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Write your definition of imperialism. Then use this definition to argue that the conduct of American foreign relations between 1898 and 1902 was or was not imperialistic.

Imperialism-Is a policy of acquiring dependent territories or extending a countries influence over less powerful or less developed countries through trade, diplomacy, rligion etc. American relations between 1898 and 1902 were definately imperialistic. The U.S. Instituted both Religious Imperialism, and Imperialism for the betterment of U.S. business. Religious Imperialism was the first action we saw by 1898 80,000 Chinese were christionized. Meaning we were going over to China and enforcing our views and spreding our beliefs. So that falls under extending influence over less powerful or less developed countries. Though not by force it is still a form of Imperialism. By 1900 business with Europe was slowing down. We needed to look elsewhere to ship our supplies. We acted as friends with the filipinos to oust the Spanish out of contol in the Phillipinnes. Deep down we were actually more in it for us. Spreading christianity and we could use the Phillipines as a harbor for the East Asian market. The Filipenos wanted no part of this and a war ensued. We easily won keeping the Phillipines in our control until 1934(?) The one example where the US was not entirely Imperialistic was the Spanish American war. Sure we had economic interests over there but propaganda was the main cause for that war. The letter from the Spanish diplomat downtalking McKinley rose anti Spanish sentimant. Also more importantly, the sinking of the Maine. It actually turned out to be an explosian but The us didnt know that at the time. That alone is enough to send America to war. So yes in almost all cases America was Imperialistic between 1898 and 1902.

"The United states entered the First World War not ‘to make the world safe for democracy’ as President Wilson claimed, but to safeguard American economic interest."
Assess the validity of this statement.
With Wilsons view it is kind of a double edged sword. He is believable with his statement of making the world safe for democracy. His approach after the war is not entirely democratic but his 14 points has many neutrality claims after the war he is fairly lenient with Germanys restitution of money owed to other nations therefore that shows he wasnt all about safeguarding the american economic interest. If he was he wouldve demanded more from the Triple Allience after the war. At first he didnt want to enter the war. Trading was great between The US to Britain AND The US to Germany, we actually supported both sides on our basis to stay out of the way. If It werent for a few events The US probably wouldnt have entered WWI. The Zimmerman note. Which was a note from Gerrmany to Mexico trying to form an alliance made it easier for war. The Sinking of the Lusitania in 1915 made americans infuriated. What broke our back for neutrality was unrestricted submarine warfare. Why even try to trade with someone who is trying to sink you. Once it stopped being economical to trade with these powers war was somewhat needed to restore trade from US To Europe. Although he makes the Plea that the war is to make the world safe for democracy that is somewhat true. For the most part getting into war was to safeguard american economic interests.

