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An Environment for Living Art

Lexi Van Ligten

About fifteen years ago, the Denver Art Museum hired world-re-
nowned architect Daniel Libeskind to design a new museum. They 
wanted to create an interesting and dynamic extension of exhibition 
space while staying true to the central goal of their institution, to en-
rich the lives of present and future generations through art.1 Libes-
kind’s final product, the Frederic C. Hamilton Building, accomplishes 
this mission. The building brings light to urban Denver and blends in 
nicely with the pre-existing site. Indeed, as a visitor walks around the 
site, the building’s appearance morphs with a changing perspective.2 
Since its opening in 2006, some critics have claimed the building is im-
practical for showing art exhibitions because of its unusual dimensions 
and design features. However, the Frederic C. Hamilton Building is re-
ally just moving past the idea of traditional art displays. Libeskind has 
created a structure with the capability to innovatively and creatively 
show sculptures, mobiles, and light pieces. Libeskind has created an 
art museum of the future. 

Libeskind, originally from Poland, is well known for his designs for 
the Jewish Museum in Berlin and The Contemporary Jewish Museum 
in San Francisco. His architectural style is most accurately described 
as deconstructionist. This means that his structures often have a frac-
tured and chaotic appearance that gives a sense of unpredictability. 
Instead of sticking with the uncompromisingly rectilinear style of the 
modernists, Libeskind pushes architectural boundaries visually.

The modern, spaceship-like structure has a skin covered with titanium 
and glass panels that adds to its industrial and technological appear-
ance. The materials in the skin enable the building to fit in with the 
evolving urban area surrounding the museum. The upward diagonal 
lines that evoke the bow and stern of the “ship” provide an abundance 
of positive energy. Libeskind intended the tilted geometric shape of the 

This paper was written for Rebecca Gertmenian’s Art History class 
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museum to mimic the jagged Rocky Mountains and the ores that can be 
found at the base of the mountains. The wide panels appear strong and 
grounded, much like the solid base of the nearby mountains. However, 
when combined with the futuristic skin, these lines create a form that 
looks more like a progressive vehicle that will steward Denver through 
modern times and ideas in the art world and beyond. While it might 
have been Libeskind’s intention to use the building to celebrate the 
natural wonders of the area, the angular structure reads as powerful 
and forward reaching. 

Many reviewers and visitors have been concerned that the intense an-
gular shape of the building, while providing immense visual energy 
when viewed from the outside, is not able to provide a pleasurable 
art viewing experience. The section of the museum that resembles a 
tipsy cube has walls that are large and continuous for artwork to be 
conventionally hung. However, it’s in the anorexic-looking triangular 
sections of the museum that displaying the art becomes tricky. Libe-
skind’s solution to this predicament? Carve out nooks to display sin-
gular pieces of art. The smaller, more cramped spaces actually favor 
light displays, hanging mobiles, and certain sculptures.3 While some 
might view these more unconventional display spaces as a hindrance, 
they have the potential to unlock an entirely new way of arranging and 
viewing art exhibitions. The angular walls force the pieces to interact 
differently with the gallery space, providing a new layer to the art. Tra-
ditionally museums are designed with the display of only more con-
ventional canvas-shaped art in mind. Intentionally or not, Libeskind 
has created a museum that instead favors modern, three-dimensional 
pieces. It is about time that a museum put a priority on showing off 
its more groundbreaking pieces and break away from the standard, 
bland, overused gallery design. Does the world really need yet another 
museum with rows and rows of Monets and Van Goghs hung perfectly 
perpendicular to the floor on eggshell white walls?

Libeskind’s careful attention to specific art pieces is exemplified by his 
atrium design. Thick, toppled right angles form the archway above a 
meandering staircase. Natural light peeks through shafts with strategi-
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cally placed windows as snowflake-sized LED panels blink intermit-
tently.4 The pulsing lights, part of Denver’s Percent for Art project, 
evoke a whirling snowstorm. This is just an example of one of the many 
art pieces for which Libeskind built a special home in his plans for the 
Denver Art Museum. 

While many may find the new Frederic C. Hamilton building cumber-
some or impractical, it has revolutionized the art of museum displays. 
According to Libeskind himself, “The whole point is to make the art 
live.”5 His design for the Denver Art Museum has spurred a debate 
of what living art really is. Can art possibly live in such a fractured 
and fragmented structure? Or are perfectly rectangular white walls its 
natural habitat? Libeskind has created a structure that redefines the art 
exhibition experience, and that in itself is a major accomplishment. 

Notes

1. “Mission and History,” Denver Art Museum, 
http://www.denverartmuseum.org/about/mission-history.

2. Nicolai Ouroussoff, “A Razor-Sharp Profile Cuts Into a Mile-High 
Cityscape,” New York Times, October 12, 2006, accessed January 
29, 2014, http://www.nytimes.com/2006/10/12/arts/design/12libe.
html?pagewanted=all&_r=

3. Mary Voelz Chandler, “Museum a Work of Art, For Art’s Sake – 
New Denver Art Museum Makes a Stunning Display,” The Grand 
Rapids Press, October, 22, 2006, NewsBank.

4. Mary Voelz Chandler, “Libeskind on the Hamilton – ‘The whole 
point is to make the art live,’ the architect says,” Rocky Mountain 
News, October 6, 2008, NewsBank.

5. Ibid.
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Law of Neutrality

Kamakshi Bhargava

Sir Isaac Newton’s Third Law of Motion states that every action causes a 
simultaneous force with an equal and opposite reaction. This statement 
forms the foundation for the belief that the universe naturally maintains 
a state of neutrality. The tendency for the universe to maintain a steady 
state in all aspects of its existence can be applied to “good and evil, life 
and death” (“Law, Neutrality, and Chaos”). The fundamental concept 
that “if one factor becomes ascendant over its opposite, the universe 
becomes unbalanced” (“Law, Neutrality, and Chaos”) is an elemental 
theme in the plot of Macbeth. By repeatedly showing opposing forces 
forming partnerships, Shakespeare communicates that the universe 
attempts to remain in everlasting neutrality and that disturbance to 
the natural balance causes chaos and/or evil to ensue. 

The importance of the balance between opposing forces to maintain 
neutrality in all aspects of nature cannot be overstated, for it is the 
foundation of life. Macbeth was written during the Renaissance, when 
Christian people were united in fundamental beliefs about God. God 
was seen as the ultimate embodiment of natural balance, for “He made 
man—male and female—in His own image” (Renaissance Church), 
representing duality. God’s manifestation of the supreme balance 
communicates the acceptance in a Christian society that all events and 
bodies are brought together to create an equilibrium of forces. 

In addition to the laws of physics and basic Christian doctrine, the 
history of Europe also provides context for Shakespeare’s Macbeth. In 
the view of Christianity popular—and indeed formalized as a sacrament 
in the Church—in the Middle Ages, married couples are joined under 
the eyes of God, with the requirement of His blessing, via a priest. In 
Renaissance society, where Christian religion played a principle role in 
determining life goals and morals, this marital blessing by God held 
great importance. Thus, by having Macbeth and Lady Macbeth, who 

This paper was written for Megan Downey’s sophomore English 
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constantly represent two halves of a whole, be a married Christian 
couple, Shakespeare reaffirms the heavenly acceptance of opposites 
having a natural attraction that maintains their net neutral state. The 
early development of the yin-yang nature of Macbeth and Lady Macbeth’s 
relationship brings the significance of neutrality to the forefront. 

In Act I of Macbeth, Lady Macbeth represents selfishness and ambition. 
When Lady Macbeth first hears of the Weird Sisters’ prophecy that 
Macbeth will be King, she “fear[s] [Macbeth’s] nature” (1.5.16) because 
she believes “[his nature] is too full o’ th’ milk of human kindness” 
(1.5.16) for him to take the initiative to make the prophecy come true. 
The prospect of having more power as queen drives Lady Macbeth to 
manipulate Macbeth by insulting his masculinity and saying “[he] is 
a man” (1.7.47) only “When [he] durst [kill Duncan]” (1.7.46). Lady 
Macbeth does not care about Macbeth’s afterlife, the well-being of 
Duncan, Duncan’s sons, or the entire kingdom; she is preoccupied by 
her own selfish motivations to gain power and will not let obstacles 
caused by Macbeth’s personality stand in her way. The basis of 
Christianity lies in selflessness and concern for the welfare of the 
community. Contrary to her culture, Lady Macbeth’s intentions are the 
human manifestation of anti-Christian thoughts and beliefs. 

In comparison, in Act 1 Scene 2, Macbeth feels fulfilled in his service, 
fighting “brave[ly]” (1.2.16) and “fac[ing] the slave” (1.2.20) in the name 
of the King. In Macbeth’s society, the King was God’s representative. 
Thus, Macbeth is essentially content in his service towards God; he 
consistently manifests completely Christian beliefs. Shakespeare uses 
Lady Macbeth’s acknowledgement of the apparent righteousness that 
Macbeth’s being exhibits, and the expression of her true intentions to 
manipulate Macbeth to forcefully take the throne, in order to further 
emphasize the two characters’ fundamentally opposite natures. By 
having the anti-Christian wed to the Christian under the eyes and 
blessing of God, Lady Macbeth and Macbeth’s pair is fate—it maintains 
the neutral quality of the universe as their opposing characteristics 
cancel each other out. 

The Pagan faith in the vital balance between entities is presented by 
Shakespeare’s use of the paradox “fair is foul, and foul is fair” (1.1.11). 
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From common knowledge, it can be said that foul is not fair, or 
vice versa, for they are opposites. However, the use of the paradox, 
juxtaposing the true meanings of the words with each other and 
employing parallel syntax gives “fair” (1.1.11) and “foul” (1.1.11) 
seemingly interchanging meanings. Shakespeare’s intention was not 
to change the meanings of these two words but to give them equal 
importance and emphasize that although they are opposite in meaning 
they are of equal status. The harmonious coexistence of “fair” (1.1.11) 
and “foul” (1.1.11) represents the much larger concept that opposites 
are able to survive at the same level of power without disturbing the 
state of the universe. 

Shakespeare has both the Pagan characters and the Christian characters 
recognize the significance of the balance between contradictory bodies 
in order to portray the universal acceptance that a balanced coexistence 
of opposites is vital to maintain neutrality in the universe. He goes on to 
demonstrate how disturbance of this balance causes natural chaos and 
loss of identity. Macbeth’s murder of King Duncan represents the first 
time evil ambition won over Macbeth’s good Christian thoughts. This 
disrupts three themes in the play: the Christian preference for good over 
evil within Macbeth, the good-evil balance between Macbeth and Lady 
Macbeth, and stability in the kingdom as Macbeth grows more evil. The 
chaos in nature occurring as a result of the murder of King Duncan 
takes form in Duncan’s horses “turn[ing] wild in nature, break[ing] 
their stalls, fling[ing] out, [and]/Contending ’gainst obedience” (2.4.16-
7). The horses represent beasts of nature who have been tamed by the 
moral compass of King Duncan; the lack of King Duncan causes evil 
to take over and influence the horses to return to their untamed and 
immoral state, no longer under the watch of God. Thus, it can be seen 
that the slight imbalance in the neutral state of the universe causes 
damage to the identity of people and animals in the play. 

Similarly, the change in Macbeth’s mindset causes chaos within Lady 
Macbeth and the couple’s relationship, illustrating the effects of a 
dynamic balance in a natural pair. Under the eyes of God, Macbeth 
and Lady Macbeth are one, and thus represent two parts of the same 
entity. As Macbeth grows more evil, Lady Macbeth inevitably has to 
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proportionally turn less evil even if it is against her will, for the universe 
has to maintain its balance. Thus, as Macbeth slowly turns more evil 
and ambitious due to influence from his wife, Lady Macbeth can feel 
the amount of evil she embodies decreasing. As Lady Macbeth’s “good” 
conscience grows within her, she is unable to physically handle the 
cognitive dissonance. Lady Macbeth is naturally evil, and the good 
that is pouring into her due to the workings of the universe causes 
her to lose her identity. She starts to hallucinate in her sleep, with 
innocent thoughts filtering through her dreams, and any remaining 
evil thoughts taking form during the day when she could consciously 
try to control her thoughts. Her guilt surfaces through her dreams as 
her innocent subconscious vigorously attempts to rid her of the sin 
and “damned spot[s]” (5.2.25) of blood from the murders she has 
committed, as she sleepwalks. However, her naturally selfish and sly 
personality continues to shine through as she states “what need we fear 
who knows it, when none can call our power to account” (5.2.27.28), 
proving that her justification for her murders has a standing impression 
on her thoughts. But her inability to deal with the dynamic balance 
between herself and Macbeth causes her cognitive dissonance to reach 
a breaking point: she has to commit suicide to escape from the traps of 
guilt and ambition. 

Lady Macbeth’s loss of identity parallels Macbeth’s loss of religious 
faith, which signifies the collateral effect of an imbalance between 
parts of a whole. In Act 1, Macbeth is seen to be content with living 
his life “brave[ly]” (1.2.16) fighting to support the King (and indirectly 
God), “with his brandished steel…fac[ing] the[enemy]…unseam[ing] 
him from the nave to the chops” (1.2.17-22). However, after the death 
of his wife, he refers to life as “but a walking shadow…a tale/told by an 
idiot…signifying nothing” (5.5.23-28), showing his thoughts shifting 
towards belief that life is ultimately empty and without purpose. 
Macbeth no longer has a religion, nor anything larger to live for, 
and has thereby lost his moral direction in life. Just as Lady Macbeth 
could not exist with morals, Macbeth has lost his identity and purpose 
without his religion. Neither husband nor wife can cope with the 
alteration of their identities. The situation ends in chaos for the whole 
society once neutrality is disturbed by their feelings and actions. With 
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the deaths of Macbeth and Lady Macbeth, both for similar reasons, 
Shakespeare demonstrates the idea that if one upsets the natural order 
of the universe, the universe will stop at nothing to correct its state. 

By portraying a loss of identity as the cause of the deaths of the two 
primary characters in the play, Shakespeare comments on human 
attachment to labels. People have a need to mark something or 
someone “good” or “bad” or “moral” or “immoral.” However, whether 
something is acceptable or unacceptable is actually completely relative. 
Humans fail to recognize that the universe naturally pairs people and 
objects that are opposite so that one side does not exert superiority and 
win control: without good there would be no bad; “if death became 
ascendant over life, the universe would become a barren wasteland” 
(“Law, Neutrality, and Chaos”). Life cannot exist without both ends 
of the spectrum. Even as society has come to appreciate the benefits 
of individuality and personal choice, it still has not come far from the 
initial conflict between followers of different moral systems. Humanity 
has not evolved to fully accept others’ beliefs. Most individuals identify 
with a certain religious denomination; our society strictly adheres to 
religion as an important category of identification. And no person 
voluntarily forfeits his or her beliefs for another’s. 

However, in today’s society, conversations about religion have started 
to take a different turn. When speaking of religion, many people 
turn the discussion into a statement of “I am (specific religion), but 
I only associate with it for the morals” or “My family is _____ so I 
assume I am too, even though I am not so sure.” The growing use of 
such confessions represents the world as it inches towards becoming a 
more amorphous society because people’s identities are less dependent 
upon their religious beliefs.  The effects of this trend of amorphous 
identity can also be seen in use of technology, fashion trends, language 
use, political beliefs, etc. Thus, the continuous universal attraction of 
opposites to a state of neutrality has started to bring things to a point 
where each party has influenced the other and left its mark, causing 
the stark contrast between the separate groups to decrease. This is the 
justification for social phenomena such as younger generations being 
less likely to be completely devoted to a certain religion. 
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The theory of social entropy states that all social structures break down 
over time, and the breaking down of social distinctions will eventually 
bring society to a state of cultural equilibrium. The world will be 
void of black and white, as everything will live in a shade of grey, 
indistinguishable and completely erasable. Shakespeare foreshadowed 
the future of the world where people lose their identity by showing 
its effects on Macbeth and Lady Macbeth through their deaths. Thus, 
according to Shakespeare, our attempts to break down national 
borders, international borders and identity distinctions will bring our 
society to a state of chaos, which would have to be reigned in by the 
universe and possibly destroyed, for the existence of neutrality will no 
longer be possible.

Therefore, Shakespeare’s use of contrasting personalities and 
characteristics provides a commentary on the importance of equal 
and opposite forces for the world to continue and not break down; the 
absence of forces and the overpowering of one of the forces causes the 
universe’s natural state to break down and fall to chaos. 
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Anderson’s Transcendentalism

Amanda McFarland

Escapism is a central tenet of the American psyche. We, as individuals, 
are chronically confined in a society built on the principles of one of 
the most restrictive religions in the world. Though we perpetuate the 
culture and reinforce the very barriers that hold us hostage, every op-
portunity for escape and transcendence is celebrated as if it were the 
only thing keeping us alive. It is this reverence for social freedom that 
has made escapist art so popular. No storyline is more popular than that 
of the classic-near-clichéd coming of age runaway, striving to overcome 
the hand he or she has been dealt in life. Moonrise Kingdom presents 
just this scenario, as its two protagonists try to find love and acceptance 
outside of the harsh reality society has foisted upon them. What makes 
the film such a triumph and keeps it from becoming yet another cli-
chéd storyline is its heavy use of symbolism in the most unexpected of 
places. Wes Anderson’s careful attention to details in plot, music, and 
imagery bring attention to the effect of perception, and to the dichoto-
mies between order and chaos and between transcendentalist and En-
lightenment thinking.

Anderson’s repeated use of binocular imagery and camera work conveys 
to the reader the importance of perception and how it can structure 
one’s identity. In the first scene of the movie, Anderson introduces the 
female protagonist, Suzy, through various shots of her sitting around 
her house with binoculars glued to her face. Binoculars, a device in-
vented to improve eyesight in certain situations, serve as a symbol of 
Suzy’s perception. She alone has a detailed view of her surroundings 
when she presses them to her face. For example, the binoculars allow 
her to see her mother’s adultery, and her literally and metaphorically 
bleak surroundings. Her ability to see herself in the context of her fam-
ily and hometown influences her sense of self, as she believes she is a 
broken, depressed, and troubled child. Anderson’s camera work paral-

This paper was written for Vicky Greenbaum’s Advanced Placement 
American Literature class in the spring of 2013.
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lels the imagery and significance of the binoculars. He tends to zoom 
in and out during shots, showing the viewer that what they first ob-
serve may not be the whole story. This camera work also serves as a 
reminder that the way a character acts is a product of how he or she 
sees the world, either in large scope, or in miniscule details. By drawing 
this connection between a heightened perception of one’s surroundings 
and a sense of one’s identity, Moonrise Kingdom displays the dichotomy 
between order and chaos and how perception of that dichotomy can 
become a lifestyle.

Anderson’s portrayal of the stark contrast between order and chaos in 
the lives of both his protagonists illustrates the American obsession 
over order and control. Both Sam and Suzy come from extremely strict 
household situations, representative of their cultural upbringing. Sam is 
an orphan who has lived with various foster parents who all found his 
subconscious wild nature too unpredictable for their taste. He spends 
his summer with the Khaki Scouts, whose aim is to control or tame the 
wilderness into a workable society, as demonstrated during the highly 
regulated camp inspection. Suzy, on the other hand, was raised by two 
lawyer parents, who make their living through the structured setting 
of court. Even the music she is given to listen to is broken down and 
analyzed to the extent that it loses all emotional impact. Both upbring-
ings emphasize the need for strict order in life. This rational worldview 
shuns the intense emotions the protagonists feel. For this reason, both 
children feel the need to rebel against their upbringing and escape into 
the forest, a land of complete natural chaos where they aim to work with 
nature, rather than conquer it. It is in this new setting that they feel free 
to loosen up and give in to the chaos around them. They let their hair 
down, scream, dance, kiss, and talk about the emotions that sent them 
running. The extreme contrast between the way the protagonists act in 
nature and in American society displays the American fixation with or-
der and control. It is considered a failure to give in to the nature around 
you and accept the chaos of emotion, which is why the children are 
shunned for their actions. And, the happy ending only comes at the end 
of the film when the children find a way to meet each other secretly to 
share their emotions. Anderson’s film thus serves as a critique of Amer-
ican culture, as he points out its harmful, stifling effects on individuals 
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who are given no way to express their deepest emotions. In doing so, he 
also points out the dichotomy between transcendentalist thinking and 
Enlightenment philosophy.

Through his portrayal of the dichotomy between order and chaos, 
Anderson evaluates the values at the core of transcendentalist and 
Enlightenment schools of thought, ultimately portraying his belief in 
transcendentalism. Enlightenment thought, rooted in the eighteenth 
century, holds reason as the source of truth, while nineteenth-century 
transcendentalism privileges emotion. This core difference causes 
conflict between these philosophies, as proponents of Enlightenment 
thought seek control and order in life, while transcendentalists believe 
in the purity of raw chaos and disorder. Anderson portrays the contrast 
and conflict between these two in Moonrise Kingdom, as the passionate 
children rebel against their Enlightenment upbringing. No scene makes 
the conflict between the two schools of thought more apparent then 
when Suzy’s mother tears apart the embrace between the two children 
in the wilderness. On her face, you can see her Enlightenment anger 
at her daughter for submitting to the uncontrolled wilderness, literally 
and emotionally. Similarly, Suzy describes the way she practiced her 
transcendental desires while still at home by stealing library books just 
to break away from Enlightenment regulation in any small way pos-
sible. In drawing this contrast, Anderson not only puts the two schools 
of thought easily on display for his viewers, but also indicates his own 
opinion in the matter. After the storm of emotion in the climactic scene, 
the future seems better for his characters, as they are able to live close to 
one another and interact on a daily basis. In a very symbolic statement, 
the narrator speaks of the crops, which flourished in the year follow-
ing the literal storm in the plot (which is a metaphor for the emotional 
storm of the protagonists). In this statement, Anderson points out his 
own belief that life is much better if emotions are expressed in their 
full force, an extremely transcendentalist position. Thus, Anderson ul-
timately conveys to his audience his own dissatisfaction with American 
Enlightenment thought, and suggests that transcendentalism should 
rule American culture.



Wes Anderson’s movie Moonrise Kingdom is a compelling story that 
conclusively convinces the viewer of the value of transcendentalist 
thought. In general, Anderson calls the audience to live their lives with 
more knowledge of their emotions, and to respect them and express 
them as they come. He calls for us to relinquish our iron clasp on our 
surroundings and selves, and submit to fate, passion, and chance. Luck-
ily for Anderson, social theories come and pass cyclically. Transcenden-
talism was formed merely as a reaction to the prevalence of Enlighten-
ment thinking, at which point it grew and became popular, only to be 
rivaled by a call for the reinstitution of Enlightenment thinking. This 
natural oscillation has been occurring for two hundred years, and the 
popularity struggle between the two can be seen throughout the history 
of American art. Today, we stand on the edge of revolution. We are a so-
ciety that values the work of Enlightenment people, but sees the havoc it 
can wreck on individuals and communities—evidenced in suicide and 
depression rates. Anderson’s movie may well be looked back upon as a 
signal of the times to come, where no doubt transcendentalism will take 
its turn in the spotlight. 

Works Cited

Anderson, Wes, Roman Coppola, Bruce Willis, Edward Norton, 
Bill Murray, Frances McDormand, Tilda Swinton, and Alexandre 
Desplat. 2012. Moonrise Kingdom. Culver City, CA: Focus Features.

14             Amanda McFarland



This paper was written for Dr. Charles Hanson’s Advanced Placement 
U.S. History class in the spring of 2012.

Nixon’s Strategy, Kennedy’s Trap: 
Why Nixon Did Not Address Religion 
in the 1960 Presidential Campaign

Eric Miller

On November 8, 1960, one of the closest presidential elections in 
American history ended in victory for a young senator with a Bostonian 
drawl and in defeat for an incumbent vice-president. John F. Kennedy 
was the Democratic senator and arguably one of the most inexperienced 
candidates in history. He also practiced Roman Catholicism, a religion 
that has been viewed by some with skepticism or even fear since well 
before the beginning of the United States. Richard Milhous Nixon was 
the current vice president and Republican nominee. 

Once the ballots were cast, it emerged that Nixon had fallen to Kennedy 
by 219 to 303 electoral votes. It was the closest popular vote margin of 
the twentieth century.1 Because of the closeness of this election, every 
political move Nixon and Kennedy made was significant and could 
potentially have impacted the result of the election. A critical and 
debatable political strategy by Nixon was to avoid the topic of religion 
throughout his campaign. What caused Nixon to leave this potentially 
advantageous topic completely unaddressed? 

Nixon disregarded the topic of religion in order to represent himself, 
idealistically, as a defender of America and its principles of the division 
of church and state as well as freedom of religion. It was essential for 
Nixon to live up to these high standards set forth by the Constitution, 
especially amidst pressure from Cold War enemy Soviet Russia. 
However, what ultimately caused Nixon to never directly address 
Kennedy’s Roman Catholic faith was purely political in motivation. 
Although slightly Machiavellian, Nixon carried out this strategy 
because he thought it was the wisest political move to influence voters 



and win the presidential election. This was the best strategy for Nixon 
because it would put pressure on Kennedy to decide whether or not to 
follow Nixon’s lead or face anti-Catholic opposition head on. Further, 
Nixon was in the best position to win the presidency with this strategy 
because there was little to gain from attacking Kennedy’s Catholic faith.

Cold War PR Tactic?

The Cold War was an influence on the 1960 presidential election and 
Richard Nixon’s decision making. Having served as vice president for 
President Eisenhower, Nixon was familiar with the USSR, the other 
world superpower. During his campaign for the presidency in 1960, 
Nixon had to deal with Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev on a variety 
of fronts. For instance, he handled the Kitchen Debates, exchanges 
over democracy in Poland, and the international tension surrounding 
the covert pilot caught flying over Russian territory.2 In order to deal 
with Khrushchev and support America’s alternative democratic ideals, 
Nixon needed to be able to prove that America was living up to its 
standards of freedom and choice. This issue became even more tangible 
to Americans when Khrushchev visited New York in 1960.

Due to the political climate of the Cold War, Nixon was obligated to 
appear as a tolerant candidate in order to avoid criticisms by Khrushchev. 
Therefore, it is likely that one of the reasons Nixon refused to speak about 
religion was to prevent Khrushchev from being able to label America as 
a hypocritical country where freedom of religion and racial equality did 
not apply. In fact, Kennedy’s religion was not the most important issue 
for many Americans because they were more concerned with their 
relationship with the USSR than any problems associated with electing 
a Roman Catholic president. In the midst of these Cold War tensions, 
“magnifying out of all proportion” the religious issue of the presidential 
election was thought to be detrimental to the overall unity and strength 
of America.3 Nixon was motivated not to speak of religion in order to 
concentrate on issues that were important to the American people such 
as Cold War foreign policy. 
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Religion: Kennedy’s Trap?

Nixon had no political need to address religion, because he believed 
Kennedy’s own attempts to deal with the issue would hinder the Kennedy 
campaign. This assumption was based upon the Democratic primaries, 
where Kennedy first proclaimed his Roman Catholic faith, though he 
constantly reminded voters of his strong belief in the separation of 
church and state. Vice President Nixon benefited from witnessing the 
head-to-head battles between Roman Catholic Kennedy and liberal 
Hubert Humphrey in the Minnesota and West Virginia primaries.4 For 
Nixon, these face-offs provided a view into the anticipated race against 
the Catholic candidate. Nixon and his campaign managers observed 
what strategies resonated with the American people. Because Kennedy 
won primarily Protestant states like West Virginia, Nixon and his staff 
were able to foresee that Kennedy’s charm could trump anti-Catholic 
bigotry.5 As a result, Nixon strategically downplayed religion in order 
to shift the attention of the election back to his strengths, such as 
experience, foreign policy, and the economy.

On July 28th, 1960, the day of his GOP nomination, Nixon announced 
that religion would not be addressed for the duration of his campaign. 
This was an attempt to put pressure on Kennedy and force him either 
to follow Nixon’s lead and try to beat a more experienced politician 
or to bring attention to his religion and then have to deal with anti-
Catholic sentiment on his own.6 Nixon’s desire to capitalize on his 
political experience is reflected in the work of pro-Nixon cartoonists. 
As characterized by Los Angeles Times cartoonist Bruce Russell, Nixon 
would succeed because of his experience. (See Appendix: note the 
word hidden in his hair.) Nixon’s decision was based on his breadth 
and tenure of experience over Kennedy. 

Despite Kennedy’s success in the Democratic primaries, Nixon and 
his staff continued with their political strategy because Kennedy was 
still facing anti-Catholic sentiment. In addition, polls suggested that 
religion would be damaging to Kennedy in the long term. In a poll 
concerning the influence of religion on the 1960 presidential election, 
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58.7% of those polled believed that religion would hinder Kennedy, 
and 11.8% thought a candidate’s religion should not be held against 
him.7 Because this poll was conducted in April, Nixon was convinced 
that his initial strategy was correct and did not need to be changed. 
Nixon and his campaign staff appealed to the combined 70.5% of 
those polled, pressuring Kennedy to decide to either leave the issue 
unaddressed or bring attention to the topic. The pollsters asserted 
that, “A large majority of Americans believe that John F. Kennedy’s 
Catholicism will hinder him if he is the Democratic nominee for 
President.”8 In Nixon’s view, Kennedy’s association with Catholicism 
was problematic in and of itself. Raising the topic further would be 
unnecessary and not represent any gain.

According to historian W. J. Rorabaugh, Kennedy’s talk of religion 
drew voters towards Nixon and away from himself.9 Nixon’s refusal to 
speak of religion throughout his campaign forced Kennedy to deal with 
the issue on his own. This strategy pressured Kennedy without ever 
compromising Nixon’s public image. This political ploy placed Kennedy 
in a situation in which he needed to address the elephant in the room.10 
Nixon chose the less risky path, and left Kennedy to stand alone in 
justifying the influence his religion would play if he became president. 

Nixon’s Best Option

Nixon decided to avoid speaking of religion in the election because it 
was the most beneficial short-term and long-term political decision 
for Nixon. As for the proximate causes, not speaking of religion 
would best position Nixon for the battleground states and protect 
himself from Kennedy’s tactics of shifting the issue of religion to his 
own advantage. However, what ultimately caused Nixon to disregard 
religion was his attempt to keep his political career alive for the long 
term as well as to maintain his public image as a politician that valued 
taking the high road. 

Dr. Shaun Casey states that Nixon purposefully ignored religion during 
the campaign because his managers thought it would negatively impact 
his “need-to-win” states.11 In such a close election, ultimately decided 
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by 0.1% of the popular vote, the swing states were the deciding factors 
in the outcome of the election. For this reason, it was the wisest political 
strategy for Nixon to pursue the swing states as long as that strategy 
would not affect other states he needed to win. After the election, 
Theodore White wrote about the impact these swing states had on the 
1960 presidential election: “If only 4,500 voters in Illinois and 28,000 
voters in Texas had changed their minds, the sum of their 32,500 votes 
would have moved both those states,” and Richard Nixon would have 
been President of the United States.12 Years later, Rorabaugh wrote that 
Nixon’s decision was the most effective political strategy to put him in 
a position to win the election:

The percentage of Protestants who switched to Nixon was smaller than 
was the Catholic percentage shift to Kennedy, but because the Protestants 
outnumbered Catholics 66 percent to 26 percent, according to a 1957 
census, the number of Protestant voters who voted against Kennedy for 
religious reasons probably did exceed the number of Catholics who voted 
for Kennedy for religious reasons.13

Based on analytics like these, Nixon purposefully targeted the larger 
group of voters, especially Protestant voters on the fence, who would 
appreciate Nixon’s focus on other important political issues instead 
of religion.

For most of the election, religion was viewed to be a negative issue 
for Kennedy. However, on September 12, 1960, Kennedy evolved his 
campaign strategy by addressing religion in a more open and direct way 
than ever before. On that date, America heard Kennedy explain to the 
Greater Ministerial Association, the most anti-Catholic men of Texas, 
that his personal religious beliefs would not interfere with his political 
duty to uphold the constitutional requirement of separation between 
church and state.14 Across the country, from both secular and religious 
communities, more American people began to voice that being a 
Catholic would not negatively influence Kennedy’s qualifications to be 
the President. In addition, American sentiment shifted to a perspective 
that there should not be prejudice against a candidate because of his 
religion and that in itself would be a form of bigotry.15 Because of 
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Kennedy’s recently gained control over the religious issue, Nixon 
responded, with the approval of President Eisenhower, by suggesting 
a “no-talk” plan to all candidates.16 Nixon employed this plan in order 
to demonstrate his commitment to focus on topics other than religion 
while also preventing Kennedy from being able to take full advantage 
of his success in Houston. As Eisenhower too supported the idea of 
not speaking of religion until after the election, Kennedy would have 
to either openly oppose the popular president or weakly conform to 
Nixon’s suggested “no-talk” plan. 

Another reason Nixon refused to bring up religion was that he wanted 
to win the election as a principled, ethical candidate, rather than 
through negative campaigning. In April 1959, Ted Sorensen described 
Kennedy’s vulnerability as Democratic nominee in terms of religion, 
age, and position. He wrote that “The country had never elected a 
Catholic…never elected a forty-three-year-old…[and] only selected 
one Senator to be President in this century.”17 Rather than highlight 
these potentially negative characteristics, Nixon wanted to give the 
American people a look into his own character as a principled man. 
Historian Edmund F. Kallina Jr. supports this idea as he concluded that 
Nixon would rather lose as an honorable man than win by emphasizing 
the shortcomings of his opponent. Nixon, he wrote, “wisely foresaw 
that if he made a late speech on religion and then won the election, 
his victory would be tainted by the suspicion that religious preferences 
had determined the outcome.”18 Because Nixon was born and raised as 
a Quaker, not a mainstream religion by American standards, raising his 
opponent’s religion could have resulted in unwanted negative attention 
to his own. In retrospect, Nixon still believed that the discussion of 
religion in a campaign should not be tolerated. Even though he 
eventually lost the election, he maintained that it was a morally sound 
decision.19 This stance also hints at reelection and preserved his 
political career.20

Nixon’s decision can be attributed to the idea that anti-Catholic sentiment 
was less exploitable in 1960 for Nixon than in earlier times in American 
history. When looking back on former presidential races, the 1928 
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election was similar to that of 1960 with candidates Republican Herbert 
Hoover and Catholic Democrat Al Smith. However, the outcome of 
the 1928 election was entirely different, as Hoover crushed Smith.21 As 
Nixon’s own managerial staff knew, anti-Catholic sentiment was strong 
enough in 1928 to be useful in crushing the Democratic opponent.22 

Thanks to a wave of new thinking, appreciation of minorities, and a 
new perspective of religion during the 1960s, Nixon would not be able 
to harness the same anti-Catholic sentiment.

Nixon hoped to shift the attention of the public away from religion and 
towards certain strengths, such as his experience and ideology, where 
he would likely overcome the inexperienced, young Massachusetts 
senator.23 Even when pressed by political advisers in November, at 
the tail end of the campaign, Nixon refused to resort to focusing on 
the religious beliefs of his Democratic opponent. He refused because 
it would violate his campaign-long commitment to never speak of 
religion.24 In addition, Nixon would not attack Catholicism because 
of his own close ties with prominent Catholic officials such as John F. 
Cronin.25 With his own strong religious connection and those of other 
significant religious figures, criticizing his opponent about religion 
would only expose him as a hypocrite.

Nixon’s Real Motivation

Rather than work to draw attention to religion in the election, Nixon 
abstained from mentioning religion in 1960 and discouraged any 
attention to the topic. Nixon was faced with a dilemma in trying to 
defeat the handsome knight from Boston, who was charming, wealthy, 
and eloquent. Rather than attempting to capitalize on remaining anti-
Catholic sentiment in America, Nixon rejected speaking of religion 
outright because he knew he would be unable to beat the popularity of 
Kennedy. Instead of trying to attack Kennedy, a popular representative 
of the people, Nixon shifted focus towards winning on his own terms. 
Nixon intended to highlight his own skills and experience to minimize 
Kennedy’s growing popularity.
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At the time, the 1960 election was thought to have been the climax 
of religious animosity in politics. However, in the recent past the 
issue of personal religious beliefs has continued to play a part in the 
mind of the American voter. For instance, Joseph Lieberman, who is 
Jewish, faced criticism in both his vice presidential candidacy of 2000 
as well as his presidential run in 2004. In addition, President Obama 
faced widespread concern surrounding even the mere association 
with his Muslim heritage. Likewise, the election of 2012 saw religion 
come into question as Mitt Romney’s Mormon faith became a regular 
topic of concern and criticism. In fact, as Nixon did with Kennedy, 
Obama and his campaign managers paid close attention to how fellow 
GOP nominee-hopefuls addressed Romney’s faith and watched the 
response of voters. Rather than overcoming religious prejudice in 
politics, our society has been unable to break free from its tendency to 
judge a candidate on this matter. Ironically, all of these candidates are 
governed by a constitution that explicitly states the tenets of freedom 
of religion.

Despite fifty years of social advance, politicians are still judged by 
their religious beliefs. Nixon’s strategy exemplified a political world 
where experience, ideology and political identity were all that was 
necessary for a candidate to discuss about himself. America seems to 
be straying even further away from national issues and the candidate’s 
platform—which is what Nixon had advocated—and is focusing more 
on a candidate’s personal attributes and beliefs, with religion still as 
prominent an issue as it was in the past. 

22                   Eric Miller



Appendix

  

                        THE MENLO ROUNDTABLE   23



Notes

1. Theodore H. White, The Making of the President 1960 
(New York: Atheneum Publishers, 1961), 350.

2. Ibid., 116.

3. “National Affairs: Judgments & Prophecies,” Time, 
September 19, 1960.

4. Ray Tucker, “Kennedy’s Catholic Religion May Get First Test in 
West Virginia,” The Day, April 8, 1960.

5. W. J. Rorabaugh, The Real Making of the President: Kennedy, Nixon, 
and the 1960 Election (Kansas: University Press of Kansas, 2009), 143.

6. Richard M. Nixon, Six Crises (New York: Doubleday & Company 
Inc., 1962), 368.

7. Jack Boyle, “What America Thinks Poll: Religion Hinders Kennedy,” 
Evening Independent, April 24, 1960.

8. Ibid.

9. Shaun A. Casey, The Making of a Catholic President: Kennedy vs. 
Nixon 1960 (Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press, 2009), 82.

10. Rorabaugh, Real Making of the President, 143.

11. Casey, Making of a Catholic President, 82.

12. White, Making of the President, 350-351.

13. Casey, Making of a Catholic President, 181.

14. “National Affairs: The Power of Negative Thinking,” Time, 
September 19, 1960.

24                   Eric Miller



15. Ibid.

16. Ibid.

17. White, Making of the President, 54.

18. Edmund F. Kallina Jr., Kennedy v. Nixon: The Presidential Election 
of 1960 (Gainesville: University Press of Florida, 2010), 171.

19. Nixon, Six Crises, 307.

20. Casey, Making of a Catholic President, 83. 

21. Nixon, Six Crises, 307. 

22. Ibid.

23. White, Making of the President, 54.

24. “Nixon Believes Religion Issue Being Created By Candidates,” 
Lakeland Ledger, April 22, 1960.

25. “Nixon Raps Demos About Religious Issue,” Eugene Register-
Guard, April 24, 1960; Casey, Making of a Catholic President, 83.

Bibliography

Primary Sources 

Boyle, Jack. “‘What America Thinks Poll’: Religion Hinders Kennedy.” 
Evening Independent, April 24, 1960.

Eugene Register-Guard. “Nixon Raps Demos About Religion Issue.” 
April 24, 1960.

Lakeland Ledger. “Nixon Believes Religion Issue Being Created 
By Candidates.” April 22, 1960.

                         THE MENLO ROUNDTABLE   25



“National Affairs: Judgments & Prophecies.” Time. September 26, 
1960.

“National Affairs: Power of Negative Thinking.” Time. 
September 19, 1960.

Nixon, Richard M. Six Crises. New York: Doubleday & Company Inc., 
1962.

Russell, Bruce. “Nixon for President.” Cartoon, Los Angeles 
Times, January 28, 1960. http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/
thedailymirror/2010/07/nixon-for-president.html.

Tucker, Ray. “Kennedy’s Catholic Religion May Get First Test in 
West Virginia.” The Day, April 8, 1960.

White, Theodore H. The Making of the President 1960. 
New York: Atheneum Publishers, 1961. 

Secondary Sources

Aitken, Jonathan. “The Nixon Character.” Presidential Studies 
Quarterly 26, no. 1 (1996): 239-247.

Casey, Shaun A. The Making of a Catholic President: Kennedy vs. 
Nixon 1960. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009.
  
Kallina Jr., Edmund F. Kennedy v. Nixon: The Presidential Election of 
1960. Gainesville: University Press of Florida, 2010.

Rorabaugh, W. J. The Real Making of the President: Kennedy, Nixon, 
and the 1960 Election. Kansas: University Press of Kansas, 2009.

26                   Eric Miller



Checkmate: How Political Maneuvering 
Caused the Failure of the Boston Police 
Strike of 1919

Kelsey Flower

On November 11th, 1918, patriotic citizens across the nation rejoiced 
over the end of the Great War and the return of brave American troops. 
Civilians and veterans alike expected to resume life as it had been be-
fore the war; however, this expectation for a return to “normalcy” was 
short lived. During the first year after the war there were 3,600 strikes 
involving over four million workers in the United States. One of the 
most prominent was the Boston Police strike in September 1919, where 
policemen struck over low wages and poor working conditions. Start-
ing wages for a new Boston policeman were the same as they had been 
in 1854, while the cost of living had increased seventy-nine percent 
since 1913. Many policemen were in debt and felt they were treated 
poorly compared to other Boston area workers.1 Their situation had to 
be addressed. 

The policemen had formed the Boston Social Club in 1906 to use as a 
bargaining agency, but it had proved ineffective. When, in the summer 
of 1919, the American Federation of Labor changed its policy and an-
nounced it would grant charters to police unions, the police decided to 
take one in the hopes of turning their current club into a serious union 
with more power.2 Police Commissioner Edwin Curtis felt that, as pub-
lic employees, police should not be allowed to join unions and warned 
his force against creating one. When the police ignored his warning and 
accepted affiliation with the AFL, Curtis suspended the nineteen lead-
ers of the Boston Social Club that had instigated the union. Angry at 
Curtis, on September 9th, 1919, almost three-fourths of the Boston po-
lice force walked out on strike.3 By the end of 1919, the strike had failed 
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miserably. All the policemen who had joined the union were fired, and 
many were struggling to find other jobs because employers believed 
them to be poor citizens.4  

In three short months, Boston policemen went from believing they 
could get their grievances on pay and working conditions addressed, 
to fighting simply to retain their jobs. The policemen’s hopes for the 
strike’s outcome, and thus their definition of failure, changed signifi-
cantly after the day and a half when they were technically on strike. 
Therefore, I define the police strike as the period from July 1919, when 
the policemen outlined their original goals, through November 1919, 
when Curtis and Governor Calvin Coolidge ensured that none of the 
policemen would be rehired.

Why did the Boston police strike fail so miserably? One potential cause 
of the strike’s failure was the change in public opinion from sympa-
thy towards the policemen’s grievances to hostility towards the strik-
ers. Historian Robert K. Murray argues that the press exaggerated the 
radical implications of the strike, intensifying public opinion against 
the police and their actions.5 With public opinion turning against the 
policemen, it was possible for Curtis to fire the policemen without any 
backlash. However, the ultimate cause of the strike’s failure was political 
maneuvering that started before the strike began and continued into 
late November. Through this maneuvering, Commissioner Curtis and 
Governor Coolidge misled the policemen into being naïve about the 
trouble the strike would cause, established valid grounds for the strik-
ers’ termination, and shaped public opinion about the strikers’ actions. 

Hostile Public Opinion

One reason that the police strike failed is that both local and national 
public opinion shifted immediately after the strike began, from advoca-
cy for addressing the policemen’s grievances on pay and working condi-
tions to hostility toward the strikers, destroying citizen support for the 
strike. Historians such as Murray argue that the public’s hostile reaction 
stemmed from the press’s sensationalist depiction of the strikers’ mo-
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tives. Without any public support, the police had no chance of having 
their grievances addressed. 

In the days leading up to the strike, many local newspapers published 
articles supporting the compromise between the police officers and 
Commissioner Curtis that was proposed by the Citizen’s Committee.6 

The compromise stated that the Boston Police Union should return its 
charter to the American Federation of Labor (thereby no longer declar-
ing itself an official union), and that a committee of three citizens would 
investigate the wages and hours of the policemen and report their find-
ings to the mayor and police commissioner.7 It comes as no surprise 
that liberal newspapers like the Boston Daily Globe believed that it 
would be a mistake for either the police or the commissioner to refuse 
the solution.8 However, what is more interesting is that the conservative 
Boston Herald also advised Curtis to “accept [the] projected compro-
mise.”9 Furthermore, the pro-business Boston Chamber of Commerce 
also supported the Citizen’s Committee recommendations.10 The strong 
encouragement for the compromise demonstrated by representatives 
of Boston illustrates that, while they did not outwardly support a strike, 
multiple sectors of public opinion believed the police’s grievances had 
merit and should be addressed. 

However, after the strike began, public sympathy for the policemen 
diminished quickly. Unsurprisingly, the more conservative sectors of 
public opinion did not approve of the policemen’s actions, as shown by 
a political cartoon in the highly conservative Chicago Tribune. The car-
toon expressed the view that the policemen had intentionally walked 
out on the job to create chaos, and that they had allied themselves with 
crime and disorder (see Appendix). Yet neither local nor national dis-
approval of the strike was strictly partisan. President Wilson, a figure 
whose beliefs had the potential to impact those of the nation, gave a 
speech in Helena, Montana, just after the strike in which he denounced 
the Boston policemen’s actions as a ‘“crime against civilization.’” Wilson 
asserted that policemen were public servants with a sacred obligation to 
serve the community, and that they had no right to risk public safety for 
personal gain. His strong rhetoric, such as his description of Boston as 
being at the ‘“mercy of an army of thugs,”’ encouraged the nation to be 
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outraged by the strikers’ actions.11 An editorial in the New York Times 
further reveals that the liberal segment of national opinion was unsym-
pathetic towards the strikers by emphasizing that policemen have as 
little right to unionize as do soldiers or sailors.12 Written only one day 
after the strike began, the editorial demonstrates how rapidly even lib-
erals began to turn against the policemen. 

The loss of support from local labor groups, on whom the policemen 
counted for sympathy strikes, also played a significant role in the strike’s 
failure. The Boston Central Labor Union, which represented all orga-
nized labor in the city, encouraged the police to stand up for them-
selves at a local meeting before the strike began. Several other unions 
passed resolutions supporting the policemen to the extent of going on 
strike. The Boston Herald estimated that 80,000 workers were prepared 
to strike in a show of support for the officers.13 However, several unions, 
including the Telephone Operators’ Union and the union of cooks and 
waiters, decided as soon as five days after the strike began that they did 
not wish to participate in a sympathy strike. According to the New York 
Times, this was partly because many union members believed that the 
policemen were “absolutely wrong in breaking their oaths and suddenly 
abandoning the city to every lawless and dangerous element within the 
community,” and had “no intention of quitting good jobs on the behalf 
of [these] men.” Without the support of the general strike that they had 
been anticipating, the policemen were “beaten” and “without any pos-
sible means of either redress or revenge.”14

One reason public opinion shifted so rapidly is that the strikers’ inten-
tions were made to appear more terrifying than they actually were. Mur-
ray argues that the Boston press “completely misinterpreted the aims 
of the striking policemen,” and exaggerated the strike’s radical basis 
by “[branding] the strikers as ‘deserters,’ ‘agents of Lenin,’ and ‘bolshe-
vists.”’ He argues that the press played upon the public’s fear of a radical 
revolution occurring in the United States by asserting that the lawless-
ness and destruction in Tremont Street, opposite the Boston Common, 
was worse than the destruction in Petrograd during the Bolshevik Rev-
olution of 1917, and showed large pictures of several looted stores to 
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back up their assertions.15 Criminologist Jonathan R. White backs up 
this point, stating that although newspapers reported huge increases in 
rapes, muggings, and murders, further investigation revealed that most 
stories about criminal activity during the strike had been fabricated. 
In fact, according to White, “by far, the most commonly reported of-
fense was disorderly behavior,” which is not serious enough to cause na-
tionwide panic about a radical revolution without being exaggerated.16  
By associating the strike with a fear-inducing topic, and exaggerating 
the lawlessness and disorder that occurred to make it sound far more 
radical in nature than it actually was, the press successfully alarmed the 
public. People were outraged, and the policemen were blamed for dam-
age and disorder far greater than what actually occurred. 

The pervasiveness of negative opinion from liberal, pro-business, pro-
labor, and conservative sectors of the public illustrates the rapid dete-
rioration of any public support for the policemen once the strike be-
gan. Consequently, Curtis felt no public pressure to address the strikers’ 
grievances and, in fact, was supported in his removal of the striking 
policemen who comprised over three quarters of the force. Thus, the 
change in public opinion towards the strikers from sympathy to hos-
tility effectively quelled the strike, prevented the strikers from getting 
their grievances addressed, and ultimately cost them their jobs. 

But the shift in public opinion was not the primary reason for the failure 
of the strike. Other factors were at play. The change in public opinion 
was actually the result of clever political maneuvering that had already 
made the strike’s success impossible. 

Political Maneuvering Before the Strike Began

 The skillful political maneuvering that ultimately caused the strike’s fail-
ure actually began before the strike occurred. In July of 1919, after hear-
ing talk about police unionization, Curtis issued a General Order that 
laid out his logic for why policemen could not simultaneously be part 
of a labor union and perform their public duty. He argued that as public 
officers, policemen must carry out the law with strict impartiality and 

                          THE MENLO ROUNDTABLE             31



“should not be subject to the orders or the dictation of any organization, 
no matter what, that comprises only one part of the general public,” or 
else their impartiality might be compromised.17 This order established 
that the policemen were not allowed to be part of the American Federa-
tion of Labor before the strike had begun. Curtis used this as the basis 
of his logic both for rejecting the compromise proposed by the Citizen’s 
Committee and for not allowing the strikers to return to their jobs after 
the strike ended. Curtis writes in his “Fourteenth Annual Report of the 
Police Commissioner for the City of Boston” that although there was 
“talk about the men having been punished enough” after the strike, they 
still clung to their organization and did not indicate they planned to 
give up their affiliation with the AFL, and that this is his reasoning for 
not giving the men their positions back.18 This statement illustrates how 
Curtis used the reasoning from his General Order in July to squash the 
policemen’s hopes of retaining their jobs after the strike ended.

Curtis was also clever in maneuvering the police into believing that 
they could strike without causing a crisis. Samuel Gompers’s aide, Guy 
Oyster, revealed after the strike that Curtis had dispelled police con-
cerns about the effects of the form of protest they might adopt. Thus, 
the policemen did not anticipate the Commissioner’s lack of prepara-
tion for the strike would result in such chaos, which inflamed public 
opinion towards the force.19 These false assurances from the Commis-
sioner ultimately played a role in the policemen’s failure to anticipate 
the backlash the strike would cause, and to develop preventive or miti-
gating measures to preserve public order while continuing to seek re-
dress of their grievances.

It is true that a significant factor in the failure of the Boston police 
strike was the dramatically negative public response toward the strik-
ers. Much of this came from the chaos that ensued immediately after 
the strike began. The few remaining policemen were not equipped to 
handle the sudden confusion and disorder, and “stood by powerless” as 
urchins ransacked stores within feet of them.20 The Massachusetts State 
Guard, which was on call ready to be deployed, sat on the sidelines. 
They were not called out until the next morning when Mayor Peters, 

32                 Kelsey Flower



who was not even responsible for the situation, deployed them in order 
to gain control over the bedlam.21 The policemen were quickly blamed, 
being put “on a level with [deserters] from the army” and branded with 
a negative public image.22

Events could have unfolded very differently. As the policemen prepared 
to walk out on September 9th, Curtis, Peters, and Coolidge had met in 
Coolidge’s office. Although Peters had begged Coolidge to call out the 
State Guard, Curtis had assured both men that he did not need the State 
Guard or volunteers. He even told Coolidge that he was ‘“ready for any-
thing.’” Later, Mayor Peters told reporters that Curtis had promised him 
that he was in a position to give the people of Boston protection, and 
that Governor Coolidge was prepared to support the commissioner in 
all measures that he might need to take. Peters made clear that he was 
relying on the promises of Curtis and Coolidge to protect the city dur-
ing the upcoming strike.23 Despite Curtis’s assurances, he clearly was 
not adequately prepared to deal with the public disorder and panic im-
mediately following the strike, and his lack of planning enabled much of 
the chaos and destruction that occurred during that critical first night. 
One question that historians have not examined is how purposeful was 
this lack of planning. If his first priority was to preserve public order, it 
seems remarkable that Curtis did not call out the State Guard as a pre-
ventive measure before the strike began. Regardless of whether he was 
taking a calculated risk in not proactively calling out the State Guard, 
Curtis was nevertheless able to lay the blame for the strike’s disastrous 
effects squarely on the shoulders of the striking policemen.

Political Maneuvering after the Strike Began

Although the political tactics that led to the Boston Police Strike’s failure 
began before the strike started, further maneuvering after the strike be-
gan ensured the strike’s failure. Curtis may or may not have intentionally 
caused the chaos the strike created, but he and Coolidge demonstrated 
political prowess afterwards that allowed them to outmaneuver Peters 
and stay in broad control of the situation. Tension had been building 
up between Peters and the duo of Curtis and Coolidge for weeks be-
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fore the strike began. Peters desperately attempted to broker a peaceful 
agreement between the strikers and the Commissioner by appointing a 
citizens’ committee, informally called the Storrow Committee because 
it was headed by powerful investment banker James Storrow, to try to 
negotiate a deal between the two parties. Curtis and Coolidge refused 
to consider the compromise proposed by the Storrow committee.24 
Even more infuriating to Peters was that it appeared to him that Curtis 
and Coolidge were “hand in glove,” as Coolidge backed everything that 
Curtis did. After the strike began, this tension escalated into a full-scale 
political battle. Peters even became convinced that Curtis and Coolidge 
were using the strike to destroy him politically.25

On the Wednesday after the strike began, Peters, Coolidge, and Curtis 
highlighted this political tug-of-war by focusing more on blaming each 
other for the strike than on ending it as quickly and effectively as pos-
sible. Peters spent his time issuing a press release defending his “seem-
ingly passive role” in the chaos of the previous night and explaining 
why he was not at fault, as he had tried to prevent the strike while re-
ceiving no cooperation or help from either Coolidge or Curtis. He even 
stated that Coolidge had clearly told him that no one had any authority 
to interfere with the police commissioner and that he “had no alterna-
tive but to give the Police Commissioner a chance to demonstrate that 
he had adequately provided for the situation. The disorders of last night 
have demonstrated that he misjudged it…”26 After this was released, 
Curtis expressed his worry to Coolidge that he would have to work in 
the Police Department as a supernumerary under Peters, and Coolidge 
assured him that he would back him in making sure that Peters did not 
take control of the Department.27

As the governor, commissioner, and mayor bickered, lawless trouble-
makers remained in control of Boston. Riots broke out and two men 
were killed when State Guardsmen shot into a crowd.28 The politicians 
left the city to boil over as they selfishly jockeyed for power instead of 
trying to quell the strike, enabling much of the chaos and public disor-
der that occurred. Their ineptitude created a predicament for the po-
licemen. So much blame was placed on them for the chaos that the 
striking policemen were never able to recover. 
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Apart from backing Commissioner Curtis, Coolidge managed to dis-
tance himself from the events of the strike. His political opponents 
portrayed him as non-cooperative, both in preventing the strike from 
happening by declining to aid in the adoption of the Storrow commit-
tee’s compromise and in preparing the city for the strike once it seemed 
inevitable.29 Coolidge spent his time touring the rest of Massachusetts 
during the days the Storrow committee was trying to solve the police 
problem. When he finally communicated with a frantic Storrow and 
Peters on Monday, September 8th, he would neither mobilize the State 
Guard nor interfere with the negotiations over the proposed compro-
mise. It was evident that without a compromise there would be a strike.30 
 
Yet after the strike had begun, Coolidge remarkably became a com-
mendable figure who represented law and order. Some people even 
went as far as to claim that “because of his conduct in the Boston Po-
lice strike, [Coolidge] deserves the commendation of all law abiding 
citizens, and that those who disagree with him should be condemned.” 
This heroic portrayal of Coolidge was based not on Coolidge’s actions, 
but rather on his politically deft inaction. An anonymous political op-
ponent argued:

From Monday night until Thursday afternoon Governor Coolidge didn’t 
lift a finger and did not attempt to stop the tumult and riot and disorder 
which was prevalent in Boston, until after it was over. He was a general 
who led his troops onto the battlefield after the battle had been fought, and 
everybody had gone home to bed.31

Regardless of the validity of this critique, the political popularity that 
Coolidge gained from portraying himself as a hero in the face of anar-
chy eventually led to his election as President of the United States. By 
leaving the city defenseless during the strike and not helping to preserve 
order, Coolidge amplified the negative effects of the strike on the city 
of Boston. Historian Philip Foner argues that Coolidge hesitated to call 
out the State Guard until he was positive that rioting and looting had 
caused public opinion to turn against the strikers.32 He then used the 
chaos as an opportunity to speak out against the force and imply it rep-
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resented anarchy, permanently destroying the reputation of the striking 
policemen while burnishing his own political standing. 

After the strike had ended de jure, the policemen had one hope left: that 
they would be able to return to their jobs and at least retain their original 
pay, working conditions, and dignity. In fact, “what they wanted most 
was once again to wear a policeman’s uniform.”33 However, Curtis and 
Coolidge were still doing their best to make sure that this would never 
happen. During his campaign for governor in the fall of 1919, Coolidge 
continued to condemn the policemen, saying in speeches that he could 
not support their evil doing and that his actions had been merely main-
taining the sanctity of the law.34 Similarly, in the “Fourteenth Annual 
Report of the Police Commissioner for the City of Boston” that Curtis 
submitted in November 1919, he claimed that his lack of preparation to 
protect the city after the strike had begun was due to the “secrecy of the 
proceedings on the part of the men,” and frequently reiterated the state-
ment that the word “strike” had never been mentioned, thus making it 
impossible for him to have called troops onto the scene earlier than he 
did.35 By attacking the policemen in his writing and blaming them for 
his lack of preparation and the resulting chaos of the strike, the com-
missioner further thwarted any public sympathy toward the policemen 
and support for them to regain their jobs. In fact, due to the lingering 
hostile feelings toward them, most ex-policemen struggled to find any 
job at all.36

Constant political maneuvering and clever inaction during the course 
of the strike misled the policemen, provided grounds for their termina-
tion, and roused negative public opinion that resulted in lack of support 
for their grievances. Consequently, the striking policemen’s desires and 
idea of success diminished as the strike continued. By the end of 1919 
they were left without dignity, and often without jobs. They had failed 
to reach their goals in every conceivable sense. 
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Recurring Patterns in History

Although the dilemma of whether public employees should be allowed 
to strike was temporarily resolved by Commissioner Curtis when he 
fired the policemen, this issue has persisted. One particularly similar 
example of this is the August 1981 Professional Air Traffic Controllers 
Organization (PATCO) strike. At time of this strike, federal employees 
had gained the right to form unions within tight limits, as stated by 
Executive Order 10988, which was signed by John F. Kennedy in 1962. 
This order in itself was a breakthrough for public employees, as there 
had been multiple disputes over the right to unionize since the Boston 
Police Strike. However, the order did not allow federal employees to go 
on strike.37 When, on August 3rd, 1981, over 12,000 workers walked out 
protesting low wages and poor working conditions, President Ronald 
Reagan ordered them back to work. Over 11,000 of them didn’t return, 
and Reagan fired them all on the spot.38

The recurring struggles in United States history about the rights of pub-
lic employees raise a series of important questions. How do we, as a 
society, arbitrate differences of opinion and ensure that we compensate 
our public safety employees fairly? What is fair? What can we afford? 
Over the past century, America has settled the means to address many 
social and economic issues, but to settle this one, more work needs to 
be done to find common ground. 
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Appendix

 

Source: McCutcheon, John. “He Gives Aid and Comfort to the Enemies of Society.” 
Cartoon. Chicago Tribune, 1919. 
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“Willem Dafoe Kart”: Electric Go-Kart

Manny Walton and Michael Machlin

1  Abstract

The purpose of this project was to plan and build an electric go-kart. 
We found this especially important given that electric motors are 
increasingly replacing gasoline engines in today’s automobiles since 
they are more environmentally friendly and easier to maintain, among 
other reasons. In addition, we both improved our comprehension of 
electrical engineering, as we learned how to use 555-timing oscillators 
for our turn signals, wired a sliding potentiometer to act as a voltage 
divider throttle, created a horn with a momentary pushbutton switch 
and a salvaged car horn, and wired all the components together 
through a 36 V motor controller. For the project, we used a frame from 
a go-kart previously powered by a gas motor.

2  Introduction

For this second semester project, we chose to design and build an 
electric go-kart. We were interested in converting a gas engine vehicle 
to run off of an electric motor and batteries. We feel a need to help 
improve the planet, so we used the second-semester project as a small-
scale attempt to push the world into the future, one step at a time. 
Our main goals behind the fabrication of our go-kart were that it be 
aesthetically pleasant, easy to operate, quiet, and environmentally 
friendly. The kart’s purpose is to provide the driver with great 
enjoyment while being able to navigate tight turns and explore typically 
non-vehicle friendly environments, such as the Menlo School campus. 
The go-kart includes a small electric DC motor, powered by multiple 
rechargeable AGM (absorbable glass mat) lead-acid batteries. In order 
to accelerate, an accelerator pedal is connected via a spring to a linear 
10 kΩ sliding potentiometer. The slide pot is connected to a motor 

This paper was written for Dr. James Dann’s Applied Science 
Research class in the spring of 2013.
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controller, which in turn will alter the voltage going to the motor 
by rapidly turning the power from the batteries on and off (thereby 
achieving pulse width modulation, or PWM). We were inspired by the 
go-kart created by Jack Lucas ’12, from which we are reusing the frame, 
seat, and steering mechanism while rebuilding the drive and electrical 
systems. Originally, we planned on creating a drill-powered go-kart, or 
“drill kart,” like the one built by Gever Tully and described in MAKE 
Magazine. [5] Its relatively low materials cost and ease of building was 
appealing to us. However, the drill kart appears difficult to steer, as the 
single rear caster allows for free rotation while attempting to steer by 
varying the drills’ rotational speeds. This makes it more of a novelty 
item than a useable, safe vehicle, so we decided to build a traditional, 
albeit untraditionally driven, go-kart instead. From this adventure we 
hope to gain further understanding of electrical systems in vehicles, 
learn more building and craftsmanship skills, and have fun driving 
around in our kart once it is complete.

3  History

According to a report from Ward’s Auto two-and-a-half years ago, the 
total number of vehicles in the world finally surpassed the 1 billion 
mark, as the global vehicle population jumped from 980 million in 
2009 to 1.015 billion in 2010. [1] Although electric cars and hybrids 
are responsible for 3% of this data, this information still serves as 
the driving force behind lingering doubts about the world’s supply 
of fossil fuels. [2] Looking at this issue from another vantage point, 
human activities, such as the burning of fossil fuels, release CO2, “an 
important heat-trapping (greenhouse) gas.” [3] Prior to the rapid spike 
in the atmospheric concentration of CO2 since 1950, the last record set 
for carbon dioxide in Earth’s atmosphere was 300 parts per million; a 
record set 375,000 years ago. Today, that number stands at 395 parts 
per million, and still continues to grow.

In the wake of this distressing information, more and more solutions 
are being devised to combat these issues. One of these solutions 
involves lessening the amount of gasoline-fueled cars on the road, and 
replacing them with electric vehicles. Although electric vehicles have 
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been around since the 1830s as cost-effective substitutes for steam or 
internal combustion engines (following Dutch inventor Sibrandus 
Stratingh’s creation of an electromagnet cart), they have become 
more feasible for average consumers. Automakers have found ways to 
adapt to growing environmental standards and changes to everyday 
practicality. For example, in the ’70s, amidst modern concerns of 
exhausting fuel supplies, the Vanguard-Sebring CitiCar was supposed 
to launch electric car sales. However, these aspirations were short 
lived as the CitiCar’s fuel cells had to be powered by some sort of fuel 
anyways, defeating the purpose of a non-fuel reliant automobile. Forty 
years later, countless strides have been made in improving the design 
of electric vehicles, and in 2011, the highly successful Chevrolet Volt 
was released with “a gas-powered engine that kicks in as a generator to 
recharge the car’s batteries.” [4]

4  CAD Drawings

In all CAD drawings, the kart scale (in inches) is 1:2.1

 

Figure 1: CAD drawing front view. Width of kart from outer side of left wheel to outer 
side of right wheel: 22.7”; height of kart from bottom of wheel to top of wheel: 13.9”; 
length of kart from front wheel to rear wheel: 62.4”
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Figure 2: Front view of kart.
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Figure 3: CAD drawing rear view, trunk base dimensions. Length and width of trunk 
base: 17.1” x 10.2”
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Figure 4: Rear view
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Figure 5: CAD drawing rear view, battery pack dimensions. Length, width, and height 
of batteries: 5.9” x 6.4” x 6.1”
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Figure 6: Rear view showing battery pack
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Figure 7: CAD drawing rear view, motor controller dimensions. Length and width of 
motor controller: 2.8” x 3.7”

 

Figure 8: CAD drawing rear view, motor dimensions. Motor length 5.9”, diameter 4.4”
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Figure 9: CAD drawing top view. Length of kart from back of trunk base to front 
wheels: 66.26” 
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V  Theory

Our go-kart is driven by an electric motor, which is controlled by a 
motor controller designed for electric scooters. The controller is 
connected to three 12 V batteries, the motor itself, and our throttle 
system, in addition to accessory systems such as ignition, turn signals, 
and brakes.

The motor controller is connected to our throttle circuit, and interprets 
the throttle input to regulate power to the motor. As ours is a DC (direct 
current) motor, its rotational speed is regulated by sending “pulses” of 
voltage to the motor. These pulses are always at the maximum voltage, 
and their width (time at full voltage) is varied to cause the desired 
average voltage value and the rotational speed. Since we have three 
12 V batteries, providing constant power from all three would result 
in 36 V to the motor, causing it to spin at its maximum speed. If, for 
example, we press the throttle down halfway, the controller will provide 
full voltage 50% of the time, causing an average voltage of 18 V. This 
causes it to spin at half its maximum RPM. This method of sending 
varying pulses to a DC motor to affect the average voltage perceived by 
the motor is known as pulse-width modulation, or PWM. [6]
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Figure 10: PWM used to achieve 0 V, 1.25 V, 2.5 V, 3.75 V, and 5 V, top to bottom [7]

The throttle itself uses a voltage divider, consisting of a 10 kΩ sliding 
potentiometer. The sliding potentiometer is attached with a spring 
to the go-kart’s accelerator pedal, so pressing the pedal adjusts its 
position. Depending on the position of the sliding potentiometer, its 
resistance will vary from 0 kΩ to 10 kΩ (hence its rating). If the sliding 
potentiometer’s resistance is increased, less voltage will be across it 
(since V=IR, and as resistance increases so will voltage) and will instead 
be sent to the controller’s throttle input. If the sliding potentiometer’s 
resistance is decreased, more voltage will be across it to the ground 
loop, and throttle input to the controller will decrease in voltage. The 
controller determines, based on the throttle input, how much to vary 
the pulse width using the previously described PWM. A potential way 
to wire the potentiometer would be to wire it in series with a resistor at 
a fixed value of, for example, 3.0 kΩ. As seen from a sample calculation 
below, placing a resistor in series with the potentiometer would increase 
the amount of sliding distance needed to achieve a maximum Vout of 
5 V. Because the spring on the go-kart only moves a length of half of 
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the sliding distance on the potentiometer, we chose not to include a 
resistor in series. This decreased the necessary sliding distance to get 
to a full output of 5 V.

Sample Calculation:

Vout = I*Rthrottle

I = Vtotal/Rtotal = 5 V/(R1+Rthrottle), thus
Vout = I*Rthrottle=[5 V)*(Rthrottle)]/[R1+Rthrottle]
Using a 3.0 kΩ resistor in series with the potentiometer):
Vout=3.85 V
Not using a resistor in series (thus R1=0): 
(Vout)=(5 V)*(Rthrottle)/[(R1)+(Rthrottle)]=(5 V)*10 kΩ/10 kΩ =5.0 V

 
Figure 11: Throttle circuit with sliding potentiometer (variable resistor)
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The electric motor for our go-kart, however, is a 36 V, 1000 W, 4-pole, 
20-phase brushed DC motor. A basic variation of this type of motor 
spins as a result of a commutator reversing the direction of the current 
in an armature. The armature is a rotating axle perpendicular to the 
motor’s shaft with coils wrapped around it. 

 
Figure 12: Faraday’s Law, Maxwell’s Equation

In correspondence with Faraday’s Law, as a current passes through 
a closed coil of wire, a resultant magnetic field is perpendicularly 
directed outward, where the integral of E*ds is equal to voltage, and (d/
dt)* ΦB is equal to the derivative of magnetic flux. [8] What this means 
is that as flux increases, you get more voltage and a higher resultant 
magnetic field perpendicular to the coil, and as flux decreases, there 
is less voltage and a lesser resultant magnetic field. Also in the motor 
are two magnets of opposite poles on both ends of the motor’s interior. 
When current is sent flowing through the armature, a magnetic field 
is created (one end of the armature experiences an upward force while 
the other end experiences a downward force). Consequently, they both 
are attracted to their corresponding magnet on the wall of the interior, 
causing the axle to spin (see Figure 13). While the ends of the armature 
are positioned in between both magnets, the axle rotates freely. At this 
point, the commutator reverses the current in the coil and the magnetic 
field is reversed, causing the ends of the armature to be attracted to the 
other magnet that they were not previously attracted to. This allows for 
the axle to spin another half-turn. Other alternatives with a brushed 
DC motor include having the field coils connected parallel to the 
armature coils (see Figure 14).
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Figure 13: Series wound DC Motor [9]

 

Figure 14: Shunt wound DC motor [10]

Our motor functions similarly to the electric motors that the Applied 
Science Research class built in the first semester. Briefly, our electric 
motor from the first semester consisted of two electromagnets 
facing each other on opposite ends of the frame. In the middle of 
both electromagnets, our 3D-printed axle had four permanent earth 
magnets, and on the end of the axle were eight permanent sensor 
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magnets. When one of the sensor magnets reached our stationery Hall 
chip, the Hall effect would cause the Hall chip to complete the circuit 
that directs current into the electromagnets. Once the electromagnets 
are turned on, they both repel two of the earth magnets on the axle, 
causing for the axle to rotate. Then, once the next sensor magnet reaches 
the Hall chip, the Hall chip turns the circuit off, allowing for the iron 
coil of the electromagnets to attract the other two earth magnets on 
the axle, making the axle rotate until the next of eight sensor magnets 
turns the circuit back on. 

Also included in our go-kart are left- and right-turn signals. Instead of 
just manually flipping the lights on and off, we are using a 555 oscillator 
powered by a VCC  of 5 V from the controller. The idea behind a 555 
oscillator is that the frequency at which a capacitor continually charges 
and discharges (and the values of the resistors in the circuit) is what 
ultimately governs how fast whatever is connected to the circuit turns 
on and off. When the trigger input reaches a certain threshold voltage 
(⅓ VCC) from the discharging of the capacitor, a positive voltage is 
directed out towards whatever is connected to the circuit (our lights). 
In the time frame that the voltage to the lights is at full output, the 
capacitor recharges back up to ⅔ VCC , at which point the voltage 
directed to the lights is now shut off (see Figure 15). In order to change 
the frequency at which the capacitor charges and discharges, values of 
R2 and R3 can be changed (see Figure 16). The time frame for when the 
output voltage to the lights is “on” (t1) is equal to:

0.693(R2+R3)*C

The time frame for when the output voltage to the lights is “off ” (t2) is 
equal to: [10]

0.693*R3*C

 



Figure 15: Graphs of capacitor charge and output voltage over time [11]

 

Figure 16: Example circuit using a 555 oscillator [12]
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6  Results

 

To observe the relationship between the throttle voltage input (from  
the sliding potentiometer) and no-load RPM of the motor, see 
Appendix B.

7  The Next Step
 
Although we have completed the basic fabrication process of our go-
kart with a few added creature comforts (turn signals, horn, “fuel gauge,” 
etc.), we both are still very interested in improving the mechanics of our 
go-kart to boost performance and drivability. The first step would be to 
change out our batteries in exchange for more amp-hours and a longer 
drive time on a single charge. When purchasing batteries in April, we 
only made sure that we bought the least expensive option for whatever 
would get us 36 V. Understandably, batteries that offer more amp-
hours are going to cost more, so when we bought the least expensive 36 
V selection, we ended up buying batteries that only offered a combined 
amperage of 10 Ah (three 12 V 10 Ah batteries wired in series). In the 
future, we would ideally run the go-kart off of two 36 V 12 Ah batteries 
wired in parallel, since batteries in parallel add amp-hours instead of 
voltage. With this arrangement, our drive time, which currently stands 
at about 20 minutes on a full charge, would be multiplied by a factor of 
approximately 2.4, since we would be upgrading from a 10 Ah set-up 
to a 24 Ah (12 Ah*2 batteries in parallel) setup.
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Another option for increasing the practicality and convenience of 
our go-kart would be to address the issue of charging our batteries. 
During this project, we found out that the charger we were supposed 
to use to charge 36 V of battery was not functioning properly with the 
motor controller. When we left the charger on for a full night to charge 
the batteries, the voltage across the batteries only increased by .3 V. 
Also, when we were trying once more to charge our batteries with the 
factory charger, we ended up frying the charger itself because we tried 
to connect the batteries directly to the charge without first connecting 
the charger to the wall. Consequently, we were forced to charge our 
batteries with a 60 V DC power supply set at 44.5 V (the original 
output voltage that our charger would have given out to the batteries). 
Although our charge time right now is about 5 hours, we would still 
like to make it faster, considering that our drive time is about 6.7% of 
the charge time. We could achieve a faster charge time with a 50 W, 
5 A, 36 V smart charger, which would decrease our charge time to 
about 2.5 hours, considering that we are only getting about 2.5 A from 
the voltage source. Also, a smart charger would allow us to charge the 
batteries overnight, since it will stop charging the batteries once they 
have reached their full charge (something that we can’t do now with 
the voltage source).
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8  Appendices

8.1  Appendix A: Parts List

Part Description Purpose Cost Where to buy
Steering wheel replace sharp 

old one
$30 gokartsupply.com

36 V 1000 W 
motor

drive the rear 
wheels

$99 monsterscooterparts.com

3x 12 V, 10 Ah 
SLA batteries

power the 
motor

$32.99 each 
($99 total)

monsterscooterparts.com

2x ¾” x 16 hex 
nuts

hold rear 
wheels in place 
(bolts missing)

$1.50 each Ace Hardware

36 V 1000 W 
motor controller

Regulate 
the flow of 
our circuit, 
and power 
everything 
from our 
batteries

$47 monsterscooterparts.com

36 V battery 
charger

Charge 
batteries

$28 monsterscooterparts.com

Locking ignition 
switch

prevent 
accidental/
unwanted 
vehicle usage

$15 monsterscooterparts.com

10-tooth sprocket allow new 
motor to work 
with old chain 
and drive 
sprocket

Unknown Still looking

Sliding 
Potentiometer

Direct 
different 
amounts of 
voltage into 
the controller 
(and then to 
the motor)

N/A Classroom
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8.2  Appendix B: Graph of Potentiometer Output Voltage vs Motor RPM
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