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Soldiers fight for a variety of reasons, such as a sense of patriotic duty. In 1801 Stephen Decatur, the son of a famous naval captain of America’s Revolutionary War, sailed for the Mediterranean in search of glory and adventure. He found both during his conflicts with the Barbary States and upon his return was celebrated as a military hero. He is remembered for coining the phrase, “My country, right or wrong.” Some say that he helped “forge a new nation out of thirteen former colonies” by kindling “the flames of patriotism.”1 But acts of loyalty are largely based on the belief in a personal stake in the institution of war. The conflicts with the Barbary States and privateering—the government authorization of a private ship to attack and seize the cargo of another country’s ship—in waters closer to home were activities undertaken primarily with economic and trade interests in mind.2

Patriotism has traditionally been understood to mean a willingness to sacrifice for one’s country and fully support one’s government in time of war. The Germans in World War II were undoubtedly patriotic, as evidenced by their nearly unflinching support of Adolf Hitler in his search for Lebensraum (living space) in the East. But several unfolding and interlocking events complicated Operation Barbarossa, Germany’s invasion of the Soviet Union in 1941. The German leadership had underestimated Soviet endurance and readiness to sacrifice, and German intelligence proved faulty in its estimation that Stalin lacked the reserves necessary to raise new forces for the Red Army. The Soviet leaders and their soldiers provided stubborn resistance, while enjoying the advantages of the proximity to resources for sustaining their efforts. Poor weather further aggravated the German advance. Germany’s overextension into Soviet territory can also be contrasted with the Soviet Union’s temporary concentration of power at a few critical points.3 The failure of Operation Barbarossa eventually aided the Allied victory over Nazi Germany, notwithstanding the patriotism of the German people.

Three decades later an American fighter pilot remembers the excitement as he left for the war in Vietnam, “heading for the jungles of Southeast Asia to stem the sweeping red tide of monolithic communism that was sure to engulf nation after nation in the third world . . . Better to fight them over there,” he was told, “than on the streets of San Francisco.”4 But unable to produce a viable strategy in Vietnam particularly prior to 1968, the United States relied on a piecemeal commitment of forces. More importantly, the American public was not prepared to fight a war of long duration with no tangible end in sight. Giving the South Vietnamese the main burden of the war, while keeping the military commitment low enough that it could be terminated at any time, would assure no major negative consequences for the United States, it was reasoned. But the South Vietnamese proved unstable and unable to act effectively, simultaneously as the North Vietnamese thought no sacrifice too great in their strife for sovereignty. Bui Tin, a North Vietnamese colonel who was loyal to Ho Chi Minh but later defected to France, stated, “When we embarked on the struggle for our independence of course nobody realized it would result in more than thirty years of war which would have widespread effects on every Vietnamese family without exception. But people endured and held firm in the belief that independence and freedom were more precious than anything else and that once they were achieved, everything else would follow.”5 From the perspective of the Vietnamese communists, patriotism allowed them to win the war.

These examples demonstrate that the end result of a war neither depends solely on a willingness to support one’s government, nor on strategy or equipment or the composition of the forces. Whether a country operates under the status of aggressor or defender can further affect the people’s sense of patriotic duty. The Vietnam War, in which the United States supported South Vietnam against the North Vietnamese communists from a position of the strategic offensive, proved unpopular with the American people. A greater degree of patriotism was displayed in the traditional sense when the United States entered World War II from a position of the strategic defensive following Japan’s attack on Pearl Harbor. Likewise, although a few American war protesters walked the streets of New York City after Osama bin Laden’s attack on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon in 2001, the American people at large favored the U.S. bombing of Afghanistan from a position of the strategic defensive.6

Patriotism is a powerful force that compels men and women to give full support to their government in time of war. But patriotism and loyalty are largely based on the belief that one has a personal stake in the outcome. The three essays contained in this book examine men and women who made war their prime call of duty for real or perceived patriotic reasons; commoners enlisting voluntarily as a matter of family tradition or kinship obligation; and others serving to avenge a wrong, or because of social and political pressures.
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“Patriots always talk of dying for their country, but never of killing for their country.”1

—Bertrand Russell (1872-1970), British philosopher, mathematician, and social critic

In his farewell speech of 1989 President Ronald Reagan asked us to remember the resurgence of national pride he called the “New Patriotism.” Patriotism and love of country, he said, are closely related to our national memory and have given our nation’s history a deeper meaning. Popular culture such as movies and TV have “celebrated democratic values and implicitly reinforced the idea that America was special.”2 Although it was the Reagan administration that led to the subsequent end of America’s Cold War with the Soviet Union, and one of Reagan’s most famous statements is indeed, “Mr. Gorbachev, tear down this wall,” several scholars of politics have claimed that it was also Reagan who escalated the Cold War by building up the U.S. Armed Forces and straining relations with the Soviet Union. It was Reagan who attempted to explain why “we in the West must resist Soviet expansion [and] maintain defenses of unassailable strength.”3 One popular view is that Ronald Reagan was a warmonger who believed that America—the whole free world, in fact—was in true and imminent danger of losing that freedom.4 To remain special and a leader in the world, the patriotic thing to do was to intervene in international politics.

The protection of our democratic values in the name of patriotism may have roots in our nation’s brief but violent history. The diary of Johann von Ewald, a Hessian infantry officer from the Germanic regiments who fought for the English in America’s Revolutionary War, offers a touching eye-opener for those desiring to experience the American triumph through the viewpoint of the opposition, particularly with respect to “Liberty and Independence” for which the Americans were willing to “have their arms and legs smashed.”5 The poverty of the American troops proved severe at the conclusion of the Revolutionary War. As observed by Ewald, “He who could not purchase a new coat wore his old one until it fell off his body in pieces,” and “officers who marched without shoes . . . did everything that was possible to live in this world as free men.”6 Other foreign observers marveled at the Continental Army’s willing service and ability to endure continuous hardship. Baron von Closen of the French army exclaimed, “I admire the American troops tremendously! It is incredible that soldiers composed of men of every age, even children of fifteen, of whites and blacks, almost naked, unpaid, and rather poorly fed, can march so well and withstand fire so steadfastly.”7

Although the prolonged privations of the Revolutionary War would cause many soldiers to desert, the overwhelming desire for a better life for themselves and their offspring caused desertion rates to decrease as the war progressed.8 At the height of the Civil War a century later, when more Americans died than in any other conflict including World War I and II combined, the focus shifted to ideological concerns rather than survival. Unifying the nation and furthering economic interests lay at the heart of the war. The technological revolution had made slave labor an economic burden. Simply put it proved too costly to maintain slaves when machines could do the work.

At the conclusion of the Civil War the United States underwent a rapid demobilization of forces. The country reevaluated its military needs to determine how to protect a territory that was much too large to be fully patrolled.9 While “the Navy Department revived its prewar system of distant patrols,” the immediate concerns were policing the South during the Reconstruction period, pushing the frontier, and controlling the Native Americans. When the frontier officially closed in 1890, the armed forces began focusing on the expansion of commerce. The nation’s welfare depended on the promotion of the economy, and a new “frontier” was sought for the purpose of controlling commercial rather than territorial interests. America exercised its military might in the Philippines, the Caribbean, and Central America. The navy was expanded and modernized so that it could capably protect overseas interests and engage and destroy enemy fleets in midocean.10

With the official closing of the frontier America was finally free to look at imperial and commercial developments in Europe and Asia, and considered taking a similar path there. The so-called Open Door committed the United States to the preservation of free trade with China. Although trade with China accounted for only 1 percent of U.S. foreign





































































d2d_images/chapter_title_above.png





d2d_images/chapter_title_corner_decoration_left.png





d2d_images/cover.jpg





d2d_images/chapter_title_corner_decoration_right.png





d2d_images/chapter_title_below.png





d2d_images/scene_break.png





