirations” (Berry 17). On the surface, the 3/5 clause and the other 
included provisions may give the illusion that the North had much more power, but 
in reality, the long term political ramifications were far more detrimental. Because 
it is believed that many of the founders’ ultimate goals were to seek permanent 
protection of slavery, it can be said that the North lost moral virtue as a result 
of allowing slaves to become a part of American history. Colonel Mason gave 
his perspective of slavery in the constitutional debates when he said that slavery 
would “bring the judgment of Heaven on a country…By an inevitable chain of 
causes and effects, Providence punishes national sins by national calamities” 
(Phillips 44), and this held true for the United States of America.
     In addition to this loss of moral virtue, southern states were ultimately given 
aristocratic power, as Mr. Gouverner Morris so eloquently states in the debates 
(Phillips 39). Because the Constitution itself was so corrupt, it created a corrupt 
society where the North did not compromise with the South, but instead gave 
away more power and influence than they possibly could have imagined. Morris 
explains this by saying, “and what is the proposed compensation to the northern 
states for a sacrifice of every principle of right, of every impulse of humanity? 
They are to bind themselves to march their milita for the defence of the Southern 
States, for the defence against those very slaves of whom they complain” (Phillips 
39). By agreeing to let slave imports continue, even if it was only supposed to be 
for twenty more years, the North had let their virtue slip and they had given the 
power to the Southern slaveholders. The political effects of this document and 
the provisions therein not only left uncertainty in the minds of African Americans 
for twenty years, but for centuries following. And they still continue to fight 
for equality even in this day and age. In an article discussing the constitutional 
framers, Thurgood Marshall sums up the pro-slavery attempts that are evident in 
the Constitution and the political effects that slavery had on African Americans. 
He states that although the phrase “We the People” may no longer enslave, “the 
credit does not belong to the framers” (Marshall 42). 


Did the Constitution Prevent Congress from Banning or Discouraging 
Slavery?


     In 1789, two new proposals regarding the issue of banning slavery forced 
the members of Congress to discuss the idea of sending the proposed bills to 


a committee. The first of these proposals claimed that slave states should be 
required to pay a tax for the importation of all slaves. The hope that existed in 
this proposal was that taxing importation would eventually lead to the end of 
slave trade. The second of these proposals was written in a petition that was 
sent to Congress and signed by Benjamin Franklin. This proposal stated that 
not only should the importation of slaves be stopped, but it also requested the 
total emancipation of slaves that were currently held in bondage. Because of the 
severity of these two issues, Congress entered into a debate regarding whether or 
not it was constitutionally acceptable to tax slave importation or even to abolish 
slavery once and for all. Representatives from the northern states believed that 
something had to be done in order to stop the horrible practice of slavery. Slave 
states, however, believed that Congress had no right to tax or abolish slavery 
because the Constitution had strictly prohibited it; therefore, they argued against 
the constitutionality of these propositions. 
       Initially, the proposed idea was that Congress should issue a tax that would 
force the southern states to pay $10 for each imported slave. Mr. Parker of 
Virginia, who originally introduced the idea for this bill, stated that “he hoped 
such a duty as he moved for would prevent, in some degree, this irrational and 
inhuman traffic” (Phillips 108). Essentially, Parker and his supporters believed 
that imposing a tax on the importation of slaves would discourage the southern 
slave states from continuing to import them, which would eventually end slavery. 
On the other hand, southern slave states believed that the Constitution had left 
no room for Congress to impose such a tax in order to stop the importation of 
slaves. Mr. Tucker of South Carolina argued that “we have no right…to consider 
whether the importation of slaves is proper or not; the Constitution gives us no 
power on that point; it is left to the States to judge of that matter as they see fit” 
(Phillips 109). Because the Tenth Amendment left all powers not specified in the 
Constitution, including the issue of slavery, in the hands of the states, the slave 
states believed that Congress was barred from imposing any regulation to end 
slavery, such as taxes on the importation of slaves.
       However, the Quakers were not satisfied with simply an importation tax, and 
they proposed a new idea, the complete halt of the importation of slaves and the 
emancipation of those who were already enslaved. In the letter, which was signed 
by Benjamin Franklin that was sent to the members of the debates, the abolitionists 
outlined their grievances against the horrific practice. They moved “for promoting 
the abolition of slavery, the relief of free negroes unlawfully held in bondage, 
and the improvement of the condition of the African race” (Phillips 129). The 
southern slave states were appalled by this proposition, and again argued that this 
was outside of the congressional boundaries set up by the Constitution. Mr. Burke 
of South Carolina questioned this bill by saying “Did it not desire Congress to 
interfere and abolish the slave trade, while the Constitution expressly stipulated 
that Congress should exercise no such power?” (Phillips 131). He then added 
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best traditions and prove itself worthy as great nation”(1222).
   American theologian Reinhold Niebuhr supported Kennan’s containment 
policy. A prominent anti-communist, Niebuhr believed that both “individualism 
of bourgeois democracy and the collectivism of Marxism” promised an 
unrealistically “easy resolution of the tension and conflict between self-interest 
and the general interest” (1214). Niebuhr argued that any free and democratic 
society must be flexible in meeting the problems of its era and not tied too closely 
to its previous traditions.  Niebuhr thought that society “would be destroyed 
if natural conflicts and contests between various vitalities were no mitigated, 
managed, and arbitrated”(1215).
      The rise of international terrorism has sparked a fresh round of sometimes 
heated discussions about the appropriateness of various methods of securing the 
vital interests of the United States. Many of the aspects of the historical debate 
about American foreign policy continue today.  Is expansive American military 
action necessary to secure the American population and allow their further 
development or is anything but narrow self-defense a threat to personal liberty 
and security? Should the promotion of American “values” be a core component 
of American foreign policy, or does the imposition of American morals lead to 
the oppression of foreign peoples and ultimately create a more dangerous security 
situation? A comparison of the actions and rhetoric of the current and previous 
presidential administrations reveals some interesting differences and similarities.
      The Bush administration, in the aftermath of the September 11th attacks, 
framed the conflict with international terrorism as a deeply ideological conflict. 
In an address to a joint session of Congress just after the attacks, President Bush 
stated that“the advance of human freedom -- the great achievement of our time, 
and the great hope of every time -- now depends on us,” and that terrorism was 
headed “for history’s unmarked grave of discarded lies.” Additionally, in Bush’s 
March, 2003 address to the nation at the start of the invasion of Iraq, he describe 
the administration’s goals to “disarm Iraq, to free its people and to defend the 
world from grave danger.” Much of Bush’s rhetoric echoed that of earlier leaders, 
such as Woodrow Wilson, who described American military action as necessary 
to free oppressed people and secure democratic governance.  Bush’s actions 
leading up to the invasion of Iraq, however, also represented a rejection of Cold 
War policies, as Kennan’s emphasis on containment and international appeal were 
dismissed in favor of a more confrontational approach.
       The Obama administration has, in contrast to Bush, projected a less 
ideological and more pragmatic approach. In announcing his decision to send 
30,000 additional troops to Afghanistan, Obama made clear his view that the 
United States “did not ask for this fight” and that the War in Afghanistan was 
launched with “domestic unity and international legitimacy - and only after the 
Taliban refused to turn over Osama bin Laden.” Obama has also made distinctions 
between the war in Afghanistan and the War in Iraq, a war that he had personally 
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opposed and believes was optional. Obama also devoted a significant part of his 
speech to the problems in neighboring Pakistan and the need to contain violent 
jihadism, describing the Afghan border region as the nexus of global terrorism.
     Though President Bush and President Obama have used different rhetoric 
and pursued different policies, they do share some similarities. Both Bush and 
Obama have loudly disavowed any claim on the resources or sovereignty of 
Iraq and Afghanistan, attempting to quiet claims of American imperialism. Both 
Presidents have invested time, resources, and political capital attempting to 
bolster the legitimacy of successor governments in both nations. Finally, both 
administrations have pursued similar policies of counter terrorism, including 
controversial techniques such as drone attacks, within both Iraq and Afghanistan. 
      American foreign policy has been a subject of debate since the founding of 
the nation. Debates about domestic policy or individual freedom have often been 
more popular or received more attention, but issues pertaining to national defense 
and America’s place in the world have also been critical. An increasingly complex 
and interconnected world will ensure that these debates remain a major part of the 
American political discourse.
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       Though the genocide of European Jewry during the Nazi Holocaust is argu-
ably one of the most well-known aspects of World War II, starting as early as the 
1950s and ‘60s, Holocaust denial has existed in the United States (Lipstadt, 1993, 
73).  Accepting the fact that Jewish casualties were present, Holocaust revisionists 
argue that much of the Holocaust as taught in schools is exaggerated, such as the 
claim that six million Jewish citizens perished at the hands of the Nazis, there 
existed no systematic plan for Jewish annihilation, and gas chambers were not 
used for homicidal purposes (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 40).  Despite objection 
from historians and scholars however, revisionism continues due to the strategic 
use of, and value of, propaganda, as well as the large amount of anti-Semitism 
still present in today’s society.  Revisionists are also known to argue for the sake 
of argumentation, in order to elicit responses from historians and other Holocaust 
believers (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 91-92).  In addition, the majority of their 
arguments tend to be crude, oftentimes accompanied with traces of anti-Semitism, 
and lacking in any real proof, which, when looked at closely, discredits much of 
what they say (Lipstadt, 1993, 73).
    Often described as a fringe group, revisionists have been known to offer 
inadequate proof for their claims, while demanding solid proof from historians who 
accept the Holocaust as fact (Lipstadt, 1993, 73).  According to fringe movement 
scholars John George and Laird Wilcox, fringe groups, or extremists, often 
replace adequate proof with methods such as name calling, double standards, and 
generalizations, all while assuming superiority over others (as cited in Shermer & 


The great masses of the people in the very bottom of their hearts tend to be 
corrupted rather than consciously and purposely evil, and that, therefore…
more easily fall a victim to a big lie than to a little one... yes, even when 
enlightened on the subject, they will long doubt and waver... Therefore, 
something of even the most insolent lie will always remain and stick – a fact 
which all the great lie-virtuosi and lying-clubs in this world know only too 
well and also make the most treacherous use of (Hitler, 1939, Causes of the 
Collapse). 
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the Military branch itself, “senior Air Force officials” are quoted in the article as 
being the spokesmen for the Military elites.  However, the interesting thing to note 
here is that because of the competing interests in the economic branch the military 
branch did not take an outstanding step in either direction, but rather chose to let 
the other two branches argue and decide.  The third and final group is the Political 
elites personified in the bodies of Senator Christopher Bond, as well as Senator 
John McCain.  Each of these men are clearly in the highest places of office for 
creating this policy, and both having pressure from the Economic branch, as well 
as the Military branch to create this policy.  In this instance, there could hardly 
be a contention that the will of the people, by and through its interest groups, was 
heard, or even argued.  The article does not mention any particular interest group, 
nor does it attribute any weight of the decision to any interest group.  However, 
for the sake of argument, let’s assume interest groups were involved.  It could not 
be asserted that interest groups were the main sources of the bill, as the bill was 
clearly proposed by an individual (Senator Bond).  Interest groups had little if any 
influence over the Military, and little influence over the product that was being 
produced by Boeing Co.  This leads us to the main focus of the policy itself.
     The ultimate product of the policy is one that is deeply centered around the 
military and, concordantly, the very means of keeping all three groups in power.  
As the cycle goes, the Economic branch (i.e. Boeing Co.) supplies F-15’s to 
the Military branch (i.e. “senior Air Force officials) through the monetary and 
budgetary allowance of the Political branch (i.e. Senators Bond and McCain).  
This is, in effect, the quintessential model to describe the most direct way that 
the Power Elites control.  Of course, the theory does not end with this particular 
example, but rather, it begins with this example as the premise as to why this 
triangle of top officials control the power in governmental operations.  Here we 
see again that the product of the policy was directly controlled by the top officials 
in government.  The best argument for the pluralist theory in this case is one 
that relies on an indirect influence on the government, inasmuch as the interest 
groups that elect the senators and provide taxes to pay for the allowance of money.  
However, this only allows for a very small influence on the grand scheme of 
things.  Keeping all of this in mind, the final and perhaps most important issue that 
needs to be addressed is that of the actual reason for the policy.   
      A review of the actual reasons this policy exists is now needed, in order 
to best define which theory this policy fits into.  The policy was created by a 
Senator to provide arms, more specifically F-14 Jets, to the United States military.  
The people as a whole have virtually no objective reason to want this policy 
to exist.  The only interest group that could provide any insight as to why the 
American people would want this policy is perhaps one that argues for a stronger 
military.  Although, this contention is flawed in this particular case, as the want 
for a stronger military, at least one would think, would seem to be consistent with 
wanting the newest and most technologically advanced equipment available.  As 
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the article points out, the proposed policy is for the older, less expensive F-14 Jets, 
and not the newer, more advanced F-22 Jets.  Therefore, it could be construed that 
this policy is not necessarily to provide the best equipment to defend the nation, 
but rather it is a reflection of a compromise between all three Elitist branches 
to cooperate for the betterment of all elitists.  This does not comport with what 
Pluralist theory suggests, in that it has virtually nothing to do with interest groups, 
or the democratic process itself.  
    Therefore, it must be concluded that although the policy may have been 
indirectly influenced by the pluralist theory, the controlling theory in this case is 
that of C. Wright Mills’ “Power Elite.”  The Power Elite theory explains why the 
key players of this policy are who they are, and why they hold so much influence 
in the decision making process behind this policy.  It further explains why the 
product of the policy is one that has little significance to the public as a whole, and 
has much more interest from the top officials of the country.  It finally explains the 
mere existence of the bill itself, not as a direct result of the democratic process, 
but as a compromise between the individuals that hold the most power in the 
country.  It can further be said that the theory of the “Power Elite” can be an 
accurate description of the policy making process that the United States adopts as 
evidenced and documented by the facts described in Dan Morgan’s article. 
 








during his testimony at the Nuremberg War Crimes Tribunal on 26 November, 
1945.  Admitting that an approximation of four million Jews were murdered in 
concentration camps, and an additional two million by alternative methods, Hoettel 
confirmed the six million estimate believed true by historians.  In addition, he 
suggested that Himmler believed the number to be much higher than six million 
(as cited in Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 175).  Therefore, because Nazi personnel 
have confirmed that the Jews claimed by the revisionists to have fled Europe were, 
in actuality, murdered, mass emigration is no longer a viable excuse.
       Chief US Prosecutor at the Nuremberg trials, Robert Jackson, also presented 
a much higher figure than the revisionists, stating that approximately sixty percent 
of the Jews estimated to have lived in the Nazi-controlled areas of Europe have 
perished, adding up to a total of 5.7 million fewer Jews living in the former Nazi-
dominated countries than before the war (as cited in Seltzer, 1998, 532).  Joseph 
Goebbels, head of propaganda and top Nazi official, in his diary on 27 March, 
1942, presented similar information:


     Furthermore, just twenty days prior to this journal entry, he estimated that 
there were, at the time, still eleven million Jews living in Europe.  Assuming that 
the Nazis were able to accomplish their goal of liquidating sixty percent of the 
Jews, six million Jews would have been killed due to Nazi persecution (Shermer 
& Grobman, 2000, 190).  Although this was just a goal presented by Goebbels, 
it holds a lot of weight because he was closely connected to Hitler throughout 
the war, and knew of his plans for annihilation.  Though the exact number of 
Jewish Holocaust victims remains uncertain, based on a compilation of written 
documents, perpetrator confessions and other forms of evidence, the most likely 
approximation lies between five and six million, far higher than the number 
believed and argued by the revisionists.
        However, along with denying the death of six million Jews, revisionists are
also known to question the standard belief that the mass murder of European 
Jewry was systematically planned, but argue instead that the goal of Hitler’s 
Final Solution was deportation of Jews from Europe.  They suggest that as the 
war progressed, the Nazis were holding more Jews than they could deport, and 
thus created ghettos and camps as a means for housing, not killing them, until 
they could eventually transfer the remaining Jews into non-European countries 
(Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 100-101).  Evidence contradicts these claims, 
however.  According to historian Peter Longerich, in the 1930s, it became clear 


Beginning with Lublin the Jews are now being deported eastward from the 
Government-General.  The procedure is pretty barbaric, and one that beggars 
description, and there’s not much left of the Jews.  Broadly speaking one 
can probably say that sixty percent of them will have to be liquidated, while 
only forty percent can be put to work (as cited in Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 
190).
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that the ultimate goal of the Final Solution was violence toward European Jewry, 
as the Nazis attempted to remove all of Germany’s Jews.  In addition, Longerich 
also claims that in the year preceding the official beginning of WWII, the term 
annihilation, used by the Nazis, heavily suggested genocidal outcomes for 
the regime’s targeted peoples, as opposed to just deportation from Europe, as 
suggested by revisionists (Longerich, 2001, 16-17).  
        As the Soviet Army crossed into Germany, Hitler made clear that his intention 
of the Final Solution was, in fact, extermination of European Jewry, stating on 13 
February, 1945:


     It is obvious that Hitler’s intention in the Holocaust was mass murder of 
European Jewry, further countering the argument posed by revisionists that the 
main goal of the Nazis was deportation.  This goal of Jewish annihilation is noted 
also in Hitler’s Mein Kampf, where he expresses numerous times his disgust and 
distaste for the Jewish race.  Though he commonly spoke of his plans ambiguously, 
in public, in private, and within his book, it is clear that he desired an end to the 
entire Jewish population.  Specifically in volume 1 of Mein Kampf these plans 
become obvious when he said the following: 


       It is clear that Hitler desired more than simply deportation of the European 
Jews to various countries outside Europe, but instead desired a “final victory” – an 
annihilation of the entire Jewish race. 
      Himmler, too, clearly stated the intention of Jewish annihilation when in-
structing Auschwitz commandant Rudolf Hoss that every Jew they could reach 
was “to be exterminated without exception” (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 191).  
Similarly, on 4 October, 1943, he expressed the same notion, admitting that “the 
Jewish race is to be exterminated,” and that this policy was, in fact, a large part 
of the Nazi program (Levin, 2001, 1001).  Because Hitler himself, as well as 
Himmler, a top Nazi official, clearly expressed the intent of Jewish annihilation, it 
should be obvious that the revisionists are incorrect when suggesting that the only 
goal of the Final Solution was deportation.


Against the Jews I fought open-eyed and in view of the whole world.  At 
the beginning of the war I sent them a final warning.  I did not leave them in 
ignorance that, should they once again manage to drag the world into war, 
they would this time not be spared – I made it plain that they, this parasitic 
vermin in Europe, will be finally exterminated (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 
196).


When over long periods of human history I scrutinized the activity of the 
Jewish people, suddenly there rose up in me the fearful question whether 
inscrutable destiny, perhaps or reasons unknown to us poor mortals, did not 
with eternal and immutable resolve, desire the final victory of this little nation 
(Hitler, 1939, Years of study and suffering in Vienna).
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    52.23 percent.  In baseball, this would be a very high batting average, 
considering Ty Cobb holds the record for highest career batting average in Major 
League Baseball at 36.6 percent. 1 In hockey, it would be an even more impressive 
shooting percentage, with Craig Simpson’s 23.66 percent on top of the National 
Hockey League and World Hockey Association all time shooting percentage 
list. 2 Basketball would frown upon a free throw percentage that low, as Mark 
Price has the highest career free throw percentage at 90.4 percent. 3 In education, 
however, this percentage would receive a failing grade on an assignment.  52.23 
percent happens to be the national voting turnout average since 1960. 4 With the 
American people deciding who best represents their interests in the government, 
this result seems more akin to a school assignment grade than a successful sports 
statistic.  Decisions that are being voted on could affect each individual for years, 
depending on the specific office or issue being voted on.  
      Most sobering about this figure is that it is only for the presidential election 
years.  Every four years, barely more than half the population of voting age citizens 
trundle out and cast a vote for the most important and influential office in the 
United States.  In midterm elections, turnout hovers around forty percent.  Though 
each office individually may not be as powerful as the president, combined these 
officials are responsible for overseeing the president.  Further still, election ballots 
every year have important local officials and ballot proposals that may impact 
individual lives and communities more than any presidential election ever could.  
Ballot proposals are a way of amending the constitution of a local, state or federal 
government in one swift movement by popular vote, regardless of how any 
legislator feels about the situation.  Take, for instance, the recent proposal that 
allowed for medicinal marijuana in Michigan.  What are the specifics contained in 
the bill?  How does the bill account for the adapting of the current system with this 
new law?  What are the standards for enrollment?  What are the long-term social 
implications?  These are all very important questions that impact daily life of 
every Michigan citizen.  Who has the answers?  Where would one go to find these 
answers?  Would one be able to find such answers with sufficient explanation 
before the vote would take place?  This is just one small issue, but it is by far not 
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encouraging students to disengage from the political process?  He then explained 
that when fewer people vote, his own vote counts more.  This makes sense.  
Though his vote only still counts as one, if the number of total received votes 
declines, his vote would have more weight.  Contained here is one very simple 
argument.  By not voting, you are not only failing to voice your own opinion, you 
are also increasing the strength of every other vote.  This reason alone was enough 
to change my mind about the importance of voting; however, some may still be 
reluctant to hit the polls next election cycle.
       Another reason to vote is civic duty.  Civic duty, however, has been thrown 
around without much direction so often that it has lost most relevant meaning to 
most of society.  Many people are told that it is their civic duty to vote, without 
any explanation of either what civic duty actually is or why it is important.  Civic 
duty is simply the act of being a citizen.  Being a citizen of these United States 
does not necessarily mean that one must vote.  That being said, it is a condition 
of our political system that citizens participate in elections.  Two days a week, I 
drive down to Lansing from Saginaw for my current internship with the Michigan 
Pharmacists’ Association.  This hour and a half drive in the morning allows me to 
surf the radio and check out the various types of entertainment that is being offered.  
I will listen to National Public Radio to catch up on some of the current affairs of 
the world.  I will also listen to various music stations finding melodies that will 
brighten my day.  Morning talk shows are another offering of the radio that I will 
occasionally pause on to listen to what the hosts may be chatting about.  On one 
particular morning, I paused on a radio station that I usually try to avoid due to my 
disagreement with most of the opinions of the host.  This day, he happened to be 
infuriated due to the recent budget problems the Michigan Legislature was facing 
and their seeming lack of action to fix the problem.  This host was practically 
yelling, questioning where there was any accountability placed on the legislature 
for their amazing inaction.  This brings me to my point of civic duty.  Being that 
the legislature is only in service due to the grace of their voters, this accountability 
for action, or the lack of, must come from the voters.  If officials are only elected 
due to their name or how much money they can raise, and are also only removed 
from office by term limits or their own ambition to achieve a higher office, then 
why would they accept any accountability?  
     One of the best sources of accountability stems from fear, and in the case 
of legislators, it would come from the fear of losing their office.  If the average 
employee is assigned a task, given significant notice about the completion date 
and all relevant data regarding the task, and then fails to provide any sort of effort 
for that assignment, they would most likely be fired.  Being that we, the voters, not 
only elected our officials, but also finance them through our taxes, logically, they 
are our employees.  If they never actually receive any criticism or punishment 
for poor actions or even a complete lack of action, there is no reason for them 
to change their behavior.  I must of course qualify this statement with the fact 
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that not all legislators are like this.  I would assume that the majority seek and 
retain election for the common good stemming from their sense of decency and 
belief that they truly can make the world a better place.  These officials should be 
commended for their morality, character and service to the citizens and the state.  
Here is the way to place that accountability that so many people seek and complain 
about with these officials.  If you do vote, I congratulate you on completing the 
action that is a check on the officials that serve us.  If you also suggest, guilt, bully 
or do anything else that encourages your friends to vote as well, I applaud you on 
assisting in achieving that accountability for officials.  If you do not vote, then I 
can only ask that you do not complain about the current policies or officials, since 
you did not even attempt to influence the outcome.
      You may be asking yourself why your vote is significant.  It’s just one vote 
among many.  How can it be heard?  There is an answer to this question.  Once 
legislators are elected, if they are smart, they will look at the polling data.  They 
will check the categories of who voted for them, and even more importantly, who 
voted against them.  Each legislator has a few priorities when they take office.  
Among those is usually reelection.  A legislator may see that they captured the 
youth vote, however, they received almost no female vote.  They will keep this 
in mind for their entire term until the next election.  They will seek to fight for 
policies that will both solidify their previous votes, yet also attempt to win over 
some opposing votes.  This way, each vote is part of a percentage of various 
categories that legislators will evaluate.  Age, race, religion, gender, income 
and education are some examples of the way your one vote can be broken down 
and influence a legislator.  Officials will rarely even glance over the category 
that did not vote, figuring that if they did not vote in the previous election, they 
likely will not vote in the next election either.  Rather than attempt to motivate a 
new vote, it would seem much easier to change an existing vote.  Therefore, the 
only individuals ignored by the political process are those who disenfranchise 
themselves by not voting.
     If a specific official is really upsetting, there are some strategies to make 
your one vote more important and have a better chance of actually removing an 
incumbent, which is a current office holder running for reelection.  Incumbents 
win a vast majority of races based solely on name recognition and the “if it 
ain’t broke, don’t fix it” mentality.  There are two types of districts: safe and 
contested.  In safe districts, a majority of like-minded voters live in the district, 
and elections usually turn out the same way.  My home district has voted for 
and elected Democrats since long before I followed politics.  This would be 
considered a safe district, meaning a Republican has a very small chance to win 
the election in that district.  In a safe district, the best way to influence a vote 
is in the primary election.  Primary elections happen when multiple candidates 
run from the same political party for the same seat to represent that party in the 
general election.  Most notable are the presidential primaries, where candidates 
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science, human welfare, and other personal frontiers. 
     However, others since the twentieth century have claimed that the frontier 
is closed. Franklin Delano Roosevelt believed this to be true and claimed, “Our 
last frontier has long since been reached, and there is practically no more free 
land” (“Commonwealth Club Speech,” p. 1175). In the past whenever economic 
hardships arose, a new section of the west would be opened and people could 
just pick up and move. During this time people earned their wealth from both 
services they performed and straight from the soil. Industrialization changed all of 
this. An open frontier meant equal opportunity for all.  Franklin D. Roosevelt felt 
that industrialization had reduced the equality of opportunity causing classes and 
oppression. He stated, “a glance at the situation today only too clearly indicates 
that equality of opportunity as we have known it no longer exists” (Roosevelt, 
“Commonwealth Club Speech,” p. 1175).  He called the west a “safety valve” that 
no longer existed for those put out of work “by the Eastern economic machines” 
(Roosevelt, “Commonwealth Club Speech,” p. 1175). Since there was no longer 
a tangible frontier where people were capable of setting out to till their own 
land and become self-sufficient, he felt it was time for the government to begin 
assisting people so they could reach their full potential. He stated, “We have come 
to a dear realization of the fact that true individual freedom cannot exist without 
economic security and independence” (Roosevelt, “A Second Bill of Rights,” p. 
1190-1191). This self-reliance had become impossible due to oppression and the 
end of westward expansion.
     The debate over the American frontier continues to this day. Advertising 
companies try to reach American consumers be appealing to their sense of an 
existing pioneer spirit. Levi Jeans has created a new campaign titled “Go Forth” 
which consists of phrases written by Walt Whitman from his poems “Go Forth” 
and “Pioneer, O Pioneer.” These ads speak directly to the heart of Americans that 
the frontier is still open and that it is up to us to go and find it. Even the names 
of current products attempt to capture this spirit. For example, Ford has named 
one automobile the Explorer and another the Frontier. Yet it seems that as much 
as Americans would like to believe in this open frontier, the reality for most of 
them is that it is closed. This was apparent in the election of President Barack 
Obama. Though he never directly states that the frontier is closed, he follows the 
ideas established by Franklin D. Roosevelt that people are no longer able to be 
self-sufficient and that the government needs to step in to create an equality of 
opportunity. In a speech in September, 2009 Obama discussed the American spirit 
as “our self-reliance, our rugged individualism, our fierce defense of freedom and 
our healthy skepticism of government” (“Obama calls for congress to face health 
care challenge,” 2009). However, this was accompanied by a belief that “in this 
country, hard work and responsibility should be rewarded by some measure of 
security and fair play; and an acknowledgment that sometimes government has 
to step in to help deliver on that promise” (Obama, “Obama calls for congress to 
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face health care challenge,” 2009).
         This idea correlates with the second major idea about American individualism 
that has been continuously debated throughout history: the role of government. One 
side of the debate argues that any government interference hampers individualism. 
Many on this side take a Darwinist view of society, basing success on survival of 
the fittest. Through this view, inequality is a natural result of the struggle of life 
and thus it is fair. William Graham Sumner felt that there was nothing but “fallacy 
and a superstition in the notion that ‘the state’ owes anything to anybody except 
peace, order, and the guarantees of rights” (p. 705). In his opinion, no one had the 
right to demand that some people solve the problems of other people, including 
the government. The poor, according to Sumner, had not been able to satisfy their 
own desires and “in their view they have a right, not only to pursue happiness, but 
to get it” (p. 706). In this view, government support of this nature will lead only to 
people relying on the government and not striving to be their best, because there 
will no longer be a need to do so. If the person who works the hardest and is the 
most successful has their property taken from them to be given to someone that 
does not work hard, it becomes evident that “poverty is the best policy” (Sumner, 
p. 707). Sumner believed that individualism is only possible when a person is 
completely self-reliant. He stated, “The free man in a free democracy [is free 
only] when he cut off all the ties by which he might have made others pull him 
up. He must take all the consequences of his new status. He is, in a certain sense, 
an isolated man” (Sumner, p. 709). He believed that any person that accepted 
assistance from another was not an independent person. 
       Another way to consider this social Darwinism is Andrew Carnegie’s Law of 
Competition. He stated that while this competition “may be sometimes hard for 
the individual, it is best for the race, because it insures the survival of the fittest 
in every department” (Carnegie, p. 732). He also felt that individualism meant 
succeeding on your own, not having a brotherhood or laboring for others. Ralph 
Waldo Emerson agreed with this idea. He believed that only a person that did 
not accept any outside support was strong and would succeed. In accordance he 
stated, “Is not a man better than a town?” (Emerson, “Self-Reliance,” p. 476). 
Any government action to support people, according to this side of the debate, 
was an infringement on the fundamental rights of society. In The Conscience of 
a Conservative, Barry Goldwater claimed that, “people’s welfare depends on 
individual self reliance, rather than on state paternalism” (p. 1257). He believed 
that the Constitution was designed to prevent the government from expanding 
their authority in this way and that every person should be responsible for their 
own development. 
      The opposing side of this debate is that individualism cannot occur without 
governmental assistance. This side rejects the idea of social Darwinism and even 
views avoidable inequality as incompatible with American individualism. One of 
the greatest proponents for this side was Franklin Delano Roosevelt. He repeated 
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environment and as a result despised and misunderstood his masculinity.
      An example of how his skewed perception of masculinity affected Money as 
an adult is the way in which he treated his challengers and patients. Colapinto 
describes the famous doctor as knowing he was brilliant and in having no issues 
with letting others know he was smarter than them. He also spoke out violently 
at a conference to Milton Diamond, the doctor who challenged Money’s ideas, 
shouting “Mickey Diamond, I hate your fucking guts” (Colapinto, 87). Bly notes 
that the “ability of a man to shout and be fierce does not imply domination [nor] 
treating people as if they were objects” (27). I would argue that from the evidence 
I just submitted, Money misused his ability to shout and be fierce. He does not 
recognize his fellow humans as capable, but rather looks down upon them. But 
his misuse does not stop there. Dr. Money treats his patients, the very ones who 
are entrusting him with improving their lives, as objects and tools to prove 
his grand theories of nurture over nature. As a case in point, consider ‘Charlie 
Gordon,’ whom Money interviewed extensively about his persona and sexual life, 
and then without Charlie’s permission published in great identifying detail the 
information. Also, he seeks complete domination, as evidenced by the outburst 
against Diamond. The process of shouting and being fierce has been taken too far 
in the case of Dr. Money.
        Dr. Money exhibits several resulting ailments that Bly would point to as being 
caused by a lack of male initiation; of these, I focus on his tendency to be a “flyer” 
as well as his inability to shudder. Flyers, according to Bly, are those who respond 
to childhood wounds through high achievement (as opposed to victims, who 
assume a perpetual state of victimhood and do not aspire to anything), seeking 
to rise above their families, particularly their fathers. As a result, they become 
arrogant. Looking at Money, this seems to be exactly what happened. He utilized 
his self-proclaimed intellectual superiority to first rise above his peers in school, 
then to rocket into international fame as a pioneer in sexology. He also sought to 
rise above the boundaries of the religion he was raised in by pushing the envelope 
in regards to sexual issues (Colapinto, 28). Bly would likely describe Money as 
belonging to the group of people who “are wholeheartedly devoted to infantile 
grandiosity” (36). Perhaps resulting from his life as a flyer, I find that Money 
never learned how to shudder, a development Bly finds important for men. Bly 
takes the movie Casualties of War and points to the character played by Michael J. 
Fox as an example of a man who has learned to shudder: he is surrounded by men 
who during the Vietnam War capture and rape a woman. Fox’s character refuses 
to partake in the act, attempts to save the woman’s life, and reports the atrocity 
at great personal threat. He shudders at the horrible things that his comrades are 
doing, and this makes him human. After reading Colapinto’s book, I find that 
Money never learned to shudder based upon the way in which he “treated” David 
and Brian Reimer as children. Money would show children graphic images of 
adults engaging in sexual intercourse, and most shocking of all, would have the 
Reimer twins engage in “coital mimicry.” Essentially, Brian (the brother who had 
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not undergone any sex reassignment surgery as an infant) would be made to come 
up behind Brenda (David), who was on all fours, and would place his crotch up 
against Brenda’s buttocks (Colapinto, 87-88). The most heart wrenching part of 
this coital mimicry practice is that Money had the twins engage in this at the age 
of six. In his effort to soar, I find that Money forgot what it is to shudder. Both of 
these issues that Money exhibits stem from a lack of male initiation as a young 
man, which all lines up with Bly’s arguments in Iron John. 
   Looking at the controversy surrounding Pat Tillman’s death in 2004 reveals 
another symptom caused by the societal illness resulting from a lack of male 
initiation and interaction: an abundance of soldiers, but few warriors. Pat Tillman 
enlisted as an Army Ranger in 2002, and was sent to Afghanistan, where he 
died in what was reportedly a “firefight with anti-coalition military forces” (Pat 
Tillman Story). The truth of the matter was that this “firefight” was a friendly 
fire incident that the army chose to cover up. Kevin Tillman would testify on his 
dead brother’s behalf that the soldier who shot Pat reportedly saw  Pat waving his 
hands in the air but decided to shoot anyway, which was in “clear violation of the 
rules of engagement” (How They Lied). The army had had an accurate account of 
the incident from Bryan O’Neal, who was present when Pat died but deliberately 
falsified the information (Specialist…on Pat Tillman’s Death).  In his testimony, 
Kevin highlighted multiple deliberate and calculated lies issued by the army as the 
organization tried to cover up an embarrassing incident. 
       From this situation, in support of Bly’s ideas, there is a clear distinction between 
the warriors and the soldiers. Pat Tillman, based upon the accounts of those closest 
to him, and his brother Kevin are the warriors. Bly cites the ideas of Robert Moore 
on the nature of a true warrior: “the quality of a true warrior is that he is in service 
to a purpose greater than himself…to a transcendent cause” (150). Pat and Kevin 
demonstrate this service to a transcendent cause, for both of them enlisted post-
September 11. Pat gave up his chance at professional football in order to serve his 
country. Another important quality of a warrior is the ability to stand and protect a 
boundary; Kevin exhibits this by being willing stand and defend the boundary of 
truth in regards to what happened to his brother, even when the agent of lies is the 
United States military. True to Bly’s prediction about the state of warriors in our 
society, there seem to be more outward warriors, or soldiers, involved in the case 
of Pat Tillman than true warriors. For one, the person who shot Pat, regardless 
of the fact that the target was waving his arms, is not a warrior but a solider of 
mechanized warfare. And where Kevin stood for truth, those in charge of the case 
in the army did not defend the boundary of truth, but rather allowed lies to saunter 
past. Perhaps the reason for this difference between the Tillman boys and those 
who were involved in the death of Pat and the subsequent cover up was in their 
development. Bly notes that it is vital that the warrior become a warrior after a 
time in the garden, in nature, where he learns how to be a lover and how to dance 
before learning how to defend and to kill. From the clip “The Pat Tillman Story,” 
the boys were encouraged to be out in nature as they were growing up. There were 
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obert Bly is one of many who are concerned about the state of men and 
masculinity in Western society. In his work, Iron John, he lays out what he 


finds to be the two main challenges men face: 1) that the current work model takes 
men away from the home and, more importantly, away from the observation of 
their sons, and 2) that the older men in society are failing to initiate the young men 
into adulthood. This paper will elaborate on both. Additionally, I will evaluate Bly’s 
conjectures by applying his thoughts to two recent situations. First, I will consider 
the effects of growing up with neither a father-figure nor a male initiation upon 
the famous Dr. John Money as described by John Colapinto in his work As Nature 
Made Him: The Boy Who Was Raised as a Girl. Next, I will examine the ideas of 
Bly alongside the case of Pat Tillman as told through “Pat Tillman Story,” “How 
They Lied when Pat Tillman Died,” “Specialist Bryan O’Neal on Pat Tillman’s 
Death,” and “Pat Tillman’s Family Insulted.” I find that the behaviors of Dr. John 
Money, Pat and Kevin Tillman, and those who attempted to cover up the details 
surrounding the death of Pat Tillman all work together as convincing, real-world 
evidence to support the thoughts of the mythopoetic theorist, Robert Bly. 
      One of the challenges that Bly identifies for men today is that they no longer 
labor at home, but rather go to a remote workplace. Prior to industrialization, men 
would typically work in agriculture or in a family trade. In this work structure, the 
son is able to observe his father at work during the day, and can work alongside of 
him. Through this process, the son learns to “resonate to the masculine frequency,” 
or in other words, learns to be a man (Bly, 94). Somewhere along the line, this 
kind of labor began to be seen as low. The workplace ceased to be the family shop 
or the farm and was transferred to factories and office buildings where the son can 
no longer follow and observe his father. As a result, the young man feels alienated 
from his parent and suspicious of the older man’s daily activities. The only parent 
that the young man is around for extended periods of time is his mother. As a 
result, the son learns the “female attitude toward masculinity and take a female 
view of his own father and of his own masculinity” (Bly, 24). Essentially, this 
proves to be a skewed view of both masculinity and of his father, which results in 
the boy misunderstanding his own identity. 
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       The failure to initiate young boys into manhood is the second major challenge 
for men that Bly identifies in Iron John. The first step of this initiation process is 
that the young man must break from his mother, a step that is taken less frequently 
today than in the past. However, Bly does not blame women; rather, he finds that 
the older men are coming up short in fulfilling their duties to young men. The 
second part of the initiation process is for the mentor to “teach the young man how 
abundant, various, and many-sided his manhood is” (Bly, 55). This initiation goes 
deeper than a confirmation or Bar-Mitzvah ceremony. To complete this initiation 
into manhood, the young boy must “move from the mother’s house to the father’s 
house” (Bly, 87), thus cementing that break from his mother. Some groups of 
people literally do move the young boys away from their mothers, immersing 
them into manhood through an elaborate ceremony where the boys are told stories 
about manhood by their elders. As a part of some initiations, the young boys 
are intentionally wounded. Ultimately, Bly’s point is that through this initiation 
process (and through extensive exposure to older members of the same gender), 
young men will learn how to be strong as well as how to deal with their wounds. 
         The ideas of Robert Bly are very abstract and it is useful to hold them up against 
a concrete situation; the case of David Reimer provides just such a situation. David 
was born a twin and christened Bruce Reimer. A fateful circumcision accident 
left his genitals mutilated, much to the dismay of his parents. Desperate, they 
sought medical advice from various institutions, but nothing they heard satisfied 
them. One day, they saw a doctor on television, Dr. John Money, who was talking 
about his achievements in gender reassignment operations which he had been 
performing on babies born as hermaphrodites. His claim was that a child’s gender 
identification was based not solely on nature, but rather on nurture. In other words, 
Bruce could be reassigned to the opposite gender and would purportedly grow up 
to be a happy and healthy woman. The Reimers leaped at the chance for their 
child to live as close to a normal life as was possible, and Bruce Reimer became 
Brenda Reimer. To say the least, the procedure did not come close to living up to 
the promises of Dr. Money, and Brenda would ultimately decide to become a man, 
and chose the name David for himself. 
    In this very complex case, the individual who to me is most interesting to 
consider as evidence for Bly’s argument about the need for male initiation is Dr. 
John Money. He never broke from his mother in the way that Bly suggests is vital. 
His father, whom Money did not admire, died when he was eight. Recalling what 
Bly stated about a skewed view of masculinity sometimes presented by women, 
Money’s relationship with the adult women in his life exemplifies the results Bly 
predicted. His mother and aunts raised him, all of whom routinely expressed their 
disapproval of men and masculinity. As a result, Money said that he “suffered 
from the guilt of being male…[and] wondered if the world might really be a better 
place for women if not only farm animals but human males also were gelded at 
birth” (Colapinto, 27). As a child, Money was never properly initiated by an older 
man into the complexities of manhood, but rather remained in a solely feminine 
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 L. Mencken wrote his Notes on Democracy in 1926. In the intervening 
years the United States has suffered and recovered from an economic 


depression, fought in World War II, staved the spread of Communism in Asia 
and Eastern Europe; to name a few things. The role of the federal government 
has grown to unprecedented proportion, and tides of conservatism and liberalism 
have impacted the political landscape. So, while Mencken makes many interesting 
points it is appropriate in this new century to revisit his work and question its 
relevance.
    The largest discrepancy between the work of Mencken and our present 
political reality is his strong focus on democracy. Preconditions for this system of 
government are a gathering of a nation’s citizens and participation. The current 
trend in the United States is one of disaggregation and non-participation. In 2008, 
an election with record turnout, only 58.23% of the voting age population cast 
a vote for President of the United States of America (2008 Presidential Popular 
Vote, 5). This was not a coming-together under Thomas Paine’s “tree” (132). Nor 
were many people active participants, most choosing to vote only. It was a record 
year. Instead, I contend that our nation has entered into a new age marked by 
solitude and lonesomeness.


Solitary Man


      Democracy excited our nation to uproarious applause. Franklin Roosevelt’s 
New Deal programs put this country back to work. In return, people were more 
than happy to make sacrifices, especially during the war. So happy were the 
people that Roosevelt was all but an elected monarch for the duration of his life. 
Not finding what they wanted from the only man to ever deploy nuclear weapons, 
the people, in their wisdom, elected the victorious Supreme Allied Commander. 
There was no turning back; our Presidency was ever after imperial.
         The psychology of the Solitary Man has its roots in individual struggle. After 
abandoning the greased pole (Mencken, 36), man went off, alone, to sulk. Those 
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share in their success. Emerging from this is a psychology of solitude. Solitary 
Man dare not help his fellows for either sheer xenophobia, or fear that they will 
somehow take what is rightfully his. Individualism drives him and alone he will 
either succeed or fail. Propping up this new psychology is an over-reliance on 
technology. Through the internet, Solitary Man can accomplish nearly everything 
from the comfort of his own home.
        The psychology of solitude has a clear effect on the realm of politics. Driven by 
fear, and blind to the world around him, Solitary Man is burdened with a dearth of 
knowledge. The main purpose of government is to fill a vacuum and so politicians 
and bureaucrats alike rush to plug the gap. It is a lucrative business and attracts 1.8 
million workers at the national level (Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department 
of Labor, Career Guide to Industries, 2008-09 Edition, Federal Government), and 
an astounding 8 million for states and municipalities (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
U.S. Department of Labor, Career Guide to Industries, 2008-09 Edition, State 
and Local Government). Overwhelmed by sheer number Solitary Man is forced 
to listen to only the loudest of the herd. Knowing this, politicians make use of all 
media and with voice vociferous appear to be qualified.
       Liberty is the most sacred possession of Solitary Man. No longer is the right 
of revolution reserved to hungry city mobs (Mencken, 53). Now, anyone with a 
grudge to hold or a bee in their bonnet has, at their disposal, the means to launch 
petition drives, letter-writing campaigns, polls, press releases, and political rants 
with either their own personal blog or through a variety of websites. Whenever 
an individual liberty is perceived to be under assault, people become wide-eyed 
screaming babies and refuse to quiet until coddled by their government through 
some token gesture. Solitary Man screams for liberty but only sings the song of a 
caged bird; he likes it that way.
        The eternal mob is gone, moved to a subdivision in suburbia, and shall never 
return. Solitary Man longs for no more human contact than is necessarily polite. 
Minority party politicians, pundits, and antiestablishment authorities all seek to 
maintain an illusion of a populist mob, but Solitary Man will only abide them until 
they grow boring. The modern mob is a sideshow, a collection of people protesting 
just to add the event to their résumé of activism, a collection of buttons, a litany 
of bumper stickers. The Solitary Man only joins a mob to indicate individual 
accomplishment.


The Solitary State
 
       All governments are a reflection of the values its citizenry holds dear. This is 
as true in the United States as it is anywhere else in the world. Solitude is carried 
out by the state as it is lived by its people. Abroad we act unilaterally; at home the 
state is unimpeachable. We coerce coalitions into existence to fight wars overseas. 
Within our borders civil liberties are purposefully trampled and crushed by a mad 
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ne Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich by Alexander Solzhenitsyn is a critique 
of Stalinism through the first hand account of the fictionally created character 


Ivan Denisovich Shukhov. Solzhenitsyn created his literary account of a day in a 
prison camp through the development of several fictional characters and creative 
emotional themes appealing to human nature. Essential to incorporating his to 
work into a larger historical picture of Gulag isolationism, is his emphasis on 
the politics, organizational structure, and contrasting intellectualisms of the 
camp system. The novel, narrated through the first person experiences of his 
main character Ivan Shukhov, provides a historical account of the irrationality 
of a political system and the oppression of basic human freedoms under the 
authoritarian rule of Stalin. The struggle for survival is thematically elaborated 
upon in the novel by the accentuation of hunger, mistrust, and brutality. Within 
the lager theme of the struggle for survival in the context of existentialism and the 
notion of God, several subthemes are developed, such as the ethnic differences 
still fresh in Russia between the people of different regions within the empire, 
gender relations and the failing system of the kolkhoz, and the organizational and 
hierarchical structure of Shukhov’s labor camp in the geographical region of the 
Siberian steppe. All of this provides evidence to the uncontrollable nature of events 
for Russian peoples that have been ever present in their history. The following 
review will examine the previously mentioned themes within a historical context, 
concentrating on the continuing despotism of the Russian government that has 
been intertwined within the system since monarchial rule and the perpetuation of 
the social institution of serfdom.
    The experiences of Shukhov can be used in explaining the absurdity of 
Stalinism, the terror, the violence, and the fear of dissent from his rule. More 
importantly, they can be used to describe the horrors of the Gulag system and the 
contradicting Soviet political system as the product of authoritarian rule. Shukhov 
is serving in the labor camps for the crime of high treason. In 1942 his whole 
army was surrounded by Germans and having no other options, surrendered to 
the Germans. He remained in German captivity and managed to escape, but was 
not believed by Russian authorities when he stated his story and claimed to be an 
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Other ethnicities and affiliations are pointed out throughout the narrative, such 
as two Estonians in the came who were “…as close as brothers…They shared 
their food, they slept in adjacent bunks…but in fact they weren’t brothers at all. 
They first met here in the 104th” (p. 40).  Exemplary of strong ethnic strife in 
Russian history carried into the rule of Stalin is a prisoner in Shukhov’s squadron 
by the name of Tiurin. He was expelled from the Soviet Army and sentenced to 
the gulags for being the son of a Kulak. “…I learned from him that the regimental 
commander and commissar were both shot in thirty-seven, no mater whether they 
were of proletarian or kulak stock…” (p. 70). Ethnic strife previously pointed 
out in describing violence among prisoners, was the ethnicity of the victim 
being Moldavian. Key throughout Solzhenitsyn’s work and the development of 
characters through the first hand account of Shukhov, are descriptions of ethnic 
and religious groups essential in understanding their imprisonment in their camp, 
the segregation of these groups within Russian society and the need for these 
minority groups to unite in camps for a sense of comfort, and the sociological 
issues of violence stemming from historic oppression against various regional 
areas under various Russian rulers. All of this ethnic strife and terror surrounding 
it proved to serve the purpose of Stalin’s propaganda towards Socialist Patriotism 
vs. Historic Nationalism after victory in World War II.
      Deeply impacted by the war, labor camps, and Stalinization are gender relations 
and the failure of the kolkhoz in the context of the failures of the collectivization 
of labor. Through recalling his memories of home before he was imprisoned, the 
importance of the kolkhoz in the political structure of rural Russia is outlined. 
Farmers were failing to meet their daily quotas  and because of the collectivization 
occurring, many individual plots of land had been cut down to one third of an 
acre. “What he couldn’t take in was the fact that, as his wife wrote, the number 
of people in the kolkhoz hadn’t grown by a single soul since the war. All the 
young men and women…had managed to get away and work in factories…Half 
the men hadn’t come back from the war and those who had, were some  who 
cold-shouldered the kolkhoz…The kolkhoz was kept going by the women who’d 
been there since 1930” (p.32). Shukhov could not fathom the idea that men were 
no longer working for the kolkhoz and that many in his old village had given 
up seasonal and private work at the expense of their government. Through the 
critical evaluation of the role of women as described by Stalin during World War 
II, the conclusion can be made that they held the nation together during this time 
period. With all of the men in labor camps or fighting in the war, it was mainly 
women and children who dug the trenches and barricades at home, maintained 
the kolkhoz, and worked in the heavy industries developed by Stalin. This is 
evident in his propaganda campaigns towards the collectivization of labor and 
industrialization, in which women are portrayed as strong laborers in the country 
side and happy workers of industry in the city, although there is ample evidence 
to suggest otherwise.
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        The organizational structure of the labor camp is an important theme throughout 
the novel, allowing the audience to further understand and factor in the absurdity 
of the system in general. They woke up every morning and ended their day with 
the same thing consistently, organized counts of squadrons, terror of random acts 
of violence against them committed by guards daily, and the assignment of hard 
and unrealistic work quotas. Watch towers were established with guards on duty 
observing their every move while working and they never marched to and from 
any given point within the camp without the accompaniment of an assigned guard 
to perpetuate the installation of terror and ensure that no one escaped. However, 
the role of the squad leader was more central and direct to the daily lives of the 
prisoners than that of the guarding soldiers. The squad leader, a prisoner himself, 
was responsible for reporting to authorities for their squad’s work assignment, 
delegating his men to various tasks to complete the job, and somehow ensuring 
that the job got done without any proper supplies. “More depended on the work 
report than on the work itself. A clever squad leader was one who concentrated on 
the work report. That was what kept men fed. He had to prove that work which 
hadn’t been done had been done, to turn jobs that were rated low into ones that 
were rated high. For this the squad leader had to have his head screwed on, and to 
be on the right side of the inspectors…But who benefited from all of those work 
reports…the camp got thousands of extra rubles from the building organization 
and so could give higher bonuses to its gaurs…you got an extra six ounces of 
bread for your supper. A couple of extra ounces ruled your life” (p. 50).  Most of 
the time their work situation was a catch-22. They didn’t have proper supplies, so 
they had to scour the camp and steal them while avoiding not getting caught by 
the guards. The supplies they were given had to be used adamantly, and if there 
was a surplus of goods at the end, they had to somehow be secretly disposed of or 
the squadron would be accused of not working efficiently for that day and thrown 
in the cells.
        The geographical isolation and harshness of the Siberian steppe is an important 
issue in examining the labor camps. The climate was unimaginably cold and the 
land was uninhabited, but it was rich in natural resources such as timber, minerals, 
and oil. This in reasoning, incorporated the Gulag system of forced labor camps 
very deeply into the Soviet economy and Stalin was keenly aware of this.  Survival 
was meek in Siberian work camps despite the fact that the Soviet government 
profited off of the slavery of its own citizens. Most prisoners never survived their 
ten to twenty-five year sentence. “The steppe was barren and windswept, with a 
dry wind in the summer and a freezing one in the winter. Nothing could ever grow 
that steppe, less than nothing behind four barriers of barbed wire…however much 
blood you sweat at work, however much you grovel on your belly, you’ll force 
no food out of that earth; you’ll get no more than the damned authorities give 
you…they rob you here…” (p. 39). In temperatures that reach negative forty one, 
working in this climate is a sheer nightmare. “There is nothing more bitter as this 
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colonies. Thomas Paine, writing in The American Crisis, states his belief that the 
Revolutionary War was a fundamentally defensive action, and that self-defense 
was justified, whether the aggressor was “an individual villain or an army of 
them”(150). Alexander Hamilton, in arguing for a strong national government, 
believed that the desires of the anti-federalists would lead to a government unable 
to act “necessary to the purposes” of “the common safety,” particularly raising 
revenue for a standing military (207). In contrast, anti-federalist Patrick Henry 
believed that a standing army would result in “all power…in the possession” of a 
strong central government, which would pose a dire threat to liberty.        
    As America moved into the nineteenth century and a more expansionist foreign 
policy began to emerge, ideas related to national defense became more integral to 
American political thought. Henry David Thoreau penned his famous resistance 
to civil government after serving a brief jail sentence for refusing to pay his taxes. 
One of Thoreau’s major objections was to the waging of the Mexican War by the 
United States, which he believed was “the work of comparatively few individuals 
using the standing government as their tool.” Thoreau saw the prevailing idea 
of Manifest Destiny as fundamentally a pro-slavery policy which he, as an 
abolitionist, found abhorrent.  To Thoreau, “the standing army is only an arm of 
the standing government” (485).
    America’s westward expansion also had its defenders. Theodore Roosevelt 
believed that the conquering of the frontier was ultimately “for the benefit of 
civilization and in the interest of mankind.” To Roosevelt, the indigenous people 
of the Americas and other parts of the world were “barbarous and savage” and 
their lands were of ultimately better use to men “who in the end shape their own 
destinies. “ Roosevelt defended American actions in the west, noting that much of 
the land transfers were through treaty, and that armed conflict with some Indian 
tribes was inevitable only because of the latter’s warlike nature. In Roosevelt’s 
view, the west was won by Americans because of their inherent superiority and 
that formerly aboriginal lands throughout the world should “become the heritage 
of the dominant world race” (908-9).
       In the latter half of the nineteenth century, as the American frontier began 
to close, a new conflict about American foreign policy arose between those who 
believed that the United States should join the European powers in their quest 
for colonies and imperial influence, and those who saw the quest for empire 
as fundamentally inconsistent with American values. Indiana Senator Albert 
J. Bevridge advocated for the expansion of American territory and influence. 
According to Bevridge, the rapid development of the American economy in the 
nineteenth century required “new markets for our produce, new occupation for 
our capital, new work for our labor” and made necessary the incorporation of 
territories captured during the Spanish-American War into an American empire. 
In Bevridge’s eyes, divine Providence and American moral authority required the 
United States bring further development and rational self-governance to these 
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areas. Bevridge believed that it was America’s duty to provide an “example of 
right and honor” and that “the [American] flag must henceforth be the symbol and 
the sign to all mankind”(915-17) 
      Though many supported Bevridge and his views, there was also fierce opposition 
to the annexation of captured Spanish territory.  The Anti-Imperialist League, 
an organization that opposed making the Philippines an American territory,  
believed that “the policy known as imperialism is hostile to liberty and tends 
towards militarism, and evil from which it has been our glory to be free. To Anti-
Imperialists, annexation by the United States was deeply offensive to American 
the concept of self-determination and that “a self-governing state cannot accept 
sovereignty over an unwilling people.” The Anti-Imperialist League made clear 
that they would oppose the election of any politician or party “that stands for the 
forcible subjugation of any people” (919-20).
   Colonial competition between the European powers would contribute to the 
outbreak of massive military conflict in the First World War. After initially 
pledging American neutrality, Woodrow Wilson ended the traditional American 
policy of non-interference in Europe by declaring war on imperial Germany and 
joining the allies. Wilson believed that American intervention was justified by 
German aggression and  stated his view that American involvement was necessary 
because “the world must be made safe for democracy.” In an address to Congress 
requesting the war declaration, Wilson stated that American interests would “be 
satisfied when….rights have been made as secure as the faith and the freedom of 
nations can make them.”
    Though America and its allies prevailed in World War I, another even larger 
conflict broke out just a generation later. America entered World War II after the 
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. With its major allies, the Great Britain and the 
Soviet Union, American defeated the Axis Powers of Germany, Italy and Japan.  A 
decisive military victory by the United States would quickly give way, however, 
to a post-war world of great potential danger and geopolitical complexity.
      As a “Cold War “commenced between the United States and the Soviet Union, 
the question of how to deal with a hostile and powerful nation confronted American 
policy makers. American Foreign Service officer George Kennan would advocate 
for a policy of containment that would become the cornerstone of American 
foreign policy for the next forty years. Kennan believed that the Soviet Union’s 
totalitarian structure and long-term commitment to Communism made them 
vulnerable to a flexible approach utilizing “vigilant application of counterforce 
at a series of constantly shifting geographical and political points” (1220). Rather 
than direct confrontation, Kennan believed that by “giving the peoples of the 
world generally the impression of a country that knows what it wants…and has a 
spiritual vitality capable of holding its own among the major ideological currents 
of the time,” the United States could limit Soviet influence (1221). Winning the 
Cold War, Kennan believed, would require America to “measure up to its own 
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after the Holocaust, the concept of Romanestan, or a land dedicated to be the 
home of the Gypsies, remains only an idea, embraced only by the Gypsies (Lee, 
1971, 236).  They have been striving toward the creation of Romanestan since 
the 1920s, carried on by the “Gypsy kings,” or Kwiek family.  In search of a land 
for the Gypsies, such locations as Namibia, the Ganges River in India, Uganda, 
Abyssinia, Burgenland (lying between Austria and Hungary), and a village near 
Paris, France were all considered over time.  In 1934, Jozef Kwiek requested 
approval from the United Nations, but to no avail.  Persistently, varying members 
of the Kwiek family repeatedly searched for support from such countries as 
Czechoslovakia, England, Italy, and France, but the realization of Romanestan is 
still a long ways away (Marushiakova & Popov, 2005, 75-78).
        Even though Gypsies experienced treatment similar to that of the Jews during 
the Holocaust, such as the passing of laws to ensure segregation, unwarranted 
arrests, and deportations, which led to their forced stay in concentration camps, 
and death camps, Gypsies are usually the forgotten victims (Sonneman, 2002, 
33).  However, testimonies published by both Jewish and Gypsy survivors share 
similar stories. Antonia Krokova recalled being gathered up in the middle of the 
night by the Czech police, who transported her entire family to Lety concentration 
camp.  She was later transported again, this time to Auschwitz, where she was 
branded with a tattoo, her hair was shaved, and her belongings were burned.  She 
remembers the smell of the fumes from the crematorium, and the fear of being 
next to die in the gas chambers (Isles, 2002).  These conditions are very similar 
to testimonies heard by Jewish survivors as well, such as Gerda Weissman Klein, 
who detailed her life during the Holocaust in her memoir, All But My Life.  Klein 
shares another similar experience to Gypsy survivor, Rosa Mettbach, in which 
they were both forced to walk for multiple days in order to escape the Russians.  
Prisoners who were unable to continue walking were allowed to ride the trucks.  
Usually, those that rode the trucks however, did not survive (Weissman Klein, 
1995, 200 – 210; Sonneman, 2002, 218).  The similarities between their stories 
suggest that Jewish and Gypsy victims received comparable treatment as targeted 
groups during the Holocaust.  Because Gypsies were equally victimized under the 
Third Reich, their suffering should be acknowledged just as that of the Jews is.  
      Though Gypsies were indeed victims of the Holocaust, they were easily fo-
gotten by the majority of the world because they held such little political threat 
(Bauer & Milton, 1992, 516).  Unable to invoke interest or concern from the 
rest of the world due to their dramatically different lifestyles which cast them as 
outsiders, their common illiteracy, and the anti-Semitic focus of the Holocaust, 
the Gypsies still to this day fight for recognition as a race and as sufferers of the 
Holocaust.  Because of their untraditional jobs as circus performers, basket weavers, 
and fortunetellers, they have been continually misunderstood (Isles, 2002; Lee, 
1971).  Recognized world-wide by their stereotypes, Gypsy persecution under the 
Third Reich was consequently perceived both nationally and internationally with 
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indifference (Trumpener, 1992, 856).  
       Though some researchers agree that more memoirs need to be obtained from 
Gypsy survivors in order to provoke a greater acceptance and understanding of 
their involvement in the Holocaust, the issue of Gypsy illiteracy arises.  It may 
be true that more Gypsies need to start sharing their stories, but in order to do 
so many must do so orally (Sonneman, 2002, 27).    However, this only poses 
more obstacles, including finding someone interested enough in their suffering to 
interview them, and then to publish their stories. Because of the common negative 
portrayal of the Gypsies though, some survivors are reluctant to share their stories 
at all, even to interested listeners.  Along with the common struggle of illiteracy 
amongst Gypsies, Shukar Höllenreiner believes that Gypsies face hindrances 
going beyond that of their own limitations.   As he stated in an interview, “the truth 
might have a chance at being heard in the United States.  In Germany I wouldn’t 
bother….  It goes in one ear and out the other.  Half of them don’t believe you.  
They think it is a made-up story.  In Germany, they say it’s all lies” (Sonneman, 
2002, 113).  Consequently, whereas some survivors are prevented from spreading 
awareness of Gypsy victimization due to illiteracy, others choose not to for fear 
of further persecution.  
       Though clearly not as well known, the Gypsies were largely affected by the 
Holocaust.  They share similar survival stories to those more largely documented 
by the surviving Jews.  Amongst themselves, they share sentiments of the 
Holocaust, whether or not the rest of the world listens.  However, the lack of 
published memoirs helps demonstrate the awareness that the Gypsies have of the 
disapproval they receive from the rest of the world.  Despite the fact that they are 
largely illiterate, many refuse to share their stories anyway, because they know 
of the stereotypes against them.  Partnered with the anti-Semitic stigma of the 
Holocaust, the victimization of the Gypsies usually gets forgotten.  
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democracy will continue, that Solitary Man become even more isolated, that this 
isolation result in the rise of a tyrant or fall of all else that is just and good. Perhaps 
it is possible that somehow, somewhere, in this country “a party will separate the 
good that is in it theoretically from the evils that beset it practically” (Mencken, 
153). However, I feel it is best not to bet the farm on possibilities. It is the nature 
of an object to either stay at rest or to continue a course of action for which it has 
some momentum. Solitary Man will neither revolt against his solitary state, nor 
reverse its course.
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     Commonly represented as romanticized figures in movies, literary pieces, 
and in the minds of people across the world, the centuries of cruelty that Gypsies 
have faced is too often overlooked.   Throughout history, this group of people has 
experienced slavery and persecution, but perhaps the greatest cruelty that they 
have faced was during the Nazi Holocaust.  However, relatively little is known 
about the role of Gypsies as victims of the Holocaust, though they were largely 
included in it as targets for persecution.  The reason that so little emphasis is 
placed on the genocide of the Gypsies during the Holocaust, despite the fact that 
they experienced treatment similar to that of the Jews, is primarily because of 
the fact that Gypsies have continually been portrayed as the underdog to almost 
every country they have lived in, the Gypsy reliance on oral tradition, and the 
focus of anti-Semitism as related to the Holocaust.  Using the publications of 
historians, testimonies from Gypsy Holocaust survivors, and a memoir by Ronald 
Lee detailing the continued persecution he faces as a Gypsy in North America, 
convincing cases will be contributed to this topic in hopes that the world will 
begin to recognize the often overlooked plight of the Gypsies.
      It is believed that Gypsies have an origin in India, but have made their way 
through other countries such as Pakistan, Azerbaijan, and Turkey, before reaching 
Europe (Isles, 2002).  With large families and the tradition of freedom within their 
culture, these independent Gypsies had little interest in becoming integrated into 
these countries.  Scholars have noted Gypsies as being nomadic travelers, with 
very little interest in anything gadje, or non-Gypsy, considering it against their 
beliefs to fraternize in any way with these outsiders, including such aspects as 
marriage and education (Altman, 2003, 59).  Consequently, the nearly worldwide 


Oh, they beat me, Mother, and they threw me in the ditch with the dead.  They 
were all bleeding and I was covered with their blood.  Not my blood, Mother, 
but the blood of the dead Gypsies.  They threw them on top of me, Mother, 
the dead Gypsies.  The Germans killed them, Mother, and threw them in the 
ditch.  But I didn’t die, Mother, I didn’t die.  I lived to be alone in the world, 
alone amongst the Gypsies (Lee, 1971, 62).  








groups in the area believe that the procedures were conducted solely to decrease 
the number of offspring the Gypsy women could produce.  Due to common 
illiteracy amongst the group, many women signed consent forms without being 
properly informed of the effects of the operations (Czech regret, 2009).
     In his autobiography, Goddam Gypsy, Ronald (Yanko) Lee further demo-
nstrates the continued discrimination that people of the Gypsy race endured well 
into the 1960s.  Taking place in Montreal, Canada, the book is a great example of 
the struggles that faced Gypsies even outside of Germany, or Europe in general.  
Though the book speaks thoroughly of the stereotypes and fears surrounding 
Gypsies, possibly the greatest challenge that Lee had to face was finding work, 
because he was openly a Gypsy, though he was well-educated.  Even though he 
possessed a bachelor’s degree he was unsuccessful in getting hired due to the 
existing stereotypes of Gypsies as lazy, worthless, and uneducated.  Lee strongly 
portrays throughout the book the common opinion of society that “the Gypsy 
can’t be allowed to exist as is, he has to be lobotomized like any other nigger 
before he can enter the white man’s world” (Lee, 1971, 116).  
         Taking into account the discrimination that Gypsies have faced before, during, 
and after the Holocaust in countries around the world, it is obvious that they have 
relatively little support from any group outside of their own race.  By choice 
they isolated themselves, and unjustly they were punished for their nonstandard 
lifestyles, with no other group involved or interested enough to stand up for them.  
With little outside interest in the topic, the issue of spreading awareness of these 
acts, especially the Holocaust, becomes quite a challenge due to the fact that 
Gypsies are very reliant on oral traditions (Milton, 1991, 377).  As a method of 
separating themselves from the traditions of the gadje, education was irrelevant 
to their nomadic lifestyles.  Not only was it viewed as unnecessary, but it was also 
seen as a threat to their way of life.  The gadje attended school, and therefore it 
was not for the Gypsy (Altman, 2003, 59).  
      Illiteracy is so common amongst the Gypsy people, especially the Romany 
Gypsies, that at least up until 1971, they lacked even a dictionary representing 
their language.  Lee, along with Demitro, a patriarch Gypsy, attempted to publish 
the first dictionary of the Romany language.  However, though they completed the 
dictionary, they could not find anyone interested in publishing it (Lee, 1971, 110 
& 233).  Opposing the process of education, Lee, who is an educated and literate 
Gypsy, explained why he believes illiteracy is beneficial to the Gypsies:
 


This was especially an issue for Lee, because though he was educated, he was 
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You can go anywhere in the world and earn your living by your own wits and 
skills, you have no mental hang-ups because you haven’t read all the drivel 
written by other hung-up scribblers, you have no doubts or fears.  You don’t know 
how lucky you are….  You have a way of dealing with people, some instinct….  
Only the simple people like you Gypsies really make sense (Lee, 1971, 27-28).
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seldom treated as such.  Being an advocate for Gypsy rights, he feared that once 
newspaper articles were printed involving his public support of these inferior 
beings he would have trouble even getting hired as a dishwasher (Lee, 1971, 
214).
       However, though Lee respects and understands the illiteracy of the Romany 
Gypsies, it is largely due to this reason that more emphasis is placed on Jewish 
sufferings of the Holocaust than is placed on the Gypsy aspect.  Jewish citizens 
that survived these atrocities have been much more apt to produce testimonies and 
memoirs (Milton, 1991, 377).   Many Gypsies who do wish to share their stories of 
survival must do so orally.  Toby Sonneman, author of Shared Sorrows: A Gypsy 
Family Remembers the Holocaust, was able to record stories from surviving 
members of the Mettbach Gypsy family through interviews, which generated 
evidence suggesting similar persecution of the Gypsies to the commonly accepted 
persecution of the Jews (Sonneman, 2002).  But without her dedication to this 
area of research it is possible that the stories of the Mettbach family would go 
untold to the rest of the outside world, like too many other illiterate victims of the 
Holocaust. 
      In another example, a movie, titled Porraímos: Europe’s Gypsies in the Ho-
locaust, was created, which also allowed Gypsies to speak of what they experienced, 
rather than resorting to pen and paper (Isles, 2002).  It was not announced whether 
or not the five Gypsy survivors interviewed in the movie were illiterate or not, but 
based on Gypsy tradition, they too could have been verbally telling their story 
because it was the only way they could.  However, though Gypsies are often 
illiterate due to the importance that is usually placed on tradition, they should 
not, as a group, be considered to be against modernization.  For example, Lee’s 
autobiography displays the Gypsies as a group that is anxious for international 
recognition and the ability to move forward.  Even Gypsies that are soaked in 
tradition, like Lee’s friend Kolia, still desire to be able to read and write in order 
to catch up to the abilities of the rest of the developed world (Lee, 1971, 27).
        Partly due to this reliance on oral tradition, along with other relevant aspects, 
the idea of the Holocaust has been largely attributed to the anti-Semitic stance 
of both the Nazi regime and of Adolf Hitler (Milton, 1991, 376).  It is apparent 
that Hitler’s main occupation was with ‘the Jewish Question,’ considering that 
throughout the entire twelve years that he served as Reich Führer of Germany he 
referenced the Gypsies only twice (Lewy, 1999, 202).  It is understood, however, 
that under Hitler’s Third Reich, policies called for the removal of anyone who 
differed from the pure German ethnicity, which included Jews, Gypsies, and 
the handicapped (Bauer & Milton, 1992, 517).  However, Heinrich Himmler, 
Minister of the Interior, and consequently very powerful man to the Nazi Regime, 
developed quite an interest in determining the origin of the Gypsies.  Believing 
the possibility that pure Gypsies could actually be of Aryan descent from their 
Indian origin, he became obsessed with determining the pure Gypsies from 
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    “’[The Constitution] was made in view of the existence of slavery, and in a 
manner well calculated to aid and strengthen that heaven-daring crime’” (Berry 
19). This was, and still is, the opinion held by many scholars and historians 
regarding slavery and the initial drafting of the U.S. Constitution. Many people 
believe that although the Constitution did not directly mention the word “slavery,” 
the Founders’ intention toward this practice was apathetic, if not completely 
unsupportive. Although it is evident after studying the drafting of the Constitution 
that many founders were morally opposed to slavery, it is not a stretch to say 
that some also fought for the permanent protection of it. It is because of this 
reason that many people believe the original drafters of the Constitution included 
provisions which allowed the slave states to continue the practice of importing 
and mistreating slaves.
     While the word “slavery” is never specifically mentioned in the Constitution, 
it is easy to see that the issue of slavery was prominent in the minds of each of 
the Constitutional framers. One major problem which led to a compromise that 
seemingly supported the issue of slavery is that of congressional representation. 
Under the Articles of Confederation, each state had only one vote. However, the 
new Constitution relied upon a system of proportional representation, which 
meant that each state would have a certain number of representatives dependent 
upon population. With this new system arose the question of whether or not slaves 
should be counted in the census. Counting the slaves on the same level as free 
people would have given the southern slave states more power. On the other hand, 
because slaves were often considered to be property and not people, not counting 
them at all would have given the southern states less power in the House. 
     Initially, the southern states argued that slaves should be counted on the 
same level as a free person because they believed “equal representation ought 
to be allowed for them in a government which was instituted principally, for the 
protection of property, and was itself to be supported by property” (Phillips 26). 
The North, however, claimed that this would be unjust. Therefore, a compromise 
was proposed – the 3/5 compromise. Essentially, this clause stated that slaves 
were to be counted as 3/5 of a person when a census of the population was taken to 
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determine the number of seats for each state. While those debating for the North 
could not understand how a person – even a black slave – could be counted as 
only 3/5 of a person, they understood that a compromise was essential in order 
to satisfy the southern states so they would remain a part of the Union. During 
the Federal Convention of 1787, Mr. Wilson of Pennsylvania argues that he “did 
not well see, on what principle the admission of blacks in the proportion of three-
fifths could be explained…These were difficulties, however, which he thought 
must be overruled by necessity of compromise” (Phillips 28).  
     Although this may seem like a reasonable compromise in order to keep the 
South in the Union, it also seems plausible that this compromise was really a 
disguise for the true pro-slavery intentions of the founders. The 3/5 clause also 
led to many other constitutional provisions that had to be debated and included 
in the Constitution in order to keep the southern slave states happy. These other 
provisions are also arguably pro-slavery. The first of these ideas that seemed to 
go hand-in-hand with the 3/5 clause was the fact that more representation in the 
House gave the South added power in the Electoral College. This demonstration 
of additional influence can easily be seen as a pro-slavery attempt because it 
allowed the southern slave states to have increased influence in the ability to elect 
a president. The results of this were beneficial to the southern states because for 
many years to follow, either slave owners or northerners with southern sympathies 
held office which meant there was practically no chance of abolishing slavery 
during this time (Berry 17). 
      In addition to increased representation, the government also established many 
clauses which limited Congress’ ability to eliminate slavery. The first of these 
clauses prohibited the government from placing taxes on exports which helped 
slave states because “slaveholders depended on the agricultural exports produced 
by slaves” (Berry 17). Another provision, the Tenth Amendment, also benefitted 
slave states because any powers, such as slavery, which were not specified in the 
Constitution, were left to the discretion of the states. Mr. Ellsworth argued in the 
constitutional debates that “the morality or wisdom of slavery are considerations 
belonging to the States themselves” (Phillips 43). This meant that southern slave 
states had the authority to decide whether or not to abolish slavery – and most 
of them would choose not to. Another provision that was added by the founders 
required the federal government to assist slave states in the event of domestic 
violence or insurrections (Berry 17). This basically meant that there was no way 
that slaves could stand up for themselves, which left no opportunity for them to 
assert their status as individuals. Finally, another very important condition that was 
included in the Constitution allowed importation of slaves to continue until 1808 – 
twenty years after the provision was added. Mr. Rutledge stated that when it came 
to allowing slaves to be imported for twenty more years, “religion and humanity 
had nothing to do with this question. Interest alone is the governing principle 
with nations” (Phillips 42). This amendment made it practically impossible for 








      Though there have been many statements given by top Nazi officials to su-
ggest the intention of Jewish annihilation during the Holocaust, such as the ones 
mentioned above, much of the revisionist controversy stems from the absence 
of written orders requiring the mass murder of all of European Jewry.  However, 
it is a widely accepted fact that Hitler preferred verbal orders to ensure secrecy 
of the regime’s plans.  For example, Shermer and Grobman note that one reason 
for Hitler’s secrecy is due to the uproar that surrounded the euthanasia program 
created for handicapped people, when, due to the surfacing of a written order for 
the program’s purpose, Hitler was portrayed negatively by the press.  Because of 
this particular situation, it is assumed that Hitler discontinued the use of written 
orders, and thus relied heavily on verbal communication instead (Shermer & 
Grobman, 2000, 126).  
      However, Hitler’s verbal orders were also few and far between, preferring 
to give instructions for mass murder only in the presence of a few people at a 
time, while also using ambiguous terminology as to leave room for individual 
interpretation, and to deter from incriminating his own regime (Longerich, 2001, 
15).  One specific example of this ambiguity is the fact that the Nazis commonly 
used euphemistic phrases such as the Final Solution and the Jewish Question 
when, in reality, they were actually speaking of the policy for mass murder of 
Europe’s Jewish population.  However, because of the constant use of ambiguous 
terminology, Hitler insured that an outsider would not easily be able to interpret 
that the Final Solution referred to complete annihilation of the Jewish race.  In 
spite of this, though, most scholars agree that the systematic annihilation of 
Europe’s Jewish population was Hitler’s main intention and that mass murder 
progressed over time (Seltzer, 1998, 512). 
       The claim presented most often by revisionists when refuting the Holocaust 
is that the gas chambers were not created and used with the intent of murder, 
but rather solely for the purpose of delousing clothing and blankets of prisoners 
concentrated within the camps (Cole, 1993, 11-12).  Making the same argument 
as presented earlier that the Nazis intended only to deport the Jews and not kill 
them, revisionists say that while the Jews, along with other minority groups, were 
housed in the overcrowded, unsanitary concentration camps, lice and disease 
became heavily prevalent, and thus delousing chambers were created in order to 
sanitize the inmates and their living conditions (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 118).  
Though standard history does not deny the existence of delousing chambers, 
historians believe that gas chambers existed alongside delousing chambers.  
The delousing chambers, which were created first, are often too small to even 
realistically fit people into.  In addition, the gas chambers featured gas-tight doors 
that locked from the outside, as well as small windows with thick glass, just 
big enough to be used as peepholes.  These new features were not found in the 
original delousing chambers, and can most sensibly be explained if their purpose 
was murder.  Otherwise, these additions would not be as crucial, especially when 
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considering that not all chambers had them, only the alleged homicidal ones 
(Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 137 & 163).
        Another discrepancy between delousing and homicidal gas chambers is the 
lack of Zyklon B gas staining found on homicidal gas chamber walls compared 
to the significant findings on delousing chamber walls (Cole, 1993, 12).  Based 
on these findings, revisionists argue that homicidal gassings could not have 
realistically taken place, because the staining would have been much more 
prevalent.  However, this theory is proven incorrect.  To kill lice with Zyklon B 
gas it takes between twelve and eighteen hours, much longer than it does to kill 
humans who die within a matter of minutes.  Based on this evidence, the walls in 
the delousing chambers should have had much higher levels of staining because 
they were exposed to the gas for a far longer period of time than the walls in the 
homicidal gas chambers.  In addition, prisoners were not gassed all day, every day, 
but rather periodically in larger numbers, further proving that the stains would not 
be as high as one might imagine them to be (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 131).
        In The Leuchter Report, written by Revisionist and self-proclaimed engineer 
Fred Leuchter, Leuchter analyzed cement samples taken illegally from gas 
chamber walls and found little staining present, thus concluding that they could 
have never been used as homicidal gas chambers.  However, the samples he took 
had been exposed to open air, as well as other forms of nature since the war ended 
in 1945, and were therefore found to be unreliable.  In addition, Leuchter is not, 
nor never was, an engineer, erasing any credibility he could have possibly had if 
the samples he analyzed were valid (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 129-130). 
       However, Zyklon B gas, though perhaps the most widely discussed, was not 
the only gas used in homicidal gas chambers to asphyxiate prisoners.  Carbon 
monoxide (CO) was also used.  In fact, Treblinka, Belzec, Sobibor, and Chelmno 
used only CO in their gas chambers, resulting in a total of approximately 
1,902,000 deaths.  Majdanek also used CO to suffocate prisoners in gas chambers, 
but Zyklon B was also used.  Therefore, out of the six accepted death camps, only 
in Auschwitz-Birkenau was Zyklon B the only gas used (Shermer & Grobman, 
2000, 128).  The use of CO in gas chambers is important to note because it is 
ineffective for sanitization purposes and does not kill lice.  In fact, it is only 
effective against warm-blooded animals (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 165).  As a 
result, the only purpose for using CO in these camps was to kill people, not lice, 
disproving the revisionist theory that the only reason gas chambers were built was 
for delousing.
       In addition, there are many survivor accounts and perpetrator confessions of 
homicidal gassings that revisionists attempt to discredit in whatever way they can.  
With survivors, revisionists oftentimes intentionally try to confuse them, because 
with the exception of what happened to them, they remain largely uninformed 
about the events of the Holocaust.  Because of their ignorance, it is common for 
survivors to misdate an event, or fall victim to rumors pertaining to aspects of 








that the Constitutional provisions they agreed to were set up to protect slavery 
by saying “If gentlemen look over the footsteps of that body, they will find the 
greatest degree of caution used to imprint them, so as not to be easily eradicated” 
(Phillips 134).  
     Eventually, after much debate, these propositions were referred to a selected 
committee. The committee then referred it to a committee of the whole House 
who discussed it for four successive days (Phillips 144). Upon reviewing these 
proposed ideas, the committee decided that “the importation of such persons…
cannot be prohibited by Congress prior to the year 1808” and “that Congress have 
no power to interfere in the emancipation of slaves, or in the treatment of them, 
within any of the States” (Phillips 145). In other words, Congress agreed that 
the constitutional provisions that were originally established protected slavery, 
and as a result, Congress could not prohibit the importation of slaves nor could 
they fully emancipate them. Therefore, the results of the constitutional provisions 
not only prevented Congress from banning slavery, but also barred them from 
even discouraging it. By not hindering slavery from occurring, the founders, 
and by extension the United States, were essentially giving “the appearance of 
countenancing the practice” (Phillips 110).
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he term “American Individualism” creates a deep and passionate response 
throughout the nation. However that response is not always based on the 


same concept of individualism. For some Americans this may call to mind images 
of the Old West, while others may consider the All-American urge to be the 
first and best at everything we do. The debate over what it truly means to be an 
individual has been ongoing since the beginning of our nation and consists of two 
main aspects that are still present today. The first is the existence of the American 
Frontier, a concept that is clearly present today in American society, especially in 
advertising. The second aspect that is debated is the role government ought to play 
and how it hinders or helps individualism. This is present in current elections as 
well as popular culture. This same debate has been occurring since the founding 
of our nation and there is no end to it in sight. 
     The American individual spirit has consistently been portrayed through the 
idea of the open frontier. Americans often consider themselves explorers that 
“blaze their own trails.” Russell Conwell’s motivational speech titled “Acres of 
Diamonds” represents this idea. He claimed that wealth in America can be found 
anywhere, a person just needs to go out and pick it. He claimed that “never in the 
history of the world did a poor man without capital have such an opportunity to 
get rich quickly and honestly as he has now” (Conwell, p. 738). Conwell went 
even further to claim that Americans have a duty to make money because the 
wealthy are the best in society since money is what allows people to do good. 
Since he believed the frontier to be open, he believed everyone was capable of 
and responsible for fulfilling this duty.   He also felt that poor people were not 
to be sympathized with because, “there is not a poor person in the United States 
who was not made poor by his own shortcomings” (Conwell, p. 739). The idea of 
the open frontier in which opportunity is abundant in America was also present 
in Herbert Hoover’s American Individualism. Hoover believed that the Pioneer 
Spirit was inherently the American Spirit. Hoover claimed that, “there will always 
be a frontier to conquer or to hold as long as men think, plan, and dare” (American 
Individualism, p. 1135). Though there was no longer a physically open frontier 
of land for people to explore, he believed the frontier consisted of exploration in 
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mages of rolling tanks, large explosions, and heroic tales have captivated 
American audiences of military-themed motion pictures for over fifty years. 


Those audiences, however, seldom realize the painstaking political processes 
involved in crafting Hollywood military masterpieces. This process is the result 
of a long-standing relationship between the movie industry and the Department 
of Defense. Economic concerns convince many film producers to rely on the U.S. 
military to provide the necessary equipment and venues for a compelling story in 
exchange for a thorough script review and adherence to military protocol. This 
process gives the Pentagon a powerful position in crafting America’s military 
perspective at the box office. It is also the subject of criticism by those who claim 
that the process conflicts with fundamental democratic principles. This paper 
argues that the U.S. government’s involvement in shaping the scripts of military-
themed films creates a unique and contrasting nexus with characteristics of both 
open-market capitalism and monopolistic control, and that at its core the process 
of making a military-themed film is more political than the finished product, 
regardless of the film’s message or the writer’s intent, because of this symbiotic 
relationship.
      The intricate relationship between the military and film began early in the 
twentieth century. “The U.S. Navy, the first service to see the potential of this visual 
medium, sent pseudo-documentaries portraying its activities to the 1904 World’s 
Fair in St. Louis. Later, these were used to recruit farm-boys in the Middle West” 
(“US Military History Companion”). The relationship quickly transitioned from the 
military making documentaries to the military supplementing the motion picture 
industry in the making of military-themed films. The debate regarding the careful 
consideration of the military’s interests began almost as early as the relationship 
itself. The 1916 film Submarine Pirate benefited from the government with a 
loaned naval submarine. In contrast, however, the Navy denied a similar request, 
in the name of a battleship, to the film Madame Butterfly, in 1915. “Secretary of the 
Navy Josephus Daniels felt the story did not reflect credit on the Naval Service” 
(“US Military History Companion”). The agreement between Hollywood and the 
Pentagon is basic. “On many occasions films have been changed so that the U.S. 
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Grobman, 2000, 88).  For example, Revisionist Mark Weber has been known to 
condemn the Jewish race for allegedly lying to the world, while simultaneously 
praising the Nazis for lying to the German people in order to raise morale and 
continue the belief that they are of the master race (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 
48).  Furthermore, revisionists often make the generalization that because some 
Communist officials were Jewish, all Jews are responsible for prompting the 
Bolshevik Revolution and should be held as such (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 
76).  In addition, it is common for extremists to ignore any evidence that disproves 
their theories, but revel in the few forms of evidence that do not contend with their 
ideas, creating an undeniable bias in their work (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 91).  
All of this can be witnessed when dissecting the ways in which revisionists argue 
their points, and thus ignore the points offered by historians as rebuttal.   
       Extremists are also known to strive for confrontation; they look for someone 
to compete with, and if all goes according to plan, someone to conquer in terms of 
argumentation (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 91-92).  This desire for confrontation 
is noted in revisionist Robert Faurisson, who, after adamantly demanding proof 
of the existence of homicidal gas chambers from author and historian Michael 
Shermer during a private meeting, could not even define what he meant by the 
word proof.  Instead, it can be asserted that he was simply antagonizing Shermer 
and looking for an argument (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 60).  In addition, 
Revisionist David Cole, once adamantly fighting to prove the Holocaust as a 
Jewish fraud, no longer believes the revisionist’s points, but instead, claims that 
he now believes what standard history teaches about the Holocaust (Shermer & 
Grobman, 2000, 72).  Overall, it can be asserted that revisionists, though raising 
doubts in the minds of many people across the world, are inadequate in providing 
evidence in support of their claims, and are faulty in even their own assertions.  
     Another tactic often used by revisionists is the act of trivializing the Hol-
ocaust, and subsequently dehumanizing the Jews yet further.  For instance, as of 
May 1991, 140 video games had been created and released pertaining to Jewish 
persecution and the Holocaust, as well as Auschwitz pajamas, which are an 
imitation of the clothes the prisoners of the concentration camps were required 
to wear.  All of this can be attributed to their goal of portraying the Holocaust as 
exciting and entertaining, rather than serious and brutal, in an attempt to procure 
more followers, or believers, of revisionism (Petropoulos, 1995, 527-528).
      Claiming that the estimation of six million Jewish casualties during the Hol-
ocaust is an extreme exaggeration, revisionists argue that the real number lies 
somewhere between 300,000 and two million.  However, despite revisionist’s 
adamant refusal to accept the six million figure as legitimate, historians have 
collected and combined data based on how many Jews lived in Europe prior 
to the war, how many left once the war started, how many were murdered in 
camps versus how many were liberated, and how many remained alive after the 
war ended (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 100).  Based on this data, as well as 
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persecutor testimonies, there seems to be no argument as to whether or not the 
deaths reached far beyond the estimations posed by the revisionists, however, the 
debate continues.
      Though the number of Jews murdered at concentration and extermination 
camps, in ghettos, and during SS shootings is often debated amongst scholars and 
historians themselves, the generally agreed upon figure lies between five and six 
million (Niewyk, 2009, 129).  Despite the difference amongst historians, though, 
the number fluctuates very little, never lower than five million, and definitely not 
down to 300,000.  In fact, as more accurate data arises, numbers are reconfigured, 
and generally increase the total estimated number of Jewish casualties, bringing 
it closer to, or above, the six million figure (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 178).  In 
addition, it has been found more common that error in the configuration of the 
six million estimate is due to incompleteness, rather than exaggerated accounts 
of murder.  For instance, many of the mass shootings of the Einsatzgruppen went 
unrecorded, and Otto Ohlendorf, the man in charge of one of the Einsatzgruppen 
killing squads confirmed that he attempted to keep the reported killings confidential 
as to avoid competition, and thus exaggeration, amongst the men belonging to the 
other groups (Seltzer, 1998, 528). 
          Further countering the argument posed by revisionists is a report referring to 
the operation of the Einsatzgruppen presented to Adolf Hitler by Heinrich Himmler, 
specifically documenting that in just four months time, more than 300,000 Jewish 
citizens were shot by Einsatzgruppen C and D in the Ukraine, Russia, and Poland 
during the winter of 1942 (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 194).  Therefore, if in 
just four months’ time, only two of the four killing squads already surpassed the 
300,000 mark estimated by revisionists to be the total number of Jewish casualties 
during the Holocaust, it is clear that their data is inaccurate.  In addition, 546,888 
more Jews were reported murdered by all four groups of the Einsatzgruppen 
between 1941 and 1942 (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 182). This results in a grand 
total just shy of 850,000 Jews in just two years’ time annihilated at the hands of 
the Einsatzgruppen.  The Einsatzgruppen were created with the intent of mass 
murder by order of the Nazi officials.  Though it consisted of just 3,000 men, it 
is estimated that anywhere between one million and two million Jewish citizens 
perished due to the mass killings led by the Einsatzgruppen.  However, because 
their methods of murder were thought of as “slow and inefficient,” the majority of 
Jews were murdered in camps and ghettos where they were either worked to death 
or exterminated immediately following arrival (Niewyk, 2009, 130-131). 
       Though the revisionists argue that no fewer than 4,419,908 Jews emigrated 
to non-European countries over the course of WWII, and thus avoided death due 
to Nazi persecution, documents and perpetrator confessions, among other forms 
of evidence, suggest otherwise (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 174).  Dr. Wilhelm 
Hoettel, who worked as a Nazi physician during the war, is just one perpetrator 
to counter the revisionist claim that Jews escaped death by fleeing Europe 
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n the Boston Globe’s article entitled “Senator secures extended production of 
F-15 jets” author Dan Morgan describes the political process and key issues 


surrounding the proposed policy of Senator Christopher Bond.  The key political 
elements of this issue are only fully realized when they are seen through the lens 
of a political theory.  Thus, for this purpose one must deduce what political theory 
fits the paradigm of events most accurately and therefore explains what truly is 
going on.  Two very distinctly different, almost diametrically opposed, theories 
can be used to describe this political process, one having a focus on the people 
in the highest positions of power, the other focusing on the various organizations 
that are lead by the masses.
      C. Wright Mills is the major proponent of what he calls the “Power Elite”.  His 
theory essentially says that all decisions and subsequent policies that are created 
are derived from the upper echelon of society which operates out of three different 
spheres of the populace: the Economic sphere, the Political sphere; and the 
Military sphere (Mills, 8).  First, in order to understand each of these spheres, one 
must first have a clear definition of what an “elite” really is, or more specifically 
what C. Wright Mills is referring to when he uses this term.  Mills, in this instance 
is defining the term “elite” as being those individuals that hold the highest places 
of office, the highest ranks in the military, and those with the largest corporations.  
These are individuals with high educational status, generally tending to come from 
wealthy families, and have many friends in other high offices.  Mills also explains 
that it is often through their means of acquiring their positions that many of these 
individuals meet other soon-to-be elites from the one of the other three branches.  
As Mills eloquently puts it, these elites are “members of a top social stratum, as 
a set of groups whose members know one another, see one another socially and 
at business, and so, in making decisions, take one another into account” (Mills, 
11).   
      Mills further explains that each of these branches work together to form the 
policies that the citizens are effected by at the local, state, and federal levels of 
government.  However, these three groups are not necessarily working together 
for nothing.  Much to the opposite, each group needs something from the other 
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groups.  The Economic group of elites needs the help of the Military elites by way 
of their continued patronage of weapons and materials which keep the Economic 
elites wealthy and in power.  Furthermore, the Military Elites need the Political 
elites to provide them with governmental policies and initiatives which allow for 
the purchases of new weaponry and the like (Mills, 9).  Further still, the theory 
continues by explaining that it is the proverbial “iron triangle” (i.e. the connection 
that each of these groups share with one another) that re-enforces and provides the 
ultimate source of power for the elites in each group, and as a whole (Lecture 9/2).  
It is in this shared control that the “Power Elites” maintain their dominance over 
the policies that are created within the United States (Mills, 10).
      On the other hand, David Truman, a major proponent of the theory of Pluralism, 
focuses his explanation on the various interest groups and other institutions that 
attain power through majority rule.  Truman contends that power in the United 
States is ostensibly dictated by the people, by and through their respective interest 
groups.  In this instance, Truman defines the term “interest group” as being a body 
of people that has formed through a collective and cohesive way of thinking about 
a very specific topic (Lecture 9/2).  Truman further argues that interest groups are 
formed as a product of democracy, in that because there are very few mediums 
that people can individually get their point projected, society eventually forms 
pockets of interests and these pockets advocate at a much stronger level.  This 
essentially means that although people at the individual level have a very hard 
time accomplishing much in a democratic government, groups of people with a 
common interest can achieve almost anything if they can get enough people in 
their group.  
    Herein lie the fundamental differences between the two theories, and where 
the instant policy decision needs to be examined the most.  The “Power Elite” 
theory focuses on a very small, finite group of people with an incredible amount 
of individual power, whereas Pluralist theory suggests power is delegated to an 
expansive amount of people, through the actions of a cohesive group, with very 
limited power in individuals, but a much greater power in the people as a whole.
    Therefore, the pertinent question that needs to be asked is: was this policy 
created as an act of the Power Elite (certain individuals) or by way of the interest 
groups (the extensive will of the people)?  A review of the events described in the 
article would seem to suggest the former for at least three reasons concomitantly: 
1. The key players involved; 2. The main focus or product of the policy; and 3. 
The inherent reasons for the policy itself.
      The key players involved in the production of this policy are, in fact, the highest 
ranking officials of economics, politics, and military.  For the economic branch of 
the triangle, Boeing Co. as well as Lockheed Martin Corp. are the “Power Elites” 
that have their hand in the decision making of this policy.  In this particular policy 
there are competing interests in the economic branch, one company taking the 
side of the Political branch, the other taking the side of the Military branch.  As for 
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the only one.  Ballot proposals show up every election and each one is unique, 
with its own challenges and implications.  With only 52 percent of the population 
voting, that means only half the population is even voicing their opinion toward 
the law that is going to govern 100 percent of the population.  
       There are many reasons citizens may choose not to vote.  One could be that a 
person could not get time off work to go vote.  Losing an entire day, or maybe even 
a half day of wages may be very difficult a sacrifice.  Businesses don’t normally 
give employees the day off on Election Day, as they do on Christmas or New 
Year’s Day.  Distance could also be a factor.  Some districts are very narrow but 
long and have a small number of precincts.  This could make getting to a voting 
station somewhat difficult.  Factor in that not every voter has a personal mode of 
transportation or lives within walking distance from the voting station, and the 
act of voting becomes even more burdensome.  Some people may not believe that 
they are adequately aware of what is going on currently to be comfortable voicing 
their opinion.  They may not have the time to research each candidate or issue 
in enough depth to have a solid grasp how to vote.  Still more citizens may feel 
completely disenfranchised by the entire process, that it doesn’t matter whether 
they vote or not and life will continue, for better or worse.  Maybe some think that 
not voting is an active way to protest how the government is functioning.  They 
don’t agree with current policies, so they will not participate in it.  Apathy could 
also be a reason.  Some people may just not care.
          Ignorance can be another reason individuals may choose to avoid voting.  If 
one has no idea of the significance and impact of an election, they would be less 
likely to vote.  Each election, however, does have an impact on every individual’s 
life; pharmacy is no different.  Elected officials are in charge of setting and 
enforcing the policies that govern every aspect of social and professional life.  
Currently, there are bills in Michigan that address audits of pharmacies by 
Pharmacy Benefits Managers and insurance companies.  This topic has significant 
impact on the pharmacy profession.  These officials that have been elected need 
to examine the bills and decide if they are important enough to be given attention 
and a vote.  If these officials know nothing more of pharmacy other than filling 
prescriptions, they would not realize the importance and impact pharmacists play 
in society and therefore would not be able to give the bills proper attention.  This 
is only one current issue that elected officials are addressing.  Initiatives may 
also appear on ballots.  These can include a vote to change the law or vote to 
change funding.  This can manifest in a request from a municipality to increase 
funding for a new community center, for instance.  Some people may not realize 
that this increase may come from a property tax increase.  Taxation is a very 
controversial topic, and it would seem most people would like to have a vote in 
deciding whether to have their taxes increased.   Initiatives that change laws could 
be the proposal regarding stem cells from the 2008 election.  Michiganders voted 
to allow stem cells to be used for research.  Any able voter who abstained from 
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the vote decided that they did not want their opinion heard on this issue.  Each 
ballot every year has different components that can affect society and professions 
in different ways.  To abstain from voting is in essence deciding that one has no 
opinion in some of the most important parts of their life.
        I have studied political science for five years and am near completion of my 
undergraduate degree.  My first year of college was an election year.   Incumbent 
President George W. Bush was facing challenger John Kerry, along with a list of 
forgettable third party candidates.  My father went through the trouble of procuring 
me an absentee ballot form since I was away at school and would not be back in 
my home town for the election.  I also did not change my voting district to where 
my university was located.  The absentee ballot form sat on my desk in my dorm 
room untouched until the end of the semester.  I had failed to vote.  Did I have an 
elaborate reason why I didn’t vote? No, I did not.  Did I even manage to concoct 
a somewhat reasonable excuse for not voting?  Nope, not that either.  I just didn’t 
care.  There I was, a student at a public university that receives state money to 
operate by the elected offices I opted out of voicing my opinion on.  I just couldn’t 
muster the motivation to fill out a simple form to receive an even simpler form to 
participate in one of the actions that makes the United States of America one of 
the greatest nations on earth.  Was I greatly affected by the results of the election?  
Not really, as far as I could tell.  However, it wasn’t until I became more aware of 
the political process that I began to understand exactly what not voting does.
       Absentee ballots also bring about a counter to many excuses for not voting.  
Election Day is very hectic, and sometimes the means of transportation is 
unavailable.  However, absentee ballots have become more accessible than ever.  
It is a great way to allow your voice to be heard from the comfort of your own 
home.  Each time I have voted, it has been through an absentee ballot.  The process 
is very simple.  All one needs to do is go to their local form of government, which 
for me was my city clerk, and ask for an absentee ballot.  They are available well 
before the election is to be held.  Take your ballot home and fill it out.  As long 
as you can provide a reasonable explanation for not being able to travel to your 
designated polling station, such as being out of town or disabled, your vote will 
be counted as equally as if you had voted in person on Election Day.  Democracy 
is now more accessible than ever.  
      My second year in college, I had a professor who became one of the main 
reasons I chose to study political science.  He was very cynical and sarcastic, 
not afraid to tell students when they were blatantly wrong, but at the same time 
encouraging them to rise to their potential.  Each class period, he devoted the first 
ten minutes to discussion on any current politics or news happenings as brought 
up by students, unless a certain topic really amused him.  During one of these 
sessions, the topic of voting was brought up, and he stated that he encouraged 
everyone to not vote.  The class was stunned.  A political science professor, 
someone who is supposed to sing praise to political involvement and action, is 








from one party campaign within their own party to receive endorsement to run.  In 
the most recent presidential election, Democrats Barack Obama, Hillary Clinton, 
John Edwards, Chris Dodd, Joe Biden, Mike Gravel, Dennis Kucinich and Bill 
Richardson all attempted to receive the endorsement to be the sole Democrat in 
the 2008 presidential election.  These primaries tell the party the popularity of each 
candidate, which not only demonstrates who has the best chance of winning the 
presidential election, but also gives insight into possible vice presidential running 
mates and popular appointment possibilities should the party win the office.  With 
proper planning and strategizing, primary elections could be just as important as 
the general election.
       Primary elections come in two varieties, with rules set by the political party 
hosting the primary.  Some primaries are open and some are closed.  Closed 
elections require that only registered party members can cast a vote.  Open 
primaries allow any registered voter to cast a ballot.  There are two possible 
strategies here.  If you are a Republican in a heavily Democratic district, you 
have two choices: you can cast a vote for an absolutely awful opposing candidate, 
skewing numbers and hopefully upending a strong opponent’s candidacy; or, you 
can cast a vote for the opponent that you are least opposed to, hoping to ensure 
that if the other party does win, at least the winner is tolerable.  These two options 
can work even better in contested districts.  Voting in the primary of the opposing 
party could produce an opponent that would be easier for your party to beat.
      Primary elections are also a means to oust an incumbent in a safe district.  
An incumbent in a safe district has the name recognition and political party 
connections to remain in office quite easily.  Unless they have been caught in 
a big scandal or failed their electorate in some other important way, the chance 
of them losing their re-election is almost zero.  That being said, if the opposing 
party has very little chance of winning the general election, then the primary is 
the best place for another candidate to win.  If the incumbent loses the primary, 
they would be unable to run as a candidate from their political party.  This would 
force them to either change to another party, become an independent or give up.  
Just because a candidate doesn’t run as a D or an R doesn’t mean they can’t 
still win.  Sen. Joseph Lieberman from Connecticut is an independent.  However, 
losing the endorsement from their political party is enough of a detriment that it 
would remove enough wind from most politicians’ sails that they would simply 
give up.
       The year 2010 is a very important year for elections.  As some citizens may 
know, another census will be taking place in 2010.  A census, for those who are 
not aware, is the U.S. Government taking a roll call.  Each individual resident is 
counted and categorized under a number of questions to give the government an 
accurate picture of the demographic of each district.  This allows cities, counties, 
states and other such bodies to judge their population rates and also the makeup 
of their citizens.  One of the other important features of the census is that it is the 
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framework for deciding how many Representatives a state can send to the United 
States House of Representatives.  Currently, Michigan has 15 representatives.  
Projections from such sources as the Wall Street Journal show Michigan losing 
enough population to lose at least one, maybe even two representative seats. 5  This 
would mean that Michigan would have a smaller voice in national politics.  Due 
to the population shifting and loss of a seat, Michigan will undergo a redrawing of 
the political districts.  This means that, like the state budget, the Executive Branch 
and the State House and Senate each develop its own map of Michigan districts.  
With each chamber and the executive developing their own vision of Michigan 
districts, it is easy to see that whichever political party is in control of each body 
will attempt to slightly skew the map so that they maintain power during the 
next election cycles.  Districts can be shoved together to eliminate competition, 
dissected to eliminate opposing safe districts or swallowed whole by stronger 
districts to solidify power.  This makes the next election significant.  Whoever 
the Michigan voters elect into power will likely control the political climate in 
Michigan for the next 10 years.
     Another important feature on the 2010 ballot will be the possibility of a 
constitutional convention.  Every 16 years, Michigan voters are presented with 
the opportunity to revamp the Constitution of the State of Michigan.  This could 
completely change how Michigan government operates.  More information about 
the constitutional convention can be found on the State of Michigan’s website.  I 
encourage everyone to go to www.michigan.gov, type “constitutional convention” 
into the search bar, and learn as much as possible about this important feature of 
Michigan government.  In short, voting yes to hold a constitutional convention 
would set the groundwork for delegates to be selected to debate, write and vote 
on a new constitution for the State of Michigan.  This could be the venue for very 
controversial topics to be decided, such as term limits, tax codes, tort reform, 
abortion, illegal substances or any other topic that the elected legislature has failed 
to adequately influence.  These two major issues alone make the 2010 election 
more than worthy of being the first election for someone to vote in.  
        I recently enjoyed my right to vote in the 2009 election.  It may have seemed 
trivial to some, including a city mayor, three school board members and a proposal 
about raising taxes for a new community center.  However, every time someone 
is elected to office, they are given control over public funds to spend however 
they see fit.  Are you doing your due diligence to ensure that person is reasonably 
intelligent and responsible so that those public funds will not be misused?  If you 
truly do not care about the political process and who is elected to represent you 
and speak for you, then by all means stay home on Election Day and allow my 
vote to count for more than it should.  However, if you want to have a say in how 
your tax money is spent, if you want to see elected officials be held accountable 
for their action or inaction, and if you want the legitimacy to be able to complain 
about what is happening in government, go vote.  Let your voice be heard.








capitalism is suppressed by the monopolistic control of the military over advanced 
weaponry. The issue will not be addressed, however, directly by the Supreme 
Court, public policy-makers, or the American public, without a relevant case or 
situation in which to apply the doctrine in Rosenberger v. University of Virginia 
(1995). The Court does not seek out injustices. A more realistic aim to approaching 
this issue would be the continuance of education on the subject that Robb and 
Valentin have commenced. The political process of producing a military-themed 
film will need a steady chipping away of the institutions and guidelines that have 
created the process over the last 100 years in order to succumb to the political 
message of the films themselves. Until then, what will remain most political about 
military-themed films is the process in which they are created rather than the 
messages they contain.
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this sentiment many times by making statements such as, “we must accept the 
restriction as needful, not to hamper individualism, but to protect it” (Roosevelt, 
“Commonwealth Club Speech,” p. 1178).  
          Theodore Roosevelt shared this perspective with his nephew, even though they 
came from opposing parties. Roosevelt was aware that the country lacked equal 
opportunity and stated, “the essence of the struggle is to equalize opportunity, 
destroy privilege, and give to the life and citizenship of every individual the 
highest possible value both to himself and to the common wealth” (p. 1088). He 
believed that because of this inequality it was clear that capitalism needed to be 
supervised by the government since a person cannot be free and an individual 
if they are economically bound. He stated, “Absence of effective state, and, 
especially, national, restraint upon unfair money getting has tended to create a 
small class of enormously wealthy and economically powerful men, whose chief 
object is to hold and increase their power” (Roosevelt, p. 1091). When classes 
become part of a society people become more oppressed and are then incapable 
of overcoming their circumstances, no matter how hard they work.  
      This side also argues that those that are demanding that the government not 
regulate economic freedom are also those that frequently demand the government’s 
assistance.  Franklin D. Roosevelt stated that, “it has been traditional… for business 
urgently to ask the Government to put at private disposal all kinds of Government 
assistance” and “the function of Government must be to favor no small group at 
the expense of its duty to protect the rights of personal freedom and of private 
property of all its citizens” (“Commonwealth Club Speech,” p. 1174). In other 
words, the government is already a part of the economy, but has favored a small 
group to such an extent that it has harmed the majority.  Franklin D. Roosevelt 
claimed that the “small man starts under a handicap” and the “independent business 
man is running a losing race” (“Commonwealth Club Speech,” p. 1175). This was 
also represented in Charles A. Beard’s The Myth of Rugged Individualism, when 
he stated that Daniel Webster had “spoken truly when he said that one of the 
great reasons for framing the Constitution was the creation of a government that 
could regulate commerce” (p. 1153). Beard believed that the cry for American 
individualism was about nothing more than greed and it had become detrimental 
to society. 
         Herbert Hoover also recognized the existence of inequality of opportunity, but 
found his stance somewhere in between the two opposing sides. He believed the 
United States was still a classless nation and that people were capable of becoming 
successful no matter where they started in life. However, he was also aware that 
“the foremost are not always the best nor the hindmost the worst,” effectively 
rejecting a social Darwinist perspective (Hoover, “American Individualism,” 
p. 1134).  He believed in ensuring equal opportunity by protecting individuals 
from any obstacles that would limit their progress and success. He was aware 
that unrestricted individualism would lead to greed, inequality, and injustice, 
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but believed that American individualism was tempered by the value of equal 
opportunity and a “sense of service that lies in our people” that would prevent 
such injustices (Hoover, “American Individualism,” p. 1134).
       This debate is still present in today’s society and is especially clear in discussions 
between Liberals and Conservatives. A recent Michael Moore film, Capitalism: 
A Love Story, portrayed the big successful businesses’ urge to keep government 
out of regulation while still asking for their support. It showed Americans across 
the nation working hard everyday and still losing their homes. For example, a 
farming family lost their home and the family farm because interest rates at the 
bank continued to rise unregulated. It also denied the conservative view that 
any governmental regulation was infringing on citizens’ rights by pointing out 
that these rights do not exist anywhere in the constitution. This documentary 
highlighted the issues of greedy individualism that is present in today’s society 
which oppresses others’ ability to be individuals as well. This view is also 
portrayed in the current health care debate. President Obama claimed that it is our 
duty to help our neighbor, that these inequalities are unjust.  He believes that we 
all need to “take some measure of responsibility for the well-being of people we 
may not know or worship with or agree with on every issue” (Obama, “President 
Barack Obama’s speech at national prayer breakfast,” 2009). The Conservatives 
view governmental healthcare as an infringement on their rights. They believe 
that if people work hard they can provide their own healthcare and therefore those 
who are succeeding should not be asked to support the unsuccessful, a stance that 
clearly represents social Darwinism. 
    Throughout American history, governmental action has been debated in 
relation to how it affects individualism. One side believes that any governmental 
action involving society and economy will only infringe upon rights and hinder 
individualism. The other side believes that without government involvement and 
regulation, individualism cannot exist. This is due to either side’s beliefs about 
the American frontier. For those that see the frontier as closed it is clear that the 
government needs to take action to assist those that are no longer capable of being 
self-reliant. Those that see it as open intrinsically believe in social Darwinism. 
They take a more optimistic view about the ability of Americans to “pull 
themselves up by their boot straps.” This debate is clearly still present in society 
today. Advertising campaigns frequently appeal to the American spirit of the 
pioneer and exploration. Popular culture takes the opposing side in films, such as 
Michael Moore’s Capitalism: A Love Story, which portray the American public as 
fighting an impossible battle in which even the best and brightest cannot succeed. 
This is a debate that has always and will always exist. As strong as the two parties 
are, the conflicting views over individualism are not likely to be resolved. 
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 moment when you go out to the morning roll call—in the dark, in the cold, with 
a hungry belly, to face a whole day of work. You lose your tongue. You lose all 
desire to speak to anyone” (p. 23).The only thing that kept them warm throughout 
the day was the rhythm of their work and the only thing  that kept Shukhov feeling 
human at the end of the day was the meager pride he could take in the work that 
he and his squadron did accomplish despite such conditions. 
     Existentialism is an interesting theme portrayed throughout the narrative 
through the examination of character’s attitudes, mind-sets, and willingness to 
survive by attempting to outsmart the system and function within it simultaneously. 
Although the prisoner’s did interact with one another, through analyzing the 
character of Shukhov we can conclude that focus on his own emotions, thoughts, 
responsibilities, and actions in his state of existence as a prisoner in the camp 
contributed to his survival. “‘...Don’t worry about those twenty-five years of 
yours. It’s not a fact you’ll be in all that time. But I have been here eight full 
years—now that is a fact.’ Yes, you live with your feet in the mud and there’s no 
time to be thinking about how you got in or how you’re going to get out” (p. 55). 
Rather than focusing his energy on intellectual and political debates, as many 
prisoners and guards do, he focuses his energy on securing himself extra food 
and tools necessary to his survival without getting caught. He keenly observed 
the camp hierarchy to avoid getting in trouble as much as he could and perhaps 
dealt with the reality of his situation better than his counterparts. He forbade his 
wife to send him parcels and packages to make the burden of camp life easier on 
himself. “He had less and less cause to remember Temgenovo and his home there. 
Life in camp wore him out from reveille to bedtime, with not a second for idle 
reflections” (p. 107).  Most of the narrative is solely concerned with Shukhov’s 
immediate needs of hunger, warmth, and getting through the work day while 
avoiding punishment.
      Notions of God are also examined by him in his existentialist state through 
his interactions with Alyosha the Baptist, but is essentially is own will of the 
determination to survive that has gotten him through his day of work. The narrative 
does present a picturesque idea of the mental toil of Shukhov, the reasoning for his 
imprisonment, and his struggle with God while attempting to maintain a psyche of 
survival “‘Oh, you mustn’t pray for that either,’ said Alyosha, horrified. ‘Why do 
you want freedom? In freedom your last grain of faith will be choked with weeds. 
You should rejoice that you are in prison. Here you have the time to think about 
your soul…Shukhov gazed at the ceiling in silence. Now he didn’t know either 
wanted freedom or not. At first he hand longed for it…and then it became clear 
that men like him wouldn’t ever be allowed to return home, that they’d be exiled. 
And whether his life would be any better than here—who could tell… ‘You see, 
Alyosha,’ Shukhov explained to him, ‘somehow it works out all right for you: 
Jesus Christ wanted you to sit in prison and you are—sitting there for his sake. 
But for whose sake am I here? Because we weren’t ready for war in forty-one? 


For that? But was that my fault?’” (p. 136). Each man has his own coping method 
in dealing with survival, justified by notions of an omnipotent spiritual authority, 
or the basic human instinct of survival. All are necessary themes explored by the 
author in examining the psychology of the Gulag prison system.
     One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich by Alexander Solzhenitsyn is an 
intensely political piece of literature exposing the despotism, violence, absurdity, 
and utter inhumanness of the Soviet Gulag system under Josef Stalin. Although 
classified as fiction, it proved to be such a socio-politico bombshell because 
Solzhenitsyn himself was sentenced to and survived one of Stalin’s prison camps. 
He served as a commander during World War II and was highly honored by the 
government for his outstanding military service. However, in a personal letter 
written to a friend, he exposed his dissent towards the Communist rule of Stalin 
and was sentenced to eleven years in a special prison camp, ordinary work camp, 
and in exile (xvi).  Taking his personal experience into consideration, his literary 
audience understood that through reading this fictional piece they were in fact 
encountering an outstandingly real account of a prisoner within the camp system. 
An example of destalinization and tolerance under the rule of Nikita Khrushchev, 
he was allowed to publish his work under the guise of  the human face of socialism. 
Ironically, however, after winning the Nobel Peace prize for his work in 1970, he 
was not allowed to leave the country to receive it (xix).  Revealing the secrecy 
around the Gulag system for the first time and the incredibly massive genocide 
that occurred, the historicity of Solzhenitsyn’s work presented itself in a myriad 
of ways. Firstly, he successfully depicted the brutality of the Gulags in Siberia 
and the incorporation of them into the Soviet economy. Secondly, he presented 
the audience with and understanding of the rigidity, paranoia, and intolerance of 
Stalin’s rule. Thirdly, he added an emotional appeal to the basic human instinct for 
survival, when the threat of death looms over one’s self everyday.
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Let every man make known what kind of government would command his 
respect, and that will be one step toward obtaining it. 


Henry David Thoreau, “On the Duty of Civil Disobedience”


       Great thinkers have pondered the origins and purpose of politics and government 
since the earliest years of our history. Thousands of years of questions have given 
birth to a wide range of political theories and philosophies which are still alive in 
current debates and affairs. What is the role of the government? From whence does 
power originate? Which form of government is most pleasing to the people?
    Today, the answers to these questions exist only in written works and through 
those who put their ideas into practice. Aristotle, Voltaire, Locke, and many others 
attempted to find the answers to the political questions of their day. These thinkers 
may have gone, but the questions still remain. Now, these questions have been 
left to us. 
  We are no authorities on political thought and we claim no right to be named 
among the great writers of political thought and theory. However, as students and 
citizens, we too have attempted to analyze and answer the difficult questions of 
our political age, to apply our thoughts and beliefs in creating a better world, to 
reflect on the past and prevent similar mistakes in the future. 
    Earlier this year, there was an opportunity  to establish an undergraduate journal 
for Political Science at Saginaw Valley State University. We were presented 
with a great number of essays and papers on a wide range of topics. After much 
dedication and hard work, we can now proudly present these ideas to you, in the 
first edition of The Sovereign. The Sovereign displays fellow students and their 
reflections, opinions, and perspectives on law, theory, pubic policy and the like.
  While the future of politics is always uncertain, we feel confident that The 
Sovereign will be able to share student’s modern beliefs and theories. We will keep 
all of the important questions of politics and government thriving and intact.
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escaped prisoner of war.  “Yes, he’d testified to it himself. Yes, he’d surrendered 
to the Germans with the intention of  betraying his country and he’d returned from 
captivity to carry out a mission for German intelligence. What sort of mission 
neither Shukhov nor the interrogator could say…Shukhov had figured it all out. 
If he didn’t sign he’d be shot. If he signed, he’d still get the chance to live. So 
he signed” (p. 55). His story is not unusual in determining why people were sent 
to forced labor camps. Stalin created a state of mass paranoia and fear, in which 
anyone who dissented from him, or was even suspected of dissenting from him, 
was shipped away. People were constantly wrongly charged with treason based 
on their ethnicity, religion, failed military missions, and attempted freedom of 
expression.
      Survival in this narrative can perhaps be explained through the Hobbesian 
view of the state of nature of man. Thomas Hobbes, who asserts his philosophy 
of the state of nature of man and social contract theory in Leviathan, essentially 
argues that a complete state of nature is a total state of war between individuals 
for survival. This state of survival, in the scrounging for food, tools, and 
basic commodities to makes survival easier, is the larger theme throughout 
Solzhenitsyn’s work.  Constantly present in Shukhov’s day is his urgent need to 
eat, secretly secure necessary tools for work, and an apparent mistrust of other 
prisoners. “More than once Shukhov had recalled the way they used to eat in 
their village: whole pots of potatoes, pans of oatmeal…big chunks of meat. And 
milk enough to bust their guts. That wasn’t the way to eat, he learned in camp. 
You had to eat with all your mind on the food—like now, nibbling the bread bit 
by bit, working the crumbs up into a paste with your tongue and sucking it into 
your cheeks. And how good it tasted—that soggy black bread! What had he been 
eating for eight, no, more than eight years? Next to nothing. But how much work 
had he done? Ah!” (p. 40). Here, we have the first need of every prisoner in camp, 
the desperation of severe hunger and the extremely hard work forced upon them 
daily. The obsession with food often overcomes Shukhov’s mind throughout the 
day and he even goes to such extreme attempts as hiding bread in his uniform for 
later use, a crime in camp which could get him severely beaten and thrown into a 
cell in solitary confinement for two weeks.
     The mistrust and brutality of inner camp violence and interaction also 
highlights the urgency of the survival instinct of the prisoners, specifically the 
main character. “Shukhov clapped his mittens together, joined up the lengths, and 
hammered the ends into the joints. He clapped his hands together and repeated his 
hammering. (He’d hidden his trowel in a nearby crack in the wall. Although he 
was among his own men, one of them might swap it for his own. That applied to 
Kilgas too)”(p.48). In his fight for survival, which meant ensuring that his daily 
assignment was completed in his squad, he swiped a necessary tool for work and 
had to constantly keep it hidden from everybody, including his closest friend in 
the camp, Kilgas. It was every man for himself and any little thing that they could 
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acquire to make their lives easier, once again emphasizing a Hobbesian state of 
nature in which if you have something others what, you are under the constant threat 
of attack by other envious individuals who wish to acquire your commodity for 
themselves. Mistrust between the prisoners was part of their lifestyle, as everyone 
had to worry about themselves in a system that was plagued by neuroticism.  
Violence enacted upon prisoners by guards and soldiers of the work camps was a 
constant threat. They never knew when they would be reprimanded or beaten and 
for what obscure reasons they would be tortured. 
       Particularly interesting is how this mistrust between prisoners in the Gulag 
bred violence amongst the prisoners themselves. In such a brutal system, the 
prisoners often enacted acts of violence upon each other, specifically prisoners 
who made some minor mistake that day and cost the camp laborers precious time. 
“‘Boooo!’ went the crowd at the gates. And they yelled, as the group drew nearer: 
‘Bastard! Shit! Idiot! Cow’s twat! Lousy son-of-a-bitch!’…It’s not joke to rob 
five hundred men of over half an hour…The deputy squad leader of the 32nd 
advanced. ‘The damn fool crawled up to do some plastering. Trying to hide from 
me! Warmed up there and fell asleep.’ And he hit the man hard in the face and 
on the neck, pushing him further from the guard. The Moldavian reeled back, 
and as he did so a Hungarian, one of his own squad, leaped up at him and kicked 
him hard from behind” (p. 95).  Such violence and lack of structure between 
prisoners is a regular function of daily life inside Shukhov’s camp. Feeding times 
and rushes to the mess halls are infiltrated with barbarism and mob panic. Racing, 
pushing, shoving, and the trickery and cleverness of getting extra food at dinner 
prove to emphasize that fact that prisoners are solely concerned with their own 
survival and perpetuate this in a manner such as survival of the fittest. In this state, 
prisoners often spied on each other and reported suspicious and illegal activities 
to higher officers for the chance to earn extra food, a day off of work, or simply to 
avoid having themselves being the subject of a soldier’s violent angst.
          Developed within this larger context of brutality, mistrust, and violence are the 
different ethnicities of various prisoners. Stemming from monarchial to modern 
rule, the marginalization of different regional peoples and forced incorporation 
of them into empire via Russification, presents itself throughout the narrative by 
the blatant and obvious distinction between prisoners of minority ethnicities and 
religions. For example, a prisoner by the name of Alyosha the Baptist is always 
portrayed in connection to his religious affiliation and commitment to God, The 
New Testament, and his refusal to sacrifice his religion at the hands of a communist 
regime that prohibited it. “Alyosha…cheeks were sunken, he lived strictly off of 
his rations, he earned nothing. He spent all his Sundays muttering with the other 
Baptists. They shed the hardships of camp life like water off of a duck’s back” (p. 
36). Another prisoner by the name of Tsezar “…was a hodgepodge of nationalities: 
Greek, Jew, Gypsy—you couldn’t make out which. He was still young. He’d 
made films. But he hadn’t finished his first when they arrested him…” (p. 25). 








the Zigeunermischlinge, or mixed Gypsies.  Though many Gypsies ended up 
being spared due to Himmler’s initial decisions to exempt pure Gypsies from 
deportations, an overwhelming percentage of Gypsies were indeed targeted by the 
Nazis as a means to fight ‘the Gypsy Plague’ (Lewy, 1999, 204, 208-209).  
      One of the main misconceptions of the involvement of Gypsies in the Ho-
locaust lies in the numbers of victims.  It is true that more Jews were annihilated 
during the Holocaust than any other victim, but approximately the same percentage 
of Gypsies died as did Jews throughout that same period of time (Milton, 1991, 
377).  In total, the Holocaust claimed over 500,000 Gypsy lives, accounting 
for approximately one-third, or 33.3 percent, of the Gypsy population living in 
Europe (Altman, 2003, 73).  Most historians believe that Jewish deaths during the 
Holocaust ranged between 4.5 million, and 6 million, or approximately 40 percent 
to 60 percent (Shermer & Grobman, 2000, 177, 190).  Though the estimated 
number of Jewish deaths is indeed higher, the statistics of Gypsy deaths reach a 
much more significant number than is often recognized, one that is closer to the 
losses of Jewish victims than is acknowledged.  Simultaneously, while most Jews 
living in Germany survived, Gypsies suffered great losses.  For every six Gypsies 
living in Germany prior to 1933, five of them would die due to Nazi policies 
(Sonneman, 2002, 83).  
     For many reasons however, anti-Semitism appears to be the main focus in 
which the Holocaust continues to be remembered.  Claims that the Holocaust 
only victimized the Jews on a genocidal level make it easier to point sole 
responsibility on the fanatical anti-Semitism of Hitler and his closest followers.  
Including Gypsies and the handicapped as simultaneous victims of genocidal 
acts passes responsibility onto a much larger population of German citizens, 
including bureaucrats, scientists, and policemen (Milon, 1991, 377).  Essentially, 
the genocidal acts committed toward other non-Germanic groups were ignored in 
order to protect Germany and its ordinary citizens, who may have actually played 
a part in the atrocities of the Holocaust.  
     Instead, the victimization of the Gypsies is ignored by some on the ques-
tionable grounds of racism.  According to the United Nations Convention on the 
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, genocide is defined as “any 
act committed with the idea of destroying in whole or in part a national, ethnic, 
racial or religious group” (Genocide: Convention, 2009).  By this definition, 
many historians exclude Gypsies as victims of racial persecution due to the Nazi 
stigma of Gypsies as asocial (Sonneman, 2000, 25).  It was easier to pass off 
anti-Gypsy policies as policies against criminals and vagrants instead, since they 
largely enforced the common Gypsy stereotypes (Milton, 1991, 377).  Since 
Gypsies were commonly believed to be cheats, liars, and thieves anyway, they 
were considered to be unproductive and unnecessary to the success of any society, 
and the removal of them was not largely fought against (Birnbaum, 1971, 259 – 
264).  Contrarily, however, the implementation of the decree for ‘Combating the 
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Gypsy Plague’ in 1938 clearly relied upon procedures that were inarguably racist, 
calling for thorough examinations which would allow for racial classification of 
Sinti and Roma Gypsies living in Germany.  Furthermore, instructions from the 
Criminal Police regarding methods of enacting this decree were clearly racist.  
The instructions declared that “the aim of the measures taken by the state must be 
the racial separation once and for all of the Gypsy race from the German nation, 
the prevention of miscegenation, and finally the regulation of the way of life of 
pure and part-Gypsies.”  The decree essentially outlawed the traditional Gypsy 
way of life, including banning traveling in large groups and placing restrictions 
on marriages amongst Gypsies (Sonneman, 2002, 94).  
         By denying that policies were implemented against the Gypsies on racial terms 
Germany had the benefit of not having to pay reparations to them for the physical 
and psychological damages afflicted on them during the genocide of their people, 
although Jewish victims were receiving restitution payments (Milton, 1991, 377).  
Even when Gypsy survivors fought for the right to receive restitution payments, 
their complaints usually fell on deaf ears.  Not until 1956 did the Federal Court 
decide that Gypsies were allowed to gain access to these payments, but it was ruled 
that they could only be compensated for acts of persecution committed beginning 
with the 1943 deportations.  Anything prior to that would not be considered, 
although eventually the ruling was changed to allow for consideration of offenses 
committed as early as 1938.  However, by this time many of the victims had 
already died (Sonneman, 2002, 116).  
     In other cases in which the victims had survived long enough to receive 
the payments, they had to go through considerable efforts to prove they were 
deserving of it.  Sophie Höllenreiner, a Gypsy survivor of the Holocaust, was 
subjugated to horrifying activities while held in Auschwitz concentration camp, 
in which she was harnessed like a horse and forced to run around on her knees 
for hours, all while being beaten by the SS officials.  After the incident, she was 
never able to gain full use of her knee again, but because she had no proof that 
the injury had occurred as a result of this game, she was denied reparations.  They 
told her that the injury could have occurred before she was forced to endure these 
hardships at Auschwitz (Sonneman, 2002, 162).  
      Contrarily, Jewish victims received reparations much earlier than Gypsies.  
In fact, before Hitler’s Final Solution had been thoroughly implemented, legal 
scholars were already deciding on a way that Germany would have to compensate 
for its persecution of the Jewish victims (Rosensaft & Rosensaft, 2002, 1)
         However, just as Gypsies have faced difficulties attempting to claim financial 
reparations, they have also struggled to receive reparations in the form of land, 
as the Jews have done.  Simultaneously as a means to obtain reparations, while 
also combating their racial classification as outsiders or underdogs, Gypsies have 
long been working toward procuring a land for their people.  However, while 
Jews were granted the country of Israel under authority of the United Nations 








Putting Theory to the Test: Is There Truth in Iron John?  8


reports of intellectual conversations on the front lawn. When it came time for the 
Tillman boys to become outward warriors, they were already balanced and trained 
inward warriors. This development seems to have been missing in many who 
were involved in the case of Pat’s death. Once again, a real-world example stands 
as good evidence for the ideas of Robert Bly, this time in regards to his thoughts 
on soldiers versus warriors. 
       Robert Bly’s concerns about men and his ideas pertaining to exactly what 
has been going on seem to be legitimate. Dr. Money is an example of a man who 
was never really initiated into manhood, and as a result became a flyer who never 
learned to shudder. Pat and Kevin Tillman are examples of warriors in modern 
culture who developed as men prior to becoming warriors, but true to Bly, true 
warriors appear to be in short supply. My conclusion is that Bly is correct in 
saying that men need to break from women and be mentored by older men. I 
agree with him when he says that being in touch with their feminine side is not 
necessarily a bad thing for men, but that the journey should not stop there. Society 
could benefit from men who could deal with their wounds rather than becoming 
arrogant flyers or helpless victims, as well as from more warriors. 
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n December 10th, 2009, President Barack Obama accepted the 2009 Nobel 
Peace Prize in a ceremony in Oslo, Norway. In a 39-minute acceptance 


speech, Obama discussed his views and concerns about contemporary threats to 
global security, the nature of human conflict, and the proper use of military force. 
Coming just one week after the President ordered a controversial escalation of 
American military operations in Afghanistan, Obama himself noted that “perhaps 
the most profound issue surrounding my receipt of this prize is the fact that I am the 
Commander-in-Chief of the military of a nation in the midst of two wars.” Indeed, 
the combination of America’s military might and its increasing willingness to use 
offensive force in the wake of the terrorist attacks of September 11th has been 
among the world’s most controversial security issues.         
    Over its 200-plus year history, The United States of America has evolved 
from a weak confederation of jealously independent states into a global giant 
with unprecedented economic and military power.  As America’s level of power 
and influence has grown, political thinkers have attempted to analyze, explain, 
critique, and rationalize these changes and how they have influenced the American 
political system and greater American society.  Furthermore, as the focus of 
American’s national security has moved from the frontier conflicts to potential 
European meddling on its borders and eventually on to Cold War and global 
terrorism, American political theorists have confronted new issues that have often 
accompanied new eras. Though prevailing views of American national defense 
and foreign policy have changed over the years, there are many common themes 
that are found in the ideas of those exploring security issues. Debates about the 
nature, extent, and degree of American national defense and foreign policy are 
often linked to broader discussions about the nature of freedom, liberty, morality 
and other issues.        
      Many of the Founding Fathers had ideas about national security and foreign 
policy that greatly influenced their views on the structure of American government 
and society. John Adams, for example, believed that the fact that Great Britain 
was a Republic and not an Empire gave the right of self-governance to American 
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rush of citizens who fear the consequences of living with freedom. 
      As Mencken foresaw there is no need to “differentiate too pedantically between 
two forms of democracy” (74); then, because the differences between the two are 
semantic; now, because our democracy is in decline. Unwarranted phone taps, 
library record scandals, and the Patriot Act are all part of the same downward 
trend. Democracy suffers during any war and we are a militaristic tribe. The 
Alien and Sedition Acts, Lincoln’s suspension of habeas corpus, the internment 
of Japanese-Americans; all happened during war and all severely damaged what 
used to be democracy. 
   Democracy didn’t disappear of its own accord. Instead, it was taken from 
Mencken’s Democratic Man by modern Solitary Man. Democracy is a double-
edged sword and Solitary Man can’t abide the danger. Yet, Solitary Man, having 
never been in the world lacks the means to affect permanent change. And this is 
how he comes to select from those screamers, those with the loudest voice, to lead 
him. These loudest few, these politicians, grab hold of a single idea and blow it 
out of proportion. They see only the benefits and never the risks of these thoughts. 
They don’t consider risks because they have no need to. Popular support can be 
won on merely the virtues of a plan; pragmatism is a weakness.
    While they are loud and popular and easily elected these screamer-politicians 
are not particularly capable of legislation. The Solitary Man lacks the patience 
necessary to choose a wise and quiet voice from the crowd to elevate to high 
office. Instead, the Solitary Man and the politicians he elects rely on the plagiarized 
work of others to make laws. These others are the lobbyists and special interests. 
Lobbyists are happy not to receive credit and prefer to take advantage of loopholes 
and exceptions that they have written into the laws. This is more valuable to them 
than a citation. It seems that still “our laws are invented... by frauds and fanatics, 
and put upon the statute books by poltroons and scoundrels” (Mencken, 105).
    Likewise the modern process of lawmaking “favours the man who is without 
[honourable motives], and it puts heavy burdens upon the man who has 
them”(Mencken, 110). Of course, no longer is it honorable to help other people. 
These days those motives are considered foolish. The honor of Solitary Man 
demands that every act be self-serving. As a result every person becomes a faction 
unto themselves. And so we are lucky to not live in a democracy, for “a pure 
democracy... can admit of no cure for the mischief of factions” (Madison, 203). 
The cure found by the Solitary State is ignorance. Unwilling to listen to arguments 
opposing their view, politicians vote on matters with their minds fixed, Thus is 
Solitary Man served by the self-serving Solitary State.


Solitude and Liberty


     Unlike the townsmen of Thoreau, Solitary Man has scaled or broken through 
the wall barring his path to freedom (Thoreau, 489). Emerging on the other side 
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imprisoned, yet safe, the Solitary Man feels free from fear and danger, for he 
fears the danger strangers represent to his individualism. The prison occupied by 
Solitary Man is one of his own construct. He lives in the temple of individualism 
- cookie-cutter subdivision house filled to the brim with knick-knacks gathered 
over the course of a lifetime. Solitary Man spends much time in the commute 
driving his tank-like Sport Utility Vehicle so that he can distance himself from 
the outside world.
     The will-to-peace, “the peace of a trusty in a well-managed penitentiary” 
thrives in Solitary Man (Mencken, 118). Solitary Man becomes perturbed when 
this peace is infringed upon (Ollie) and has established organizations to lessen 
“human-generated, undesirable and unhealthy sound [which] unduly burdens the 
soundscape” (Welcome to Peace and Quiet). No longer do an individual’s rights 
end at the tip of their fist, but instead extend to the walls of Solitary Man’s cage, 
or even to the boundary line of his property.
        From this peace comes tranquility. And, through the reflections of his solitary 
life, Solitary Man stumbles to the revelation that he must spread the gospel of his 
way of living so that the benefits of a solitary lifestyle might be enjoyed by all. 
This regime takes on moral qualities and becomes something worthy of worship; 
the be all and end all of human existence. Now being a moral code and standard 
of living Solitary Man takes it upon himself to ensure that everyone else’s solitude 
is consistent with his own.
    This causes Solitary Man to clash with other Solitary Men and a police 
force becomes necessary to enforce peace between neighbors. If every Puritan 
and democrat were a lawyer, then Solitary Man aspires to be judge, jury, and 
executioner of his solitary state(Mencken, 133). Herein lays the contradiction of 
Solitary Man for his solitude has no value to him unless he can lord it over others. 
Others find no value in the life of Solitary Man for they have their own state 
of aloneness to tend to. A hierarchy comes into existence, for if two things are 
different one must be better than the other.
         This interaction becomes the corruption of Solitary Man, and, while tolerable, 
it causes Solitary Man to become self-loathing. The corruption of Solitary mans 
causes him to fall prey to any politician offering redemption. Corruption in the 
politicians is accepted as long as they can validate and promote Solitary Man’s 
solitude. These politicians are celebrated for their corruption if they can secure a 
victory for Solitary Man’s ideology (New Louisiana Purchase). Indeed, Solitary 
Man is more than willing to tolerate tyranny if only tyrants validate his way of 
life.


Coda


       So, where does this leave us and what is the future condition of this country? 
It is not for me to hazard a guess. It is entirely possible that the downward trend of 
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ignorance of the Gypsies is partly enforced by the Gypsies themselves.  As Rom 
Gypsy, Ronald Lee, described in his autobiography, Goddam Gypsy, “the greatest 
strength of the Gypsies is their invisibility.  It is not without good reason that 
many people consider them to be extinct, for the Roms themselves do everything 
in their power to perpetuate the myth of their non-existence” (Lee, 1971, 9).  
    In order to separate themselves from the gadje ideals that they disagreed 
with, Gypsies failed to permanently settle in any one area for a prolonged period 
of time, and were thus consequently always perceived as outsiders.  As Katie 
Trumpener described it, “when a national culture stops to celebrate and take stock 
in itself, it is only the ‘Gypsies’ who keep moving,” thus perpetuating the belief 
in Gypsies as outsiders that fail to be recognized as notable citizens wherever 
they go (Trumpener, 1992, 846).  However, while it becomes evident that Gypsies 
prefer to remain an independent group, surrounding cultures often deny them the 
opportunity.  
         Presumably as a direct result of their isolated lifestyles, these free-spirited, family-
oriented people began to be stigmatized through ignorance.  Having untraditional 
jobs, according to their host countries, they were repeatedly stereotyped as lazy, 
worthless, and inherent criminals.  Known also as petty thieves, child-thieves, 
and liars, Gypsies, along with Jews, are the most insulted groups of people in 
all of Europe (Birnbaum, 1971, 259-264).  Because of these irrational fears that 
so many people held for the Gypsies, they often faced unwarranted persecution 
in the past that continues to resonate today.  It was not until the 1850s that the 
enslavement of Romanian Gypsies was officially abolished, but although the 
terminology has changed, there still exist policies against the Gypsy race today, 
including unofficial bans against the immigration of Gypsies to North America 
(Trumpener, 1992, 849 & 853).  
    However, perhaps the most devastating blow to their race came during the 
Third Reich, where laws implemented as early as 1929 intended to enforce 
discrimination of the Gypsy lifestyle by prohibiting large groups of Gypsies from 
traveling together (Trumpener, 1992, 853).  By 1936 research was being conducted 
on Gypsies by Robert Ritter at the Racial Hygiene Research Center, in which he 
postulated that Zigeunermischlinge, or racially mixed Gypsies, were genetically 
prone to criminal behavior, and should therefore be separated from the common 
population and sterilized (Lewy, 1999, 203).  In his opinion, Ritter believed that 
although Gypsies had come to Europe from India, therefore classifying them 
as Aryan, they had spent too many years procreating with non-Aryans, causing 
nearly 90 percent of Gypsies to be impure and asocial (Sonneman, 2000, 92-
93).  By 8 December 1938, the decree titled ‘Combating the Gypsy Plague’ was 
officially enacted, forcing all Gypsies to register themselves with the government 
(Lewy, 1999, 201).  Shortly following the enactment of this decree, Dr. Johannes 
Behrendt, who worked for the Office of Racial Hygiene, published his strong 
support of the decree, in which he stated that Gypsies are “criminal and asocial and 
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impossible to educate, [and] should therefore be treated as hereditarily sick.  The 
aim should therefore be elimination without hesitation of this characteristically 
defective element in the population.  This should be done by locking them all up 
and sterilizing them” (Sonneman, 2000, 194).  These beginning acts of persecution 
and ignorance toward the Gypsy race inevitably lead to the creation and active 
use of the Zigeunerlager, or specialized Nazi concentration camps destined for 
further experimentations on Gypsies.  Mistreatment of Gypsies, however, went 
much further than concentration camps.  Just like the fate of the Jews, Gypsies, 
too, were eventually sent off to death camps.  Auschwitz-Birkenau, for example, 
dedicated a section of the camp entirely to Gypsies.  However, due to the Gypsies’ 
declining sanitation and health, on 2 August 1944, the decision came to exterminate 
the inhabitants of the Gypsy camp (Lagnado & Dekel, 1992, 81-83).  A Jewish 
prisoner, Menashe Lorinczi, remembers hearing the screams that came from the 
death camp that night, when even the Gypsies knew that they were no longer 
beneficial to the regime:


                                                                                                                                       


       Usually for Gypsies, imprisonment in Zigeunerlager camps involved invol-
untary sterilization (Milton, 1991, 378).  The procedures were always painful, 
and the doctors were generally careless.  Gypsy Holocaust survivor, Stramsee 
Schönberger was only twelve years old when he was forcibly sterilized twice.  
At the time he was outraged with the animalistic procedures used, but after he 
learned of the effects years later, he was heartbroken – procreation is traditionally 
very important to the Gypsy way of life (Sonneman, 2002, 200).  The Gypsies 
however, who were considered to be far more inferior than the Germans, were 
unwanted in Hitler’s Aryan society due to these unworthy traits, which led to their 
subjugation under the “Law for the Prevention of Hereditary Diseased Offspring,” 
enacted on 14 July 1933.  The common sterilization procedures, altered under this 
law, now allowed physicians to use force against unwilling victims who fit into 
the categories of “lives unworthy of life” (Bock, 1983, 408).  Including only the 
victims of forced sterilization between 1933 and 1939, 53 percent of them were 
sterilized for being dubbed as feeble-minded (Bock, 1983, 414).  The ostracized 
Gypsies fit into this category due to their deviation from the standard German 
lifestyle.  
     Gypsy sterilization has continued even after World War II.  In the Czech 
Republic, sterilization of Roma Gypsy women had been taking place illegally 
since 1990, with the last known procedure occurring as recently as 2003.  Rights 


We heard a terrible cry.  The Gypsies knew they were going to be put to death, 
and they cried all night.  They had been at Auschwitz a long time.  They 
had seen the Jews arriving at the ramps, had watched the selections where 
old people and children went to the gas chambers…  And when the Gypsies 
cried, all the twins heard them.  And even though I was a child, only nine or 
ten, I understood (Lagnado & Dekel, 1992, 83).





