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SPANISH FOREIGN OFFICE ARCHIVES

James W. Cortada*

One of the last major unused sources in Europe for American diplo-
matic history is the archive of the Spanish foreign office (Ministerio de
Asuntos Exteriores). Created in the 1830s, the archive contains the
diplomatic correspondence of Spain with the United States with the earli-
est papers dating from about 1833. Some files for other countries, however,
run back into the 1790s. Older diplomatic materials dealing with the
United States prior to 1833 are still kept at the National Historical Ar-
chives (Archivo Historico Nacional) also in Madrid.

The Foreign Office materials on the United States are divided into
several major collections. The first is politica which contains the general
dispatches received from ministers in Washington. This group also has
many of the Foreign Minister’s replies to these reports; it includes nu-
merous American newspaper clippings, pamphlets, posters, letters from
the Captain General of Cuba and other correspondence addressed to the
legation. The file conveniently contains the majority of manuscripts from
many diverse governmental sources dealing with a specific American
issue, although not all. For example, the mid-nineteenth century dis-
patches from Latin America, Cuba, and European legations dealing with
annexationist plans for the Spanish possessions in the Caribbean may be
found in this file, The records are also in *a rough chronological order
within each bundle of manuscripts.

The second major group of records are the correspondencias which
contain much information on internal developments in the United States,
more legation files, and miscellaneous letters. Although less important
than the first collection, both complement each other. A third source is
the consulado or consular series. These are almost the same as the
American consular records. Some important consular dispatches dealing
with a major issue, however, are often located in the politica file. Two
smaller collections are the embassy and personnel records which go back
into the nineteenth century.

Because the papers are stored by country topic rather than by origin,
the Foreign Office may have placed documents dealing with the United
States in another file. For example, a great deal of correspondence be-
tween the two governments over the Mexican problems of the 1860s will
not be found in the United States’ file but rather in Mexico’s.

Other files dealing with the United States are catalogued under ob-
vious headings such as Cuba, 1850-1931 and the Dominican Republic,
1796-1931 within each of the three major catagories. Since the archivists

*Dr. Cortada is professor of history at Florida State University.



have a general card index on the country files, it is easy enough to de-
termine what major collections would need to be examined.

The papers are loosely bundled together in about two feet high
stacks called legajos, neatly held together with red cord. In dealing with
the manuscripts for citation purposes, one refers to the country file,
major collection (e. g., politica) and then legajo number.

Manuscn'pts may officially be read up to 1931 but, unofficially,
permission might be obtained for the examination of papers up to the
late 1940s. The delay resulting in gaining permission for the inspection
of manuscripts after 1931 along with the restrictions that would be im-
posed on their use by the Minister of Foreign Affairs himself, preclude
the practicability of reading them at this time, although it has been done.
There are no restrictions on the earlier papers. To gain admission to the
archives one must go to the American Embassy (room 205) with a letter
of introduction from a college, university, or other research institute and
obtain a note of introduction to the Spanish government. This is taken to
the archives located in the annex of the Foreign Office behind the Plaza
de la Provincia on Calle de El Salvador. Usually two days after sub-
mitting this letter and a form obtained at the Foreign Office one may
begin to do research.

Typewriters may be used. The excellent library of the Foreign
Office may also be consulted. Photocopying may be done only on a limited
basis since the photocopying center is also used by the entire Ministry.
In practice, it is often easier and quicker to take notes on a document
than to have it duplicated. Copies cost five pesetas (8.5 cents) each.
Microfilming facilities do not exist, but at this writing workmen were
remodeling a room for such equipment. The archivists have expressed
the view, however, that it will be a long time before they can hope to
offer microfilming services to scholars since the Ministry plans to film
many of its current records.

The Foreign Office has not published any catalogues of its Ameri-
can manuscript holdings although plans call for an.all-inclusive list of
the archives to be published. Some treaties have been issued along with
a few ‘‘red books’’ but there isno Spanish equivalent tothe U. S. Foreign
Relations volumes nor are there intentions of publishing such a series at
this time.

Because so few researchers use the archive, there are no designated
reading rooms. One works in a large library room in the basement where
comfortable chairs and several large tables are provided. Hours are from
ten in the morning until two in the afternoon, six days a week. The
Ministry closes on all official holidays of which there seem to be too
many for the American researcher. When using the facilities, enter the
building by the El Salvador entrance, walk the length of the hall on the
right hand side and enter the second to the last door on the right to let
the archivists know you want to use the basement. They will call an
attendant on the telephone to open the library door. The basement is
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reached by a staircase almost opposite the archivist’s office and also by
an elevator,

The small library staff is efficient but none of them speak English.
The archivists on the main floor know their holdings very well and the
attendants in the basement obtain the desired legajos in a matter of one
or two minutes. Never ask for more than one at a time because the offi-
cials fear papers from one might accidentally be returned to another. No
forms for ordering legajos are used. Indeed, the system remains informal
in the basement and the attendants are cooperative.

A nine volume bibliography of the library is available in the archi-
vist’s office. Since the hours are short, one would do better to use the
bibliography to find titles and then spend the afternoons and evenings
reading the books at the Biblioteca Nacional, located at Calvo Sotelo, 20,

The Foreign Office is conveniently located in downtown ‘Madrid near
many hotels, restaurants, and bookstores. All buses and subways start
and end at the nearby Puerta del Sol. Walk from this plaza to the imme-
diate right of the Security Police headquarters on the backside of the
Puerta del Sol. This is Calle de Correo. After two blocks make a right
turn; one block further is the Plaza de la Provincia and the Foreign
Office. Go around to the right hand side of the building to the entrance.
The walk should only take five minutes from the Puerta del Sol.

Texts and Teachings: A Profile of Historians of

American Foreign Relations in 1972

Sandra Caruthers Thomson*

and

Clayton A. Coppin, Jr.*

How do teachers of the history of American foreign relations see
themselves and their discipline? What teaching methods do they use,
what strengths and weaknesses do they identify in the field, and how
have recent events affected their outlook? Probably every diplomatic
historian has his own opinions on these matters, gathered as our own
were from informal talks with colleagues, ideas exchanged at professional
meetings, and from the media. ‘For more than idle speculation, however,
some concrete data were required. After some thought, the authors of
this paper decided to compose a questionnaire, to acquire factual data
about age, training and the like, some personal opinions about approaches

*Dr. Thomson is professor of history at the University of Utah. Mr. Coppin
is a doctoral candidate in history at the same institution. This paper was read at
a regional meeting of SHAFR in Atlanta, February, 1973.”’
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to the subject, and to look at the effect of certain events on one’s out-
look. In order to obtain a sample which would include most of those
teaching diplomatic history in colleges and universities in the United
States, we mailed the questions to those on the current membership list
of the Society for Historians of American Foreign Relations. Of the 450
we mailed out, 197 were retumned and of those, 182 were usable, a rela-
tively large response. Our tacit assumption (unfortunately untested), was
that the great majority of the SHAFR membership were historians trained
in, and teaching, American diplomatic history.

The areas of interest we addressed ourselves to were several. First,
we sought some data on those who are teaching courses on the history
of American diplomacy or American foreign relations. (See the Appendix
for the questionnaire). We wished to leamn the ages of the recipients,
where they had been educated, and how they taught the subject -- what
texts, problems, and documentary collections and monographs were used.
We were also curious as to their particular interpretations of the subject
matter. Did the ‘‘labels” applied in problems books correspond to the
self-perceptions of those teaching the subject?

In addition to dataon age and training and methodologyof instruction,
our third concern was with the effect of current and controversial events
on the respondents, issues that have disrupted not only the discipline of
history, but most other scholarly organizations in the past few years as
well as the American people as a whole. Few events in American history
have provoked such agonizing and soul-searching as the American in-
volvement in Vietnam. Since 1968 when President Lyndon Baines Johnson
chose not to seek reelection rather than to risk his reputation for his war
policies, Americans in all walks of life have sought answers to the many
problems posed by our continuing involvement in the war. Several years
ago, Daniel Ellsberg, reached his private verdict against further impli-
cation in a policy he could no longer support, and began the unauthorized
publication of the famed Pentagon Papers.

The popular debate over the war, of course, has helped stimulate
the revision of American history being undertaken by the scholars gener-
ally termed the ‘‘New Left.”” It was apparent that some American diplo-
matic historians, concerned about the war itself, were perceiving implica-
tions from their conclusions about Vietnam and the Cold War for earlier
periods of American foreign policy. Judging from the endless variety of
problems books and readers that are pouring from the presses, diplomatic
historians were as disturbed as the general public by the Vietnam debate,
and questions asked about the war were leading some to a re-examination
of long-held assumptions about the wisdom of formerly-unchallenged
decisions in foreign affairs.

How many in the field of American foreign relations were so moved?
Was the ‘“New Left’”’ just a strident and vocal minority among the con-



servative or moderate majority? We sought to quaniify the data about the
effect of the war, the publication of the Pentagon Papers, and political
preferences and, utilizing a computer, to compare this data to reach some
conclusions. The results of the study have been gratifying, enlightening,
and frustrating, as we discovered some of the limitations of the question-
naire approach and the difficulties in analyzing the information we had
obtained.

Before explaining the outcome of the subject we must identify some
of the problems encountered. One respondent remarked, ‘‘“You will learn
less than you think,”” which was, thanks to the computer, quite untrue.
We learned much more than can be presented in this brief paper. How-
ever, composing a questionnaire is in the same league with wording a
true-false test. The gap between what the questioner seeks to learn and
the way in which the respondent reacts to the words used is hard to per-
ceive in advance, and thus poses problems very difficult to overcome. A
few, perhaps a half-dozen of the recipients, were so offended by the
questions that they not only refused to answer but also sent us hostile
communications heaping opprobrium upon our heads, damning and dis-
trusting our motives, and even suspecting our source of funds (which
came largely from our own pockets). Others raised quite legitimate com-
plaints about our use of a 1-7 rating scale (which, for purposes of com-
puterizing the results, was far too broad, allowing too many choices).
They also castigated our use of such undefined terms as ‘‘traditional’’
and ‘‘radical’’. A number objected to our limiting their response to the
Vietnam War to a simplistic continuum from “‘immediate withdrawal” to
“‘indefinite presence.” Some felt that, despite our guarantees of their
anonymity, questions about their political behavior were, to quote, ‘‘none
of your damned business.”’ Some of these complaints we had anticipated
but had decided to ignore because of another consideration: The desire
to make the questionnaire short enough to tempt more people to take the
time to answer it. In this day of the deluge of paper, brevity and simpli-
city are sometimes greater virtues than absolute accuracy of detail. And,
after all, we are all called upon to make choices between less-than-
optimal alternatives and denied the opportunity to make our feelings
“‘perfectly clear’”” by means of a position paper. Since we wished to
computerize the results, we had also to keep the questions simple so the
results could be transferred to punch cards. Having perused the responses
rather thoroughly, I can now make some further criticisms of the approach.
The wording did lead to ambiguity, although for some questions that was
probably unavoidable. The profession itself cannot agree on whether to
call those interpretations of American foreign policy that are generally
supportive of past administrative decisions as nationalist, ‘‘Establish-
ment,”’ traditional, consensus, or by the more obviously offensive label,
““court historians.”” The term traditional seemed to us to be a fairly neu-
tral one. An item we had not expected to be so controversial was the
phrase ‘‘diplomatic history.”” A number of respondents felt the subject

’



matter should properly be designated foreign relations, and from some of
their criticisms it was apparent that the Association’s membership is
split among historians, some of whom took the opportunity to castigate
the “‘social scientists” for infringing on their ‘‘turf,”” and political scien-
tists and international relations specialists, some of whom felt that any
association with the word ‘‘history” was contaminating; others wished
in addition to avoid the narrowness implied by the original phrase. It was
obvious that we should have asked the respondents to identify the spe ci-
fic area of their own training.

The nature of the sample also can be open to some criticism. From the
data on age groups, it will be seen that the respondents covered the
spectrum well. However, it was impossible to determine, since the quest-
tionnaire specified anonymity, just who answered; did we hear primarily
from the younger or less-well-known members of the group? We can state
only that the respondents were all members of SHAFR; not all of them
are currently teaching diplomatic history, although most are. About a
dozen recipients returned unanswered questionnaires because they were
not now teaching the subject. However, we did use responses from tea-
chers trained in foreign relations who were not currently teaching it,
including a few from graduate teaching assistants, and historians working
in research positions for the federal government. And, of course, we did
not solicit responses from the many teachers of diplomatic history who
are not members -- yet -- of SHAFR.

A further limitation in the usefulness of this project is the neces-
sarily ‘‘dated’’ nature of the response. Political questions were exciting
and very relevant in October of 1972, but are perhaps less so now. With
the end of the Vietnam War, the highly emotional effect it had on the
study and teaching of American foreignrelations will perhaps be lessened.
The publication of the Pentagon Papers has been replaced as an emo-
tional issue by the Ellsberg-Russo trial, but the larger issue surrounding
the extensive classification of government documents still remains. One
respondent urged us to ‘‘applaud Nixon (if he wins) for dropping the
majority of the restrictions on World War II documents and encourage
him to drop the ban on material up through 1960. Hell, it might even make
him look good.”” On this sensitive issue the views of the SHAFR mem-
l_);ship can still be of considerable utility.

Since my colleague and I were previously inexperienced in the use
of the computer, we neglected to ask as many questions of it as we might
have. We also found ourselves with far more data than we had imagined,
and further analysis seems to be merited along several lines. The project
was itself a ‘‘learning experience,”’ and the results have, in our minds,
only confirmed the need for continuing self-evaluation of this branch of
the academic profession.



II
A Description of the Data

The average age of the respondents was 40.85 years. Those who
answered the questionnaire ranged in age from 22 to 75. The regional
location of the institutions where the respondents obtained their terminal
degrees can be seen from Table 1. The midwest produced 34.1% of the
highest degrees (overwhelmingly Ph.D.’s). It was further apparent that no
one school dominates in the production of doctorates in the history of
American foreign relations. The U of C at Berkeley, Wisconsin, and
Harvard led with 10, 9, and 8, respectively, followed by Yale, Stanford,
and the University of Virginia, but 130 were graduates of schools other
than those. 79.7% said that U. S. diplomatic history was their primary
area of interest, and they were apparently historians by and large.

The average enrollment of the institutions where the respondents
taught was between 7,500 and 10,000; however, 59% taught in schools
with enrollments less than 5,000. 79% of the institutions were secular.
25.5% teach in the Midwest, which, however, produced more Ph.D.’s than
are employed there. (See table 2 for regional location of teaching institu-
tions.) 125 of the respondents taught in universities, as opposed to col-
leges (47) and junior colleges (), but the universities were small (indi-
cating that the more well-known of the diplomatic historians from the
major state and private universities probably did not reply.) 65.1% of the
institutions were urban. There were an-average of two classes in dip-
lomatic history per department, and class size ranged as large as 500
students, with the average 41.6. Over one-half the classes were smaller
than 29 students.

Of the respondents, 70.9% indicated that they usually used a text-
book. Table 3 shows the preferences named. Some did indicate that they
switched materials yearly in an attempt to ‘‘keep up to date.”” The heavy
preference for the text by Thomas A. Bailey would seem to indicate that
a sizable number prefer to stick with this well-known and established
work. 10% favored Wayne Cole’s work, which does represent a different
approach, an ‘‘interpretative’’ history. 20% selected the texts by Daniel
Smith and Alexander DeConde, indicating aside from stylistic and content
preference, perhaps a desire to use works available in paper and thus
cheaper for the student, enabling the instructor to combine them more
readily with other materials.

57 of the 182 respondents reported using a problems book, while 41
used a documents collection. The most-used titles can be seen in Tables
4 and 5. Great variation emerged when we attempted to assess the com-
bination of materials used. While figures were not fully analyzed, a study
of the questionnaires indicated that about 36 respondents used both text
and problems, about 15 used text, problems and documents as well, while



about 25 used text and documents. A smaller number, less than 20, indi-
cated they used problems or documents without a text. 88.6% reported
using monographs, either entirely or in combination with a text or other
materials. This no doubt reflects the success of the “‘paperback revolu-
tion,”’ as well as the diligence of the book salesmen.

The question as to which monographs have had the greatest influ-
ence on the respondent’s teaching (see #11, Appendix) lent itself to
several interpretations. Younger scholars and graduate students often
named works that had influenced their own development as teachers, while
older historians also saw the question in terms of the works that were
most effective as teaching devices, even if they themselves did not agree
with the interpretation. Many did not answer the question, and one irri-
tated (or irritable) respondent replied sharply, ‘‘How the hell should I
know?”’ Of the works mentioned, however, those by the radical historians
led the field. 38 respondents mentioned William Appleman Williams, usu-
ally his Tragedy of American Diplomacy, occasionally his Roots of the
Modern American Empire. Walter LaFeber’'s The New Empire was men-
tioned by 29, and works by Gabriel Kolko by 12. It should be noted that
a number of those who named works by radicals specifically disclaimed
agreement with the viewpoint presented, however. Other influential authors
were also named: George F. Kennan by 19, and the following scholars by
5 to 13 respondents each: Samuel F. Bemis, T. A. Bailey, Hans Morgen-
thau, Norman Graebner, Robert Osgood, and Albert Weinberg.

The item concerning the interpretations of foreign policy stressed by
the academician in his courses produced some interesting data as well
as many complaints (see Table 7.) Since the great majority of respondents
checked more than one interpretation, and the interpretations listed were
not perceived by most as mutually exclusive, it is not possible to sepa-
rate out economic determinists on an absolute basis. A rough calculation
of the number that chose only one or two interpretations showed, for
example, that only six selected economic motivation by itself; about 20
chose it in combination with special interests, an intellectual approach,
or politics. About 12 chose intellectual alone, while national security
was selected by itself by 15 (several wrote in national interest as well.)
The great majority of historians stressed their attempt to follow a multi-
causational approach, or at least to present various interpretations in
contrast to each other. Many other ideas were written in, such as psycho-
logical, social, ideological, balance of power or ‘“‘realpolitik,”’ options,
and alternatives, peace studies, public opinion, and realist. Only two
respondents condemned the question itself as “‘silly;”’ most seemed to
understand what we were interested in. Our aim was to determine if his-
torians did attach ideological labels totheir approach to foreign relations,
especially since so many of the problems books do so identify them. We
found, however, that most teachers try to avoid this.
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As to the method of presentation, approximately 54.2% favored a
topical over a chronological approach, although some expressed prefer-
ence for a combination of the two. The average time spentlecturing was
62.14%. 55% spent between 50-75% of their class time in lectures, which
would tend to confirm the rather prevalent view of history as an essen-
tially conservative discipline in terms of teaching technique. Several
respondents did, however, mention elsewhere on the questionnaire their
interest in the use of audio-visual, media materials, and oral history or
outside lecturers in an attempt to be innovative, and some decried the
large classes that made the lecture format obligatory.

How much have historians changed their interpretation of American
foreign policy in thelast five years? On a scale of 1 to 7, the mean score
was 3.7 (1 corresponded to a significant change.) The data would appear
to confirm that in the last five years there has been, on the average, a
moderate change in approach. However, we might have had more conclu-
sive data if we had asked how long the respondent had been teaching.
The results of the next question asked, as to how much the Vietnam War
had affected interpretation, showed that the war had had a moderate
overall effect. However, because this question was subjected to a more
thorough computer analysis, 1 will save further comment on it for later in
the paper.

The item on classification of government documents produced a more
dramatic tabulation. 72.7% felt that classification procedures are too
strict, while some 3.9% of the respondents indicated that they believed
classification policies are not strict enough. This response was in line
with the next item, the publication of the Pentagon Papers. 57.5% agreed
with the way in which the Papers were released to the press; 36.3%
thought they should have been published, but in a different manner; while
6.1% denied that they should have been published at all (see Table 8 for
the data.)

111

Vietnam, Teaching Objectivity, and Changing Interpretations

in Diplomatic History

On the interrelated questions of the effects of the Vietnam War on
interpretation, political preferences, teaching objectivity, and changing
approaches to diplomatic history, computer analysis provided us with
the most interesting results of the study. The data is shown in Table 9,
which lists first the attitudes on the Vietnam War and then political pre-
ference. It will be observed that a majority of the respondents favored
withdrawal from the war over a so-called ‘‘neutral’’ position, while very
few favored maintaining an indefinite presence in that country. This
would appear to be highly related to their political persuasions in past
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presidential elections. In 1964, when the country was presumably offered
a clear choice on the war in the candidacies of Lyndon B. Johnson and
Barry Goldwater, diplomatic historians favored the Democratic candidate
by an overwhelming margin - 87.8%. They still remained with the Demo-
crats, though by a less impressive (69.4%) margin, in the 1968 Humphrey-
Nixon contest. However, the 1972 election showed them somewhat more
split, with a 66.5% margin for McGovem, (with many written comments
indicating much soul-searching over the choices offered.) However, since
the academicians were still 2 to 1 for McGovern, what is more striking
is how different their preferences were from the nation’s as a whole.

An additional comparison was made of the respondents’ personal
interpretations of American foreign relations with their self-evaluations
of political persuasion. The results, which are not surprising, appear in
Table 10. By a large margin they preferred to avoid ideological extremes.
This would be further confirmed by their reluctance to identify themselves
with only one or two overall interpretations of America’s foreign relations
(question 12).

The age of the respondents showed a predictable relationship to
their feelings about the war. Of those most affected by the Indochina
conflict (checking item 1 on question 16,) the average age was 32.6.
Those who indicated a moderate effect (checking 3-5 on the scale) aver-
aged 40.5 years of age, while those unaffected (checking 7) were an
average of 45.5. The age relationship was even more pronounced on the
question involving classification of government documents; those favoring
a more liberal policy were 39.5, while those taking the most opposed
stance averaged 60, Likewise, the age of the respondents seemed to affect
their personal political evaluation in a predictable fashion: the radicals
(1-2) were 35 years old, the moderates (3-5) were 41.8, while the conser-
vatives (6-7) averaged 44.8.

A variety of further relationships were examined in the data invol-
ving Vietnam. Those who felt that the conflict had had a pronounced
effect on their interpretation of foreign policy reported a marked change
in their approach in the last five years, while those who denied any effect
on their views professed a moderate to negligible change in their class-
room interpretation. Age may well have had a bearing here too. The great
number favoring immediate withdrawal from Vietnam (checking 1-2 on the
scale,) who numbered 112 of the 163 replying to that question (#21,) re-
ported a moderate amount of change in their approach to foreign policy.
The mean response was 3.5. Interesting is the picture that emerges as
one considers how much change in interpretation has been made by those
who see themselves as radicals or traditionalists in interpretation. The
traditionalists had changed very little in outlook in the last five years,
while the radicals professed a great deal. A similar picture emerged in
comparing personal political identification (radical vs. conservatives)
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with the amount of change. The degree of change also showed a high
parallel to the effect of the Vietnam War; those who reported pronounced
change in approach were also those who indicated the greatest effect of
the war on their perspective, while the reverse was also true.

A further analysis revealed that those who thought the classification
of government documents was too strict (124 of 173 responses on that
item) were at least rather strongly affected by Vietnam (3.8 on the 1-7
scale). Those few who felt classification was not strict enough were
virtually unaffected by the war.

The item on teaching objectivity did not lend itself to easy analysis;
those who admitted to mixing personal political beliefs into their class-
room presentation are to be found across the spectrum of viewpoints.
One’s response to this question is probably more likely related to one’s
philosophy of teaching and conceptions about the possibility or desirabil-
ity of injecting or omitting bias from presentation than to the other fac-
tors studied. Many of the radicals admitted that they did not separate
their own opinions from their classroom analyses, although they often
claimed to label them as such. The conservatives, on the other hand,
usually claimed to separate totally their beliefs from classroom presenta-
tion, although they generally identified their interpretation as moderate
or traditional in approach. The basic data is presented in Table 11. The
question does, in effect, involve a value judgment as well as a self-
evaluation, and thus it would not seem to relate strictly along lines of
political persuasion. Perhaps there is a better relationship to be drawn
along age lines; younger scholars, having been more exposed to newer
ideas in educational and social psychology, are perhaps more able to
recognize that racial and ethnic biases are implicit in virtually all stan-
dard teaching materials as well as in personal attitudes, thus making to-
tal objectivity impossible. Further study on this item would seem desir-
able.

One further comment on the issue of objectivity. Those who said
that they totally separated their personal beliefs from their classroom
interpretations were far less affected by the Vietnam War than those who
admitted that their beliefs emerged in their teaching. The parallel here
seems logical to anyone who became emotionally involved in the war
1ssue; it was very hard to keep one’s own feelings from entering into the
discussion. In fact, here the reverse would not follow; ‘““‘no comment’’ or
criticism of the war was itself a strong statement about it. In further
comparisons it was seen that the ‘‘traditionalists’’ were less moved to
change their interpretation of past foreign policies by the war than were
the radicals.

Those who approved the manner of publication of the Pentagon Pa-
bers agreed that the classification of government documents is too strict,
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while those who disagreed on the first count also strongly disputed the
the second. Radicals agreed, as one might expect, that classification of
documents 1s overly extensive and rigid, but they were joined in that
assessment by the vast majority who could be termed moderates. Only
the four self-proclaimed conservatives disagreed sharply, indicating a
preference for even stricter classification. A similar trend was evident
in comparing those who felt classification was too strict with those fa-
voring immediate withdrawal from Vietnam; only a similar handful disa-
greed with both propositions.

Attitudes about the war and its effect on interpretation of diplomatic
history seemed to have less bearing on the way the respondents voted.
This may have resulted from the heavy preference of these academicians
for the Democratic candidates anyway, presumably often for reasons un-
related to the war issue, on which there was no simple choice. The data
did indicate that those who reported that the war had profoundly affected
their interpretation of diplomatic history tended much more to see them-
selves as radical politically (5.67 on the 7-point scale.) Those who
reported little effect from Vietnam were generally moderates (3.6.) This.
also makes sense; the war has, to most observers, been responsible for
radicalizing the political beliefs of a significant segment of the aca-
demic world. (See Table 12 for data) However, there was no such dicho-
tomy on the issue of classification of government documents; the vast
majority of respondents agreed that classification was too strict, regard-
less of their political persuasions.

Those who termed themselves radicals differed from the moderates
and conservatives in several other particulars. Radicals reported a much
stronger degree of change in their classroom interpretations in the last
five vears; other data indicated that the war had affected them much more
than the moderates. Conservatives were more critical of the publication
of the Pentagon Papers, while moderates preferred the ‘‘yes, but..”’
choice. Again, on the sticky issue of the separation of personal belief
from classroom interpretation, it was much more difficult to separate out
the ideologues.

The way in which the respondents intended to vote in November,
1972, likewise was seemingly little affected by their attitudes on the
war and the documents. Some academicians in the field of foreign rela-
tions may well have had the same problems with the McGovern candidacy
as the public at large; they were troubled about his domestic policy and
often grudgingly praise-worthy of Nixon’s policy toward China and the
Soviet Union. Others tended to vote Democratic anyway, probably through
long preference for the party, Those who favored an indefinite presence
in Vietmam were voting Republican; the radicals favored the candidacy
of Benjamin Spock or McGovem, while traditionalists and moderates



14

were more split between Nixon and McGovern. Despite the great pre-
ference for the Democratic party, the McGovern candidacy clearly did not
command as great a hold over diplomatic historians as had Lyndon John-
son’s.

The Vietnam War was closely related to the amount of interpretation
change which these teachers reported for the last five years. The data
indicated that the more one was affected by the war, the greater the
amount of change in interpretation of the history of America’s foreign
relations. Those who were least affected by the protracted conflict were
least likely to have changed their approach to the subject. Those showing
the greatest change were also likely to be those who also favored with-
drawal from Vietnam. On that question, 85 of 163 respondents favored
immediate withdrawal from the war. In a cross-tabulation of those 85 it
was clear that the more affected by the war, the more likely the respon-
dent was to have changed his interpretation of American foreign relations.
Among those 85, the war had had a predictably strong effect. However,
there was a great spread in response to the question about changes in
interpretation, probably because some of the younger and more radical
scholars had always been radical in their approach to American foreign
policy and thus did not modify their interpretation because of Vietnam.

Although much further work remains to be done with this data some
conclusions are already apparent. Among historians of American foreign
relations there is a perceptible difference in epinion and outlook which
is in part attributable to age - the ‘‘generation gap.’’ On the issues of
Vietnam and the publication of govermnment documents relating to our
involvement in that conflict, their reactions are mixed, but substantially
in favor of an end to the conflict and greater access to the evidence
conceming policy decisions about it. They showed a very strong prefer-
ence for the Democratic party, although support for its presidential
candidate has been declining since the Johnson landslide of 1964. How-
ever, most placed themselves as moderates politically, and that general
attitude seemed to carry over to their approaches to the history of Ameri-
can foreign relations. Most favored a multi-causational approach and
hesitated to identify with any single ‘‘label.”” They try to be objective
in their portrayal of their subject matter, but a strong minority admitted
that some of their own beliefs filtered in, whether identified as such or
not. The overall picture that emerged from this study, then, is of a group,
(perhaps better described as a subgroup of the larger discipline of his -
tory) basically moderate in approach but strongly moved by the contro-
versies of the last decade.

Iv
Miscellaneous Comments

One of the most informative areas of this questionnaire was not
subject to computer analysis; these were the personal comments about
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the field of history of American foreign relations. There was a wide
variation of opinion on the ‘‘state of the discipline.”” Thirty-five replied
that they saw nothing wrong with the teaching of diplomatic history to-
day, or that they cculdn’t comment without more knowledge of what others
were doing. However, many did have complaints. A narrow, parochial
approach was criticized by 35, who felt the subject was presented with
too ethnocentric a view. A similar number condemned what they called a
polemical, “‘true believer’”” approach, which they often linked to the New
Left. About 20 criticized the so-called ‘‘Establishment,”’ the “old boys”’
whom they saw as having too great a tendency to ‘‘snuggle up to the
national government.”” A dozen or more condemned what they felt was
an excessively presentist attitude, while others noted the tendency
toward outmoded approaches -- excessive lecturing, narrative history,
an obsession with names and dates, and dull writing, which filled the
journals with masses of unread articles. Most of those complaining tended
to mention several of these themes.

While many did find areas to praise, such as the generally high
quality of textbooks, monographs and joumal articles, and the wide
variety and diversity of viewpoints debated, there were many suggestions
for improvement. About ten noted the historians’ general lack of training
in social science methodology and asked that these techniques be made
more available. An equal number specifically requested a journal for
articles dealing with the history of American foreign relations. There
were several suggestions for more general get-togethers, especially for
informal sessions dealing with new approaches in teaching diplomatic
history. There were very few specific suggestions as to what new methods
might be tried, though some suggested a broader approach, placing more
emphasis on the domestic influences on foreign policy, and a multi-na-
tional way of looking at the topic. Others urged narrowing topics for
study so that the student could become more aware of the difficulties
of choice among the various options open on a problem. Some suggested
the use of outside speakers who could explain the way in which policy
is actually formulated by the government.

In sum, the questionnaire indicated a wide interest in a continuing
self-analysis, an awareness of some general problems in the field such
as is indicated by those loaded words, ‘‘lack of relevance.” They noted
declining numbers of students as well as a lack of jobs and an over-
supply of applicants. They seemed to be aware of the tendency toward
a narrow, parochial approach to overcome this. The continuing exchange
of ideas about the field itself as well as its content seemed to many to
be one of the most encouraging prospects of all.



TABLE 1

Regional Location of Terminal Degrees

Region Number of Responses Percent of Responses
Northeast 31 17.0
Mid Atlantic 27 14.8
Southeast 17 9.3
Midwest 62 34.1
South 12 6.6
Rocky Mt. West 3 1.6
Pacific West 24 18.2
Other ) 27
No Response 1 b
Total 182 100.0
TABLE 2

Regional Location of Teaching Institutions

Region Number of Responses Percent of Responses e
Northeast 38 20.9 +
Mid Atlantic 22 12,1 =
Southeast 16 8.8 -
Midwest 41 225 -
South 16 8.8 +
Rocky Mt. West 5 2.7 +
Southwest 12 6.6 +
Pacific West 24 13,2 same
Other 5 Qi
No Response 3 1.6

Total 182 100.6

*In the percentage column, regions marked + employ more than they
educate, while those regions marked — educate more than they employ.



TABLE 3

Textbooks used in Courses in History of American Foreign Relations

Author Number of Respondents Percent of Replies
Bailey 36 34.6
Bemis 2 1.9
Ferrell 16 15.4
DeConde 15 14.4
L eopold 3 2.9
Smith 6 5.8
Cole 11 10.6
Pratt 4 3.8
Other 11 10.6
No Response 78 42.9
Total 182 100.0
TABLE 4

Usage of Textbooks, Problems Books, and Documents

Yes Percent No Percent
Using Textbook 124 70.9 51 29. 1
Using Problems 69 40.6 101 59.4

Using Documents 63 47.0 71 53.0



Editor

Williams
Rappaport
Gelfand
Heath Series
Combs
Graebner

P eterson
Smith

Other

Editor

Williams
Smith
Graebner
Bartlett
Rappaport

Most Used Problems Books

TABLE 5

Total

Most-Used Documents Collections

Number

12

TABLE 6

SOV R TN

57

Total

Number

1

— ~J e OO

—

18

Percent

21.1
31.6
1.8
3.5
12.3
7.0
3.5
8.8
10.5

100.0

Percent

31.7
2.4

17.1

14.6
2.4

100.0
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TABLE 7

Interpretations of American Foreign Relations

Item Total Number Checking Number Choosing
that Item that Item alone

National security 83 15
Economic 79 6

Polit. leaders, politics 74 6

Special interests 32 2
Intellectual 68 12

Other 50

TABLE 8

Opinion on Classification of Government Documents

Number checked on scale No. Responses Percent
1 - 2 (Much too strict) 130 72,57
3 - 4 (somewhat strict) 41 22.9
5 - 7 (Not strict enough 8 3.9
classification) Bt L
Total 179 99.6

Opinion on Publication of Pentagon Papers

Number approving of publication 103 56.6
Favoring a different method of publication g5 35.7
Opposed to any publication at all 11 6.0
No Opinion 3 1.6

Total 182 100.0
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TABLE 9

Opinion on Vietnam

No. of Responses Percent
Favoring immediate withdrawal (1-2)* 119 68.4
No strong response (3-5H)* 38 25.8
Favored prolonged presence there (6-7)* 10 biT
Total 167

* Indicates number checked on 1-7 scale.
Voting Patterns

1964 1968 1972
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Republican 17 11.5 25 18.9 33 18.9

Democratic 130 87.8 125 69.4 109 66.5

Other 1 3T 1 1.1 21 12.8
TABLE 10

Political Persuasion and Classroom Interpretation

Personal Interpretation of Personal Political

American For. Relations _Evaluation
Radical (1-2 on scale) 15.6% 24.5%
Moderate (3-5) 69.3% 66.9%
Conservative/traditional 15.0% 8.6%

(6-7 on scale)
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TABLE 11

Classroom Objectivity

Number of Responses

Total separation of own 72
political beliefs from
classroom interpretation
(1-2 on scale)
Moderate separation of own 80
beliefs (3-5 on scale)
Little or no separation of own 25
own beliefs (6-7 on scale)

Total 177

TABLE 12

Effects of Vietnam on Personal Interpretation

Item checked on 1-7 scale
(One - very strong effect of war.
seven - war had minimal effect)

One
Two
Three
Four
Five
Six
Seven

Total

Number of
Responses

34
28
31
17
25
23

177

Percent

40.7

45.2

14.1

Average response
(One - conservat.
seven - radical)

5.67
4.35
4,00
4.38
3.41
3.68
3.61
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APPENDIX

QUESTIONNAIRE

All responses are confidential

Age

Where did you receive your academic training .

Is U.S. Diplomatic your primary area? Yes . No .

Enrollment of institution where you teach .

Regional location .

Secular ; Protestant ;3 Catholic ;s Other H
Junior college ; Conllege 3 University H

Rural ; Urban .

Do you usually use a textbook? Yes No . Author .

Do you usually use a problems book? Yes No . Editor H

Selected documents Yes No Editor ; Monographs Yes No

What monographs do you feel have had the greatest influence on your teaching?

a) ; b) > ) .
Which of the following interpretations do you usually use: a)National security
, b) Economic , ¢) political leaders and partisan politics s
) special interests, e) intellectual , f) other .
Do you prefer a topical approach? Yes No 5

What per cent of time do you lecture in your teaching? d

How much have you changed your classroom interpretation in the last five years?
Significantly

123456 7 not at all

How much has the Vietnam War affected your interpretation?
Significantly

1234567 not at all

Do you feel that the government classification of documents is
Too strict .
123456 7 not strict enough

Do you believe the Pentagon Papers should have been published? Yes o
Yes, but in a different manner , No o

What is your average enrollment in diplomatic history courses? J

How many different courses does your department offer in U.S. Diplomatic
history? .

How do you feel about U.S. involvement in the Vietnam War?
Immediate withdrawal .
123456 7 Indefinite presence
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22. How much do you separate your personal political beliefs from your classroom
interpretations? Significantly

123456 7 not at all
23. How did you vote in: 1964 ; 1968
24. How do you see your personal diplomatic history interpretations?
Traditional Radical.
117293545767
25. How do you see yourself politically?
Radical Couservative.

1234567

26. What do you feel is "wrong" with the teaching of diplomatic history today?

27. What do you feel is wrong with the profession of diplomatic history today?

28. What do you feel is done best in the field ¢f U.S. diplomatic history today?

29. What changes would you like to see in the way graduates and undergraduates
are taught U.S. diplomatic history?

30. What are the most challenging new areas or subjects in diplomatic history
today?

31. What is your political preference in the 1972 presidential election?
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