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First Part—Massimo Teodori: Historical And Critical Notes

One/ The Beginning of the Movement

The fact that a New Left exists in the United States today, in 1968, is the proof of a reality
which manifests itself both in society at large and in the political arena. What this New Left
is is more difficult to say, because there is very little unity between the various
organizations, programs and ideological statements which form the phenomenon usually
referred to as "the Movement." Since the New Left is still very much an open subject, the
following commentary, which comprises the first part of the volume, does not claim to be
definitive. It treats, on the one hand, the development of the Movement which has been
taking place for nearly a decade and, on the other, the debate which has grown within and
around the New Left. We must explain at the outset that when we speak of the New Left in
the United States today, we mean simply the Left, because there exists no traditional left
playing an important role on the national scene.

The collection of documents included in the second part of the volume is centered around
"young white radicals." This commentary traces the historical and conceptual development
of the material contained in these documents. No attempt has been made here to give the
black liberation movement, or the liberation movements of the other nonwhite minorities, as
careful an analysis as they deserve. There are two reasons for limiting the scope of this
study: first, up to the present time, the black liberation movement has been theoretically
and practically autonomous; secondly, in its social, cultural and political characteristics, the
New Left is a phenomenon which originated and has developed prevalently among young
whites. However, although it is necessary to recognize the respective autonomy of the two
movements—the one which has witnessed the development of a new radicalism in ' the
1960s, and the other, the movement for black liberation—the connections and reciprocal
influences between them should not be overlooked.

In the second part of the volume, two sections of documents are included which deal
respectively with civil rights and Black Power. The documents have been chosen with the
double purpose of providing basic source material on these subjects and of putting into
focus the relations between the black and white radical movements. It should be noted,
however, that the two different phases of the recent history of the black liberation
movement are qualitatively different. During the civil-rights campaign, particularly in the
period from 1960 to 1965, there was almost total identification between a certain segment
of the young white radical group and its counterpart in the black liberation movement.
However, beginning with the development of Black Power in 1966, the two movements
separated, even though they later began to develop along notably parallel lines. The
documents and analysis dealing with Black Power are therefore viewed mainly from the
perspective of its relation to the New Left or to parts of the Movement.

The procedure we have followed, both for the introductory commentary and in collecting the
documents, has been to concentrate on the development of the different movements and
their common features, and not on the history of the organizations. A partial
correspondence does exist between movements and organizations, but it seemed
methodologically more correct and closer to the nature of the material under discussion to
follow the political track rather than the organizational one.

Finally, an explanation is in order on the use of various terms in this first part of the
volume: from time to time the expressions "New Left," "Movement," "movement for," "new
radicals," and "new radicalism" appear. In American writings these terms are often used
interchangeably; here we will attempt to clarify their use by defining each of them
separately. The following glossary will serve as a list of definitions for these expressions:




a. Movement (singular, with a capital M)! signifies the complex of positions, actions and
attitudes which have developed over the last ten years, including not only political and
social aspects, but psychological and cultural ones as well.

b. movement (either singular or plural, with a small m) designates a particular sector of the
Movement which has developed around a specific theme or a particular period. For example,
"civil-rights movement," "free speech movements," "antiwar movement," "women's
liberation movement," etc.

c. New Left (with first letters capitalized)? designates a comprehensive position including
analyses and propositions derived from or inspiring the various movements and bearing
specific reference to political problems.

d. new radicalism (with a small r)? designates the rebirth of leftist positions during the
1960s. This expression indicates all the leftist positions—New Left and fringe groups of the
traditional left—regardless of their different political and ideological origins.

e. new radicals® designates the political actors of the new radicalism.
1. A Decade Of Eclipse For The Left
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At the end of the 1950s, a decade of political eclipse for the left in the United States came
to a close. Not only was there an absence of relevant organized political forces during that
decade, but intellectual activity itself and the search for radical forms of social theories
barely managed to stay alive at the margins of a society which was politically dull and
lacking in open manifestations of internal conflict. There was a literal disintegration of
radical political forces, which had still been active during the 1930s-and had vigorously
expressed the contradictions of the Depression, capitalistic expansion and the New Deal at
that time. The Communist party, which still had over 60,000 members at the end of the
war, had broken up in 1954 as a result of internal weakness and outside attacks. Internally,
Trotskyism, the Russo-German pact, Stalinism and the inability of the party to bring itself
up to date in the face of changed conditions in American society weakened its appeal to
intellectuals and its capacity to adopt militant positions. Externally, the witch hunts
culminating with the famous inquests carried out by the Senate Permanent Committee on
Investigations under the chairmanship of Senator Joseph McCarthy in 1952-1955 paralyzed
the activity of the party through the systematic persecution of its members and
sympathizers, and many others. The Socialist party, reduced to an empty shell, aligned
itself with anticommunist and cold-war positions. The intellectuals who tended toward
social-democratic and "democratic left" positions were in reality the very people who most
vigorously attacked not only the communists, but independent radical positions as well.
With the division of the world into two antagonistic blocs in 1948, identification with the
"free world" came to mean, for the "democratic left," the acceptance of capitalism,
repression of national liberation movements, and, in general, all the conservative and
reactionary merchandise smuggled in along with the safeguarding of Western liberties. With
few exceptions, socialists and former Marxists, anticommunist radicals and liberals alike
upheld the global picture of the American system, with all that this entailed. They usually
ended by identifying themselves with the liberal wing of the Democratic party, i.e., with the
system's strongest political force, whether located inside the government, as under Truman,
or whether it controlled a wide portion of power in society at large, as during the
Eisenhower administration.”




In the name of humanism, socialists in the United States gradually but firmly aligned
themselves with the American cause in the deepest political and cultural sense—Castro, the
Vietminh and the victims of the postwar world crisis became first as guilty as their potential
executioners, as culpable morally and then deserted in a manner that increasingly absolved
the executioners. The impact of the Western resistance against revolutionary movements,
especially in Eastern Europe and China, was rarely considered in evaluating the social
systems that emerged. Again victims were condemned for their responses to the crimes of
their executioners, as if the Cubans, Vietnamese and Chinese had chosen with deliberate
malice to violate a humanist tradition they too evoked and claimed to act upon ... . Economic
development as a justification was dismissed as worth nothing. The losses involved in such
a process were carefully examined, but never weighed and balanced against the gains,
particulgrly in those areas that had precious little intellectual freedom or political democracy
to lose.

The unions which combined in 1956 to form the American Federation of Labor-Congress of
Industrial Organizations joined together in defense of capitalist economic structures. They
set forth demands which centered essentially on "bread and butter" issues, even when
these increased the production of "guns." It was also precisely during the 1950s that the
unions were systematically purged of their radical leaders, while simultaneously a
breakdown in union solidarity on the international level was actively promoted and decisive
financial support was given to anticommunist trade unions abroad.

1.2

Within universities and intellectual circles, no new critical analyses of American society
developed which might have nourished perspectives for radical alternatives to the status
quo in the area of political debate. Besides, whoever failed to side with "America" was
considered, not a spokesman for different perspectives, but an ally of the national enemy—
world communism and the Soviet Union. In this desert, where truly dialectical positions
posing real alternatives had little chance of survival, Marxist scholars such as Paul Baran
and Paul Sweezy, leftist historians such as William A. Williams and independent radicals
such as C. Wright Mills occupied marginal positions in the country and were not connected
to any political or intellectual movement capable of fusing thought and action. The
opposition of independent radicals took on an individualistic quality in the absence of a
movement which could incorporate intellectual ferment. In 1952, the young writer Norman
Mailer cried, "I can't choose!" (between the East and the West) and accompanied the
statement with an existential refutation of the "totalitarian fabric of American society,"
whose authoritarian symptoms he perceived in all aspects of political, social and cultural life,
as well as in taste and morals. Dwight MacDonald, a respectable intellectual who had
consecutively abandoned communism, Trotskyism and Marxism, made his own choice of the
"West" coincide with his withdrawal from political activity and with the assumption of a
negative attitude toward American society, its political machinery, and its intrinsically
totalitarian structures.’




The channels for political debate on the left—the press and other media—also just barely
managed to survive. Partisan Review, an important radical publication during the 1930s,
was reduced to a colorless arena wherein all the political positions could represent
themselves, and nothing else. The National Guardian, formerly a spokesman for the
Progressive party during the presidential campaign of Henry Wallace in 1948, managed to
keep going only with great difficulty as a front for the remaining communists and "fellow
travelers."® (In 1967-1968, the paper underwent wide editorial changes, becoming a journal
of the New Left, and becoming, simply. The Guardian.) The Monthly Review of Sweezy and
Huberman, which came out in the early 1950s, was read only by a few scholars interested
in Marxist studies. Dissent was begun in 1956 by anticommunist social-democrats; it
represented the viewpoint of the group leaning toward Fabian socialism, which gathered
around The League for Industrial Democracy and whose activity was restricted to the New
York City area.

There were three publications having different characteristics which represented an
exception to the general picture of the 1950s, although they were still tied to the isolated
initiative of their editors rather than to movements. Starting in 1954, 1. F. Stone began
publishing a four-page, small-format weekly, /. F. Stone's Weekly, which gave evidence of a
rare quality of independent journalism, genuinely liberal in tone and scrupulously attentive
to factual truth. Anne and Carl Braden, with the Southern Patriot, kept alive the progressive
and integrationist battle which revolved around the Southern Conference Educational Fund
in the deep South. A. J. Muste, at the age of seventy, gathered nonviolent pacifists,
humanitarian socialists, anarchical-leaning libertarians, antimilitarists and humanists around
the monthly Liberation. The magazine promoted and analyzed peace campaigns, nuclear
disarmament, civil disobedience and racial integration, developing a "third camp" position
which refuted an alignment with either of the cold-war blocs.

1.3

With the exhaustion of typically American movements such as Henry Wallace's election-
based progressive reformism, and anticentralist populism, whose last spokesman, Estes
Kefauver, had lost in 1952 the Democratic presidential nomination to the liberal Adlai
Stevenson; as the communist and Trotskyist groups of various tendencies had been reduced
to small cliques and the socialists had aligned themselves with reform democrats, the left
continued to survive only on the archeological interest of its past ideological debates, unable
to confront the present. There was room only for those forces which tried to "liberalize" the
system and expressed themselves through the Americans for Democratic Action (ADA), or
through groups and individuals dedicated primarily to the struggle for civil liberties, such as
the American Civil Liberties Union. Even the voices of William Meyer and Byron Johnson,
which were raised in Congress to propose moderate peace initiatives, remained isolated and
unheeded. In 1960, after only one term, these two congressmen were not reelected.

On the whole, the 1950s present a picture of America united behind the rhetoric of affluence
of liberty backed by military and economic security. Even the new generations were silent:
only small groups attempted to resist conformity by remaining outside of the homogeneous
social fabric, and expressed their dissent in individualistic ways.




2. Mass Conformity and Individual Revolt
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"Apathetic, silent, indifferent, confused"—these are some of the adjectives used to describe
the generation of students which passed through American universities during the 1950s.°
Looking back over a decade to that period, it seems that youth contributed very little to
political and cultural unrest; so little, in fact, that a direct witness of the events of those
years'? speaks in terms of a "non-generation," and the philosopher Walter Kaufmann refers
to it as "the uninvolved generation." In the universities, young people seemed mainly
"serious" about climbing the ladder of their academic careers and preparing to successfully
overcome the obstacles of professional life. This was a trend which involved the mass of
new students having access to higher education, which was coming to be looked upon more
and more as an instrument for achieving social integration and economic success. The
educational institutions themselves were transformed: the traditional temples of learning
which had educated the ruling class for centuries—such as the seven Ivy League universities
and exclusive women's colleges like the "seven sisters"—were joined by new colleges and
universities, mainly through the initiative of individual states favored by a federal program
of subsidies to public universities. This quantitative transformation was accompanied by a
qualitative one' which deeply affected the academic programs themselves: a romantic
bourgeois education, prevalently humanistic and liberal in nature, gave way to an education
capable of preparing students to fill necessary positions in industry, government, and
scientific research. These were the years during which the country became deeply engaged
in productive and scientific competition with the Soviet Union following the launching of the
first sputnik; this competition produced an ever-growing need for personnel capable of
operating and developing the civil and military technological apparatus. The universities
multiplied, becoming increasingly swollen and bureaucratized, and their academic programs
allowed less and less room for so-called extracurricular activities. They assumed to an ever
greater extent the form of modern, efficient mechanisms at the service of society, for its
particular given purposes. It is this conception of the university as "knowledge factory"
which would contribute to the outbreak of the Berkeley revolt of 1964.

Even if there had been a desire for political activity, there was no room for it in the rhythm
of studies and other socially respectable activities organized around fraternities and
sororities, in which students of the same social class, religious denomination and financial
level grouped together. Besides, there could be no great enthusiasm for political activity or
for civic responsibility in the absence of new ideas and perspectives. Left-wing activists were
few and far between; it seems that during the second half of the 1950s there were not even
a hundred of them on all the campuses. Political organizations languished in universities as
much as they did among older people: the communist Labor Youth League (LYL) dissolved
in 1957; the YPSL (Young People's Socialist League) had practically ceased to exist; and no
more than a handful of members remained in the Student League for Industrial Democracy
(SLID); while the moderate liberals belonging to Campus Americans for Democratic Action
(CADA), although more numerous, gave no sign of any political impetus.

2.2

In revolt against campus routine as well as suburban affluence, against sexual Puritanism as
well as bureaucratic careerism, from the vast middle class—but also from poor and rich
segments of the great urban population—arose the rebels of the beat generation.

No wonder then that these have been the years of conformity and depression.
A stench of fear has come out of every pore of American life, and we suffer
from a collective failure of nerve. The only courage, with rare exceptions, that
we have been witness to, has been the isolated courage of isolated people.!!




Their appearance in Greenwich Village, San Francisco's North Beach, New Orleans, Chicago
and Los Angeles is decisive to the search for the main thread of the Movement's
development in the 1960s. For many of the causes promulgated by small groups of hipsters
and beatniks—rejection of industrial society and its many aberrations; irrational response to
the congenital irrationalism of that society; individualism and communal living; liberation of
sexual energies, with a natural acceptance of homosexual and bisexual as well as
heterosexual behavior; desecration of the traditional values of family, work, flag, religion
and uprightness; negro jazz and folk music; marijuana; freedom in dress and general
appearance—were not only to be shared by an evergrowing number of young people within
a few years' time, but were to transform concretely a great segment of American life with
the formation of a new subculture. Norman Mailer—being an existentialist himself—was able
to provide the best interpretation of the phenomenon, and speaks of the hipster as a "white
negro." The white rebel borrows the risky life of the negro, always living in the present and
refusing the security of those institutions which are part of white society, security which the
negro has never had. His search is directed entirely toward the pleasures his body can enjoy
"here and now," since he cannot count on any of the structures which serve to guarantee
and prolong the satisfactions provided by a sophisticated, inhibited civilization. The hipster,
therefore, is violent and sensual, but also apolitical, estranged from any form of moral
judgment that extends above and beyond his own actions. The other aspect of the beat
generation was represented by the beatniks: more intellectual than the hipsters, they
wanted to make of their existence a living condemnation of materialist, conformist and
totalitarian society.

The beatnik—often Jewish—comes from the middle class, and twenty-five
years ago would have joined the YCL. Today, he chooses not to work as a
sentence against the conformity of his parents. Therefore he can feel moral
value in his goodbye to society ... . The beatnik, gentle, disembodied from the
race, is often a radical pacifist. He has taken the vow of non-violence—in fact,
his violence is sealed within him, and he has no way of using it. His act of
violence is to commit suicide, even as the hipster's is to commit murder, but
in his absent-minded way, the beatnik is the torch-bearer of those nearly lost
values of freedom, self-expression, and equality which first turned him
against the hypocrisies and barren culturelessness of the middle class.?

Both groups—hipsters and beatniks, worldly or mystical, violent or non-violent, searching
for pleasure or for intellectual challenge—represent the small but significant movement at
the forefront of the mass rebellion in which young Americans would become involved a
decade later. All the different means of self-expression employed by this small colony of
expatriates from society contained the seeds of the Movement which grew during the
1960s, a movement inspired simultaneously by the desperate revolt of poor and forsaken
negroes, by moral repulsion toward well-off whites, by aversion to the irrationality of the
violence inherent in military force and technological power and by aversion to the rational
violence of social conformity.




3. With The Struggle For Civil Rights, A Movement For Freedom And Democracy
Is Reborn

3.1

The civil-rights movement, which began to develop in 1960, was the first movement to
signal a new struggle for liberty and democracy in the United States, and it contained many
of the characteristics which, in a more highly developed form, would become part of the
New Left in the course of a few years. Integration was not the only objective at the center
of the civil-rights struggle; a new style of action, a new idealism, and a new interest in
politics were fundamental characteristics of the movement as well. During the preceding
decades there had been isolated groups fighting for integration, and the Supreme Court
decision of May 1954 requiring school desegregation could be considered in itself a result of
the pressure exercised by these liberal groups, as well as the beginning of a slow
movement, through legal action, toward the acquisition of a formally equal legal status for
blacks. The new movement was new not so much in its objectives as in the methods it
employed, the energy it mobilized, the strong feelings it aroused, and the interest it awoke
throughout the country—especially among young people—after a decade of apathy. Its
novelty lay precisely in the development of a "movement" which embodied both ideals and
action at the same time. It aroused debate, but also deeply involved people's lives,
progressively transforming mental attitudes, material habits and perspectives for the tens or
hundreds of activists at the center of the movement as well as for those millions of people
whose lives were affected by it. What occurred at the beginning of 1960 was a revival of
politics itself, both in terms of participation by people in the decisions affecting their own
lives and in the rebirth of a radical movement which, in the course of a few years, would
come to involve an ever-growing number of young people.

3.2

On January 1, 1960, four black students from a college in Greensboro, North Carolina sat
down at the counter of a department-store cafeteria reserved exclusively for whites. The
four students were not young revolutionaries—they were not even active in any political
organization. When they went to sit down at the lunch counter—an action guided only by
personal conviction—they took along as reading matter the Bible and a few philosophy
textbooks. They were certainly not conscious of the revolutionary significance of their act,
which proved to be the stone that started the avalanche.

In a matter of days, the idea leaped to other cities in North Carolina. During
the next two weeks, sit-ins spread to fifteen cities in five Southern states.
Within the following year, over 50,000 people—most were Negroes, some
were whites—had participated in one kind of demonstration or another in a
hundred cities, and over 3,600 demonstrators spent time in jail. But there
were results to show: by the end of 1961, several hundred lunch counters
had Been desegregated in scores of cities—in Texas, Oklahoma, the border
states of the South, and even as far as Atlanta, Georgia. A wall of resistance,
however, apparently impenetrable, faced the students in the rest of Georgia,
South %arolina, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana—the hard core of the Deep
South.




Sit-ins, pickets, marches, and all kinds of demonstrations took place in the South in 1960
and 1961, without much coordination, through the initiative of groups of student volunteers
driven by individual conviction and by their reaction to the living conditions of blacks
[Braden, 1.1]." The students responded with growing activism to the brutal reaction of
white racists, the intimidations of local authorities—sheriffs, police captains, mayors,
governors, political bosses, members of the legislatures—and to the indifference and inertia
of the federal government. They chose to serve their sentences in jail rather than pay the
fines—"jail, no bail"—imposed by the racist "legitimate" authorities. The new line was direct
action, in contrast to integration from above, which had been the strategy of most of the
earlier civil-rights groups. Young people were rediscovering in individual terms and
developing as a new mass group those methods which had been used by a few minority
groups of the political and union left during the 1930s and by pacifists during the First World
War, and which had previously been adopted by Martin Luther King in the long Montgomery
bus boycott in 1955-1956 and by Bayard Rustin in the high school students' marches on
Washington during the academic year 1958-1959. But this time the moral authority of
leaders such as King and Rustin was not involved; there were no organizations ready to
intervene on behalf of direct action; there was none of the political tension and mass
militancy which had characterized the struggles of the 1930s to support the young activists.

* Bracketed references are to writings found in the Second Part of this volume.




The "freedom rides" of buses carrying white and black travelers seated side by side, which
covered the entire South from Washington to New Orleans during the spring and summer of
1961, provided another example of the creative development of the direct-action concept,
according to which the struggle was carried right to the place where the evil existed, making
it immediately visible and tangible. The integrated bus rides, which caused agitation in
hundreds of cities and provoked violent reactions and bloody beatings of activists, were at
first promoted by the leaders of CORE,* but they continued largely through the efforts of
those same activists who had already participated in the sit-ins and who were beginning to
form the nucleus of SNCC.*® In all public or private facilities throughout the South, physical
separation marked the inequality of blacks; in all these locations the activists, by their
presence, exposed and dramatized the external, material signs of a racist society and tried
to combat it "then and there," avoiding extraneous legal processes. In this case, the
initiative was no longer in the hands of the "politicians," but rested potentially with the
common people, who had been kept out of the decision-making process for so long and who
could only realize their hopes by themselves. The development of tension and movement
began precisely with a decentralized spontaneous activity; and coordination and strategy
took shape slowly and in a disorderly manner, without rigidifying the initial impetus. This
aspect of the civil-rights struggle stood out immediately as a new way of engaging in
political activity, a novelty similarly present in most of the other movements which
subsequently contributed to the development of a New Left position. It is always the
movement which precedes the organization and the political strategy which follows, or
which takes shape at the same time as the involvement in the action. There is no separation
between masses and intellectuals, movement and party, those who theorize and those who
act; between "leaders" and "followers." Direct action is symbolically demonstrative, and at
the same time it is capable of solving specific problems; it stimulates the intellectual effort
to devise appropriate revolutionary strategies and serves as a means of confronting directly
those who hold power and the institutions which represent the status quo. One could almost
say that the recently proposed theory concerning the unity between the ideological and
practical moments and the coincidence in the development of the two phases of guerrilla
warfare,'® found its embodiment in an altogether different context, precisely in the
nonviolent strategy of direct action for civil rights during the five-year period from 1960-
1965.




3.3

SNCC, organized in April 1960, was conceived as an instrument for coordinating the
different groups that had participated in the sit-ins during the first three months of 1960
and as an informal source of aid for autonomous direct-action groups in the various
Southern states. Originally it received assistance from the SCLC,*” but as it developed, the
two organizations became increasingly different. Although SCLC had an exclusively black
base and had utilized direct action in the South, it still acted in the role of a leader for
Southern blacks of the petite-bourgeoisie rather than as a movement for self-organization
at the lower levels of the social and economic scale. For several years SCLC and SNCC
worked side by side. SNCC became more and more the nucleus around which the younger
activists gravitated and the gathering place for those who were attempting to try out, by
direct involvement, a militancy to the left of the other integrationist organizations—such as
SCLC, which was backed up by the Southern black church, CORE, supported by the black
bourgeoisie in the North, and the NAACP,'® whose activities mainly took the form of legal
action and whose membership was composed of a mixture of black and white liberals. The
novelty in SNCC lay in the completely open and flexible nature of its organization, in its lack
of a fixed bureaucracy, in the democratic participation in both decision-making process and
action on the part of its organizer-members, and in its refusal to operate as a bearer of
ideology for the people toward whom its activities were directed. Its fragile structure was
continuously changing in relation to the different projects undertaken, and the number of
staff members varied greatly between 1960, when there were two people, and 1964, the
period of the organization's greatest success, when there were 150. These characteristics
create the impression of an institutionalized service organization at the disposition of all
those activists who wanted to take initiative in the struggle for the integrationist objectives
of justice and liberty.

Although there were few preestablished fixed ideas, a common philosophy developed within
the organization, and it marked an entire generation. At the constitutional convention held
in Raleigh in April 1960, a declaration of nonviolent principles was adopted [SNCC, 1.2.]
which constituted a fixed guide to the method of action SNCC was to follow for five years.
Nevertheless, the philosophical and religious ideal of nonviolence, which had grown out of
the Judeo-Christian tradition, lent itself to different interpretations

depending on the context in which it was applied. The method of nonviolence is strictly
connected with trial and experimentation, which can suggest the type of action to use in
different circumstances. In the case of SNCC, as in other episodes in the history of
nonviolence, the confrontation with the violence of constituted authority and with the brutal
reactions of those in positions of power led young activists to invent new solutions and to
reflect somewhat aggressively on the wide spectrum of possibilities which lay between a
pure position of "love thine enemy" and violent response. Certainly, SNCC's tactics were
always nonviolent, even though, to be historically correct, one must include among them
the creation of situations which shattered rigid economic and social structures and disrupted
the basic mechanisms of public life.

Apart from nonviolence, the only preestablished ideological vision of the SNCC philosophy
was that of common idealism and a widespread faith in the possibilities of effecting
immediate radical change.
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The young people in the SNCC have not become followers of any dogma,
have not pledged themselves to any rigid ideological system. Unswerving as
they are in moving towards certain basic goals, they wheel freely in their
thinking about society and how it needs to be changed ... . They are radical,
but not dogmatic; thoughtful, but not ideological. Their thinking is
undisciplined: it is fresh, and it is new ... . The word "revolution" occurs again
and again in their speech. Yet they have no party, no ideology, no creed.
They have no clear idea of a blueprint for a future society. But they do know
clearly that the values of present American society—and this goes beyond
racism to class distinction, to commercialism, to profit-seeking, to the setting
of religious or national barriers against human contact—are not for them.'°3.4

The two lines of action which came together in SNCC after 1962 were the development of
direct action and involvement in a campaign for legal rights, i.e., the registration of great
numbers of black voters theretofore excluded from all electoral participation. The decision to
conduct a voter-registration campaign was opposed by some activists, for whom the drive
for the vote represented a recourse to old-fashioned and discredited methods. Nevertheless,
the registration drive was held, first in Mississippi, then in southwest Georgia, Alabama, and
the other states of the deep South. In the rural areas, dominated by solitude, poverty and
terror, as well as in the cities, rigidly segregated and violently controlled by whites, the
voter-registration campaign served' essentially as an instrument for organizing the black
communities around specific objectives and for bringing activists into contact with the local
population.

Far above and beyond the mere acquisition of the vote for large numbers of blacks, the
central objectives and most significant results of the campaign were that it educated citizens
about their rights, catalyzed energy at the base of the most deprived levels of society and
encouraged potential local leaders to adopt participatory methods. But the Kennedy
administration was mainly interested in the issue of the vote, and it encouraged the
registration drive—without, however, protecting the activists from violence or taking any
action to apply federal laws against the local authorities. The Kennedys and other
Washington Democrats saw the acquisition of the vote as part of their "liberal" strategy and
looked mainly toward the potential this new electorate would provide for the expansion of
their own electoral base and national influence.

To the eyes and minds of the activists, life among the oppressed people of the South, direct
experience of hunger, poverty and unemployment, the prison experience, and contact with
the inertia of the federal government revealed with ever-increasing clarity the insufficiency
and emptiness of the gradualist positions of Northern Democrats, who maintained many
stable, concrete connections with the power structure in the racist South. "Which side is the
government on?" asked SNCC chairman John Lewis in a speech given at the end of the
gigantic march on Washington in August 1963, in which all the civil-rights groups converged
[Lewis, 1.3.]. In contrast to the hopeful tone of Martin Luther King's speech, "I have a
dream that one day all Americans will be equal," Lewis explicitly presented the critical views
of those who were actually carrying out the revolution in the South and who were becoming
increasingly aware of the ambiguity of the federal administration, of the insufficiency of
merely winning the vote in the face of profound economic inequality, and the need for a
radical revolution which would start with direct action in the streets.

We cannot support the administration's civil rights bill, for it is too little, and
too late ... . We are now involved in a serious revolution. This nation is still a
place of cheap political leaders who build their careers on immoral
compromises and ally themselves with open forms of political, economic and
social exploitation ... . The party of Kennedy is also the party of Eastland.?°
[Lewis, 1.3.]
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From that time on, a political strategy could be seen which was not based on a mere
conquest of civil rights or on the enlightened benevolence of reform-Democratic leaders: at
the center stood SNCC and the Southern freedom campaigns, which, however, many people
have repudiated in recent years as moderate, because they were nonviolent, contrasting to
them the revolutionary slogan of Black Power.?!

In reality, the radical evolution of the civil-rights struggle toward the position of Black Power
did not take the form of a qualitative leap; it derived not from a different approach or from
different objectives, but rather from a progressive understanding of the structure of
American society and from the need to add new victories to those already achieved in the
domain of equality, liberty and democracy.

We all recognize the fact that if any radical social, political and economic
changes are to take place in our society, the people, the masses, must bring
them about. In the struggle we must seek more than mere civil rights; we
must work for the community of love, peace, and true brotherhood.

This is still John Lewis speaking in Washington in 1963. The alternative was not between
violence and nonviolence, but between activists who carried on a concrete struggle of direct
action and those who wanted to subordinate street battles, direct action, community
organization, and militancy of young blacks and whites to strategies which were external to
the movement, i.e., inspired by the political and legislative interests of Northern "liberals."
It was the contrast between those who were part of the movement and made it
autonomous, and those who wanted to use the movement; between those involved in its
internal dynamics and those who debated its power strategies in magazine columns.?
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3.5

From the end of 1962 the voter registration and organizing campaigns were coordinated by
the Council of Federated Organizations (COFQO), which included, in addition to SNCC (which
provided the majority of the activists), other civil-rights organizations such as SCLC, CORE,
and NAACP. The success of Bob Moses's position favoring autonomy, according to which it
was necessary to develop the freedom movement in the South through the creation of
structures and institutions parallel to those officially in power, was evident with the free
elections, or Freedom Ballot, held in the autumn of 1963. The elections were free because
the local population was called upon to express its own preferences; it voted for a black
governor and a white lieutenant-governor of Mississippi, on a ballot which had nothing to do
with the official ones and which had been organized by COFO and students from Yale and
Stanford. The 80,000 votes (four times more votes than the number of officially registered
blacks) which the two candidates obtained was, as Moses declared, proof that great
numbers of blacks would have voted if they had not been materially impeded from doing so.
The success of the elections also seemed to indicate to the local activists the concrete
possibility of reconstructing a different society, starting with free institutions formed by and
for the people, without their delegating power to outside authorities and institutions. In
1964 the process which had begun with the Freedom Ballot developed into Mississippi
Summer 1964. Its objective was to mobilize wide areas of the South, the majority of which
were black but which included poor whites as well, by means of educational projects,
organizing drives and direct action. Over 800 students from campuses all over the country
went down South to place their energies and technical resources at the disposal of the local
communities. Freedom schools were set up [Lynd, 1.4.] under the most discouraging
conditions; theatrical troupes were formed to develop creative new techniques of education
and communication; freedom houses were opened; mass voter-registration drives were
held, even in areas which no activists had penetrated before; a bond of solidarity began to
develop within the local communities themselves, composed of the most depressed strata of
the black and white population; people began directing new energy toward organizing their
own communities. The mass campaign of the summer of 1964 was important for a number
of reasons, both within and outside of the civil-rights movement. On the local level, the
grassroots organizational work revealed a new method of political activity which contrasted
with the manipulation normally found in traditional party politics; a method which had not
been taken into consideration even by those progressive union leaders, like Walter Reuther,
who had been speaking for some time—although without having fulfilled the promise—about
the necessity of organizing those strata of the population marginal to the economic and
social life of the country. Furthermore, the method of democratic participation fundamental
to the humanistic aims of the SNCC activists was tested creatively, if not in an orderly
fashion. Within the organization, people were urged to express themselves, to organize, and
to make their own decisions at every level and in all circumstances. On the outside, the
experience was just as enlightening for the young people working in the South that summer
as it was for the local residents, if not more so. They became acquainted with an America
whose existence they had never suspected and began to understand the nature of the
country's structures; looking at the South, but quick to apply their observations to the
North,? they regained the strong emotions they had lost in the sterile atmosphere of the
campuses. From that moment, eight hundred potential activists were ready to engage in
new radical campaigns, ready to change the very course of their lives and even to die, as
some already had during that violent summer [Letters, 1.5.].
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3.6

A natural outcome of four years of organizing in the South was the formation of an
independent political organization—the Mississippi Freedom Democratic party (MFDP).
Composed mainly, although not entirely, of blacks, it was a genuine expression of the local
communities, free from the control of political bosses. This fact made it a revolutionary
phenomenon for the South, and perhaps for the entire nation. Even though blacks
constituted a large minority, and in some areas the majority of the population, they had
never before organized and expressed themselves politically in the South. In general,
experience had shown how difficult it was in America for political organizations independent
of the traditional two-party system to survive pressures and power tactics. While the birth
of a new party intimately connected with the civil-rights movement and with the method of
grassroots organizing was an indication of the enormous development the young activists
had managed to give their movement in only four years, the first confrontation between this
movement and national politics meant a loss of all confidence in the country's "liberal"
forces. When the MFDP appeared at the national Democratic party convention in Atlantic
City in the autumn of 1964 [Miller, 1.6.], it challenged the legality of the racist delegation
and demanded to be accredited as the representative organization of the Mississippi
Freedom Democratic party, because of its democratic structure and its objective of
integration. The delegation was not accredited; the racists were recognized as the
Democratic party representatives, and the Mississippi Freedom Democratic party was
offered two symbolic seats without the right to represent Mississippi. Atlantic City provided
a litmus test for the entire American political situation. On the one side, there was the
Democratic party machine, in which Southern racists, so-called establishment liberals, and
bosses of big-city electoral machines coexisted and supported one another. Hubert
Humphrey, who was about to become Lyndon Johnson's running mate, went to considerable
lengths to obtain the humiliating concession of the two seats in a manner which would not
alienate the Dixiecrat delegations. The liberals exerted pressure for the MFDP to stay within
the orbit of the Democratic party structure, at any price. Martin Luther King and Bayard
Rustin, who had, after all, distinguished themselves greatly in the civil-rights campaign,
supported the compromise in view of a possible alliance on the national level with liberal
and union leaders capable of bringing about improvements in the conditions of blacks and
the poor. The young SNCC activists who had helped to build the MFDP, together with its
local representatives, judged the compromise unacceptable and left the convention more
convinced than ever of the great distance that separated the intrigue of traditional political
mechanisms from the freshness of their recent experience of direct democracy.

With the episode of the MFDP—whose challenge of the election of two states'
representatives to Congress was finally rejected by Congress itself—the possibility ended for
the civil-rights movement to reconcile the central aspect of the movement, represented by
SNCC's grassroots organizing work, with the hoped-for national alliance among
integrationist, liberal and progressive labor forces. Not that the local-level organizations of
blacks and poor whites dissolved, or that their long, difficult struggle to gain their rights
stopped: the election of Julian Bond, a local secretary of SNCC [Cobb, 1.8.], to the Georgia
Legislature, and the failure of the attempt to prevent him from being seated because of his
opposition to the Vietham war, represent the development of those campaigns.
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What emerged more clearly was the conflict between the two aspects of the civil-rights
movement: the internal one, symbolized by SNCC's activity, and the external one which
liberal public opinion attributed to it. SNCC—and we are referring here both to its activists
and to the local population they helped organize—was from the very beginning a force
which operated with methods altogether different from those of the traditional American
political system. Its radicalism consisted in its adherence to participatory democracy and
human values above all. On the other hand, the civil-rights movement was viewed from the
outside mainly as a realignment of a few sick parts of society with the healthy, democratic
body of the nation. This view was false, because both terms of the proposition were inexact:
in the first place, the movement was not working for a realignment, but for basic change;
and secondly, the nation was being revealed more and more fundamentally sick, even
though the germs were different and the symptoms harder to detect than those which were
so visible in the South.

4. Against The Totalitarianism Of The Cold War: Civil Liberties At Home And
Peace In The World

4.1

As was the case in the South, the causes which determined the birth of dissent and protest
in the rest of the country were, at the beginning of the 1960s, limited in nature and strictly
related to issues of individual liberties or to specific policies of the administration. Students
began to stir on campuses and in the streets, not in the name of an alternative political
vision or a revolutionary strategy, but for essentially liberal and humanistic motives. Their
political involvement moved from the particular to the general, from moral concern to an
analysis of structures. Here, as in the civil-rights struggle, the process of radicalization and
the growth of a more general opposition to American society and institutions was slow and
gradual, and was due more to the kind of response the movement elicited from the liberal
wing of traditional political forces than to the intentions of its participants.

Even though cold-war ideology did not assume the paranoiac aspects of the McCarthy years,
it still openly and subtly permeated both a foreign policy based on power, with the division
of the world into spheres of influence, and the processes of political decision-making
domestically. Any evaluation of the rebirth of dissent in America must consider the
background of a society which left no room for the development of views different from
those considered right for "democracy" and for the "free world." Between 1960 and 1963,
the crucial issues around which protest catalyzed and movements organized represented a
direct reaction against the systematic cold-war view and concerned two main areas: civil
liberties and peace. The 1950s had been particularly conservative with respect to both
subjects, and this heredity of conservatism, carried into the next decade, aroused violent
opposition.
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4.2

In May 1960, eight thousand students from the University of California at Berkeley and
other Bay Area colleges, together with habitués of certain cafes in San Francisco's North
Beach, frequented by the rebels and artists of the beat generation, held a demonstration in
front of the San Francisco City Hall, where the House Un-American Activities Committee
(HUAC) was meeting to investigate real or supposed communist activity. The HUAC
investigations were imbued with that typical spirit of domestic totalitarianism which caused
political dissenters to be treated as criminals. The function of HUAC (which had been
founded in 1938) was "to make from time to time investigations of (1) the extent, character
and objects of un-American propaganda activities in the U.S., (2) the diffusion within the
U.S. of subversive and un-American propaganda that is instigated from foreign countries or
of a domestic origin and attacks the principle of the form of government as guaranteed by
our Constitution, and (3) all other questions in relation thereto that would aid Congress in
any necessary remedial legislation.?* Not only subversive activity, therefore, but even
propaganda was subject to investigation. What the protestors had to deal with was a
violation of those very civil liberties that should have been the most precious political
inheritance of the Western world.

The militant methods of the anti-HUAC demonstration were to serve as an affirmation of
simple liberal objectives, namely, that a committee which had been established in the
prewar period be abolished and that citizens not be persecuted for their political opinions.
The students, who had been raised to believe the myth of the great American democracy,
found here—no less than in other aspects of their life—a contradiction between fact and
principle, between values their upbringing had taught them to cherish and the exercise of
authoritarian power by individuals who professed those same values. Beyond the specific
episode, that unexpected explosion of physical protest reflected a much more general state
of malaise originating in a conflict between ideals and reality.

We came out to demonstrate against the House Committee on Un-American
Activities, not merely as a defense of our right to freedom of thought, but as
an affirmation of our duty to think, to think socially and independently, to
take part as students in the community and to take responsibility as students
for its direction ... . That morning when we went out to demonstrate against
the House Committee, we had other things in our mind as well: capital
punishment, integration, peace, and all the issues in which our lives were
involved and which we had begun, as students, to think about again.?®
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The spirit of the San Francisco demonstrators was similar to that which, a few months
earlier, had motivated Fred Moore, an eighteen-year-old student, to hold a solitary vigil on
the Berkeley campus in protest against compulsory military training at a state university
[Moore, 2.1.]. It was similar to the spirit which had provoked a march against capital
punishment and against the execution of Caryl Chessman in February of that same year.
When society acts with physical and moral violence—persecution of political adversaries,
compulsory military indoctrination, and disdain for human life—the first instinct is a moral
reaction; deepening the analysis and transforming it into conscious political opposition
follows. This developed during the months following the anti-HUAC demonstration, when an
attempt was made, by means of a widespread propaganda apparatus, to gain support for
the notion that the disorder had been organized by communists. J. Edgar Hoover, head of
the FBI, testified that there had been a prearranged plot whose objective was violence. The
film Operation Abolition, which was to have supported this idea by showing the
confrontations between students and police in San Francisco, produced the very opposite
effect in the course of a year: it convinced the majority of those students who had borne the
brunt of the unwarranted police violence to continue the debate on civil liberties in the
universities. Around this theme, committees for the abolition of HUAC were formed
according to a method of political organization which became typical of the new movements,
i.e., gathering groups of students and nonstudents around single issues, bypassing already
existing organizations.

4.3

Events in Cuba played an important role in the growth of dissent within the United States.
The Cuban revolution, culminating with Castro's seizure of power in January 1959,
threatened the division of the world. Just as political dissenters within the United States
became national enemies, so in the entire Western world nations and peoples who chose
independence from the U.S. could not be tolerated. The principle of self-determination
became a value subordinated to power and could in no way be allowed to threaten the
established system. President Kennedy would certainly have preferred a "democratic"
regime to Batista's allied with the United States, but when faced with the autonomous
development of the Cuban revolution, it became legitimate to bring the heterodox
phenomenon under control.

We do not intend here to discuss the transformation of the Cuban revolution from libertarian
and nationalist to communist, nor to discuss the level of political democracy in the present
regime. The fact remains that the United States—first through political and economic
pressure, followed by the breaking off of diplomatic relations, and then with the
organization of the Bay of Pigs invasion in April 1961—followed a policy of maintaining
military and economic supremacy and playing the role of international police.

In order to clarify the relationship between the new movement of dissent and traditional
liberalism, it is well to remember that it was John F. Kennedy who enacted a policy toward
Cuba which one would have thought characteristic of a much more conservative leader, and
that it was the men of the New Frontier who first lied about the role played by the CIA and
then justified their own lies in the name of raison d'etat.?® Among students, reaction to
America's conduct in Cuba once more took on a liberal tone: they formed the Fair Play for
Cuba Committee, demanding that the administration take a proper attitude toward the
small country and its new regime. The fascination the Cuban revolution held for young
people lay precisely in its romantic and humanist character. It seemed to represent the
restoration of human action as protagonist of the historical process, in spite of the
repressive military and economic apparatus it had to combat, as well as the inflexible
international order and the desperate objective conditions of the country.
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Both Cuban and Campus rebels are strong dissenters, firm in their convictions
and willing to speak out and act militantly in spite of the mighty coercive
powers of the American state ... . Both Cuban and Campus revolutions are
inexperienced, groping movements sometimes stumbling, sometimes making
mistakes of a tactical nature—with either too much anti-Americanism or too
much fear of offending or alienating "public opinion." Most important, their
motivating ideologies are neither socialism—Marxian or otherwise—nor
liberalism, although they combine elements of both ... . A refreshing
combination of humanism and rationalism. [Johnson, 2.3.]

Support for the revolution grew in direct proportion to the increase of American pressure;
visits to Cuba became more frequent as people desired to learn firsthand the facts which
authorities attempted to hide by various means, including ban on travel; the violence of the
revolution gradually came to be understood and justified, even by pacifists, who judged the
guerrillas' action in the contexts of international violence and the perpetuation of poverty in
Latin America.?’

4.4

The expropriation of resources by the war industry; the maintenance of a permanent state
of preparation for all-out war; the atomic testing carried out by both the United States and
the Soviet Union—these are the reasons that the youthful protest movement found peace to
be one of the most important objectives of the moment.

We have mentioned that the rebellious instinct always springs from moral considerations,
particularly in places like the United States, where there were no forces capable of setting
off campaigns more fundamentally political in nature. This was also true for the peace
movement, which, in its first mass meetings, concentrated on denouncing the horror of
atomic warfare, proclaiming the right to live, appealing to governments to stop nuclear
testing, and circulating petitions in favor of controlled disarmament. The San Francisco
peace march of 1960 was organized as a means of giving the people a voice in the debate
on disarmament. Similarly, the petitions presented to Kennedy and Khrushchev a few
months later during the summit conference implied a faith in appealing to heads of state
and reminding them of their responsibilities. The peace movement was based on the moral
principle of the right to life. The National Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy (SANE),
around which the movement revolved at first, was guided by a hope of stopping the drift
toward war through the banning of atomic weapons, and its propaganda did not extend
much beyond appeals for survival and warnings on the danger of an accidental outbreak of
nuclear war. The most heterogeneous elements were to be found around the peace
movement: liberals willing to participate in single-issue movements; communists who saw
in the front ranks of the movement possibilities for action which were otherwise precluded;
moral and radical pacifists, religious groups, and democratic socialists. However, it was not
these kinds of affiliations which caused the peace movement to grow. It became capable of
mobilizing on a wider and more active basis only when the initiative passed into the hands
of nonaffiliated students, and the issue of peace held for them the same moral imperatives
to action as the civil-rights movement in the South.
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Two years after its formation in Chicago in 1959, the Student Peace Union (SPU) became
the largest student organization in the country, with over 3,500 members by the beginning
of 1962. Together with other groups, the SPU promoted educational campaigns on nuclear
testing, demonstrations in the form of civil disobedience against bomb shelters and civil
defense programs and a picket of 5,000 students in front of the White House and the Soviet
embassy in February 1962. Dissociating itself from the generic antinuclear-weapons policy
of SANE and from the humanitarian call for peace, the Student Peace Union developed a
"third camp" position among the students and proposed a form of political action
independent from that of governments.

After years of bad faith shown by both East and West in disarmament
negotiations, the Student Peace Union believes that to be effective, any peace
movement must act independently of the existing power blocs and must seek
new and creative means of achieving a free and peaceful society. [Student
Peace Union, 2.4.]

While still limited by its single-issue orientation, the SPU (unlike the student wing of SANE,
which itself had broken off from the parent organization in 1961 because of SANE's policy of
ideological discrimination) represented the first ripening of a position in which moral
attitudes became political vision. Along with the SPU members who were recruited on
university campuses for the cause of peace, there circulated among the activists and leaders
of the organization a small group of young socialists, heretics with respect to the pro-
Western line of the Socialist party. It was they who bridged the gap between the remains of
the nearly extinct socialist tradition and the new ferment.

The SPU dissolved in 1964, breaking up into different groups and movements. Its end came
mainly as a consequence of the signing of the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty in August 1963. In
that period it continued to function, however, supporting independent peace candidates in
the 1962 election and organizing demonstrations against Madame Nhu in 1963. These can
be seen almost as a forewarning of the new problems which were shortly to arise to
confront the anti-war movement.

Thus, the Student Peace Union followed the pattern of the other young organizations of the
new era: it was a temporary structure whose own organizational success was bound to the
very life of the movement and whose action was carried out at the service of the
movement.
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5. An Attempt To Tackle Social Problems Of The Country

5.1

Venturing outside of the campus and placing community organization at the center of its
activity. Students for a Democratic Society (SDS) began in 1963 to explore the potential for
creating a movement whose goal was social transformation. It resolved to penetrate that
part of the society where, in the light of the most recent analyses, American democracy
seemed to have failed miserably. Michael Harrington's book The Other America: Poverty in
the United States, which appeared at the beginning of 1963, demonstrated that behind the
facade of well-being and affluence were tens of millions of poor people who—according to
the given definition of poverty—represented from 16 to 36 percent of the entire
population.?® Not only did many areas of the nation exist in poverty and unemployment,
along with millions of citizens who remained outside the system, but some economists and
social scientists predicted that the situation would deteriorate, given prospects of a
worsening economic situation and increasing use of automation.?® A group of liberal and
radical intellectuals**—among whom were some of the founders of SDS, later to become the
organizers of the largest community organizing projects, those of Chicago and Newark—had
published a manifesto entitled The Triple Revolution: Cybernation—Weaponry—Human
Rights. The manifesto contained the affirmation that "[C]ybernation is manifesting the
characteristics of a revolution in production. These include the development of radically
different techniques and the subsequent appearance of novel principles of the organization
of production," and that "present [1963] excessive levels of unemployment would be
multiplied several times if military and space expenditures did not continue to absorb ten
percent of the gross national product." At that moment, it seemed to those young people
with the best cultural preparation and the most active political experience that it was
necessary to promote, in the large urban centers of the North, a movement which would
correspond to the civil-rights movement in the South. In the South there was racial
discrimination; in the cities, a clear division existed between the well-being of the first-class
citizens and the poverty of those who occupied a marginal position in the economic and
social process. The movement in the South served as the point of reference for this new
plan of community organizing, and, for some, it was a direct experience which had to be
transferred right into the Northern ghettos only a short distance from the campuses where
middle-class students received their educations.
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The impulse to leave the campuses and go to live and organize among poor whites and
blacks arose not only from their analyses of the nature of American society, but also from
their having studied, those elements of the society which should have been most interested
in changing the status quo. The working class had become politically submissive and solidly
committed to the defense of its own economic interests, which coincided with those of the
large corporations. The middle class, too, seemed interested only in raising its material
standard of living. University studies seemed either abstractly isolated from the crucial
problems of the moment or directed toward the training of experts who could operate the
existing mechanisms. The search for new social groups necessarily included the outcastes of
the various underclasses, who were materially, culturally and socially outside of the
"American way of life." The hopes invested in the poor derived also from a strong element
of populism, which maintained that popular culture and life-style itself could provide
alternatives to the materialistic and production-oriented values of American society. It
denounced the cult of technical skill, economic expansion as a good in itself, organizations
which, because of their increasing complexity, had to be placed in the hands of impersonal
bureaucracies—preached the preservation of basic humanistic attitudes toward life, the
natural virtue of the "common people," and forms of social intercourse which, being simple,
were not manipulative. Populism was combined with the search for a theory of society. The
activists made the personal choice of living a more genuine sort of existence than had been
afforded by the middle class they came from, and, starting with grassroots organizing, they
attempted to become catalysts for the construction of a radical movement.

5.2

In August 1963, shortly before the March on Washington for Jobs and Freedom, SDS began
to promote the Economic Research and Action Project (ERAP), whose purpose was to study
and promote organizing activity in poor black and white communities of Northern cities. Al
Haber, the former president of SDS, was placed in charge of the project, an indication of the
importance given to the undertaking by SDS, which until then had carried on its activities
mainly in the universities. The first trial experiment was the work of Swarthmore College
students who entered the black community of Chester, Pennsylvania, in an attempt to
organize its residents around issues which had emerged from an earlier socioeconomic
study. The first result of the Chester project was to activate a large number of students who
on other occasions had been very difficult to mobilize around political issues. This first
success led the participants in the SDS National Convention of December 1963 to confirm
the line which had been chosen and to dedicate all available energy to organizing rather
than to research. By summer 1964, the number of working projects had grown to ten: in
Chicago, Cleveland and Appalachia, activists were organizing poor white communities; in
Newark, New Haven, Chester, Baltimore, Oakland, Boston, and Cairo, Illinois, they were
working in black ghettos. The method generally followed involved moving the SDS people
into the heart of the chosen community, setting up a community center which served
simultaneously as residence for the activists, meeting place, office, and place of referral for
all the projects which the residents of the community were encouraged to take up. The
organizers hoped to realize a vast range of goals, sometimes vague but always containing
many different themes [Gitlin, 3.3.]. During its first year, the ERAP projects emphasized
those objectives which seemed most urgent, given the economic forecasts of the moment:
the name of the Chicago project itself. Jobs Or Income Now (JOIN), underlined the two most
important ones. However, despite the goodwill of the activists, it became increasingly clear
as the experiments continued that the struggle for full employment could not be won on the
local level. For this reason, the projects' focus shifted in 1964 to more
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specific problems. The concrete signs of poverty showed themselves in the very places
where people lived, and therefore it was necessary to organize the poor around the more
material problems arising from a deteriorated environment and from the welfare agencies
which represented their only relationship to public administration and the economic power
structure. The ERAP national headquarters, whose sole function had been to serve as a
channel of communication for the various projects and to allocate funds collected on a
nationwide basis, gradually lost its raison d'etre as the projects came to concentrate
increasingly on particular local issues, and it was finally dissolved in spring 1965. Many
members of the organization had hoped to form a national union of local communities which
would bring the participants in the various local programs into a kind of superorganization of
poor people. This never materialized, and, of the early projects so strongly supported by
SDS activists, the only ones still remaining are those which gained a local organizing base or
which—like that organized in Chicago among poor white migrants from Appalachia—sprang
from particular sociocultural roots.

5.3

Organizational flexibility and experimentation in the nature and forms of action were the
two main characteristics of the work carried on in local communities. Without a precise
program, but following the method of attacking the problems of poverty and local control
where they existed, local organizations became involved in a series of actions aimed at
bringing about immediate reforms in specific structures or institutions. They denounced
violations of the building inspection code, organized rent strikes, demonstrated in front of
the suburban homes of slum landlords, called for the intervention of the Human Rights
Commission, staged a sit-in in the mayor's office to protest the conduct of the police and
courts, testified at the local War on Poverty headquarters, demanded information from
public officials, attacked abuses in the administration of welfare, and carried out studies on
home ownership, traffic, and land use.>! In all these activities, their general approach was
to proceed from the particular to the general, from the specific living conditions of the
neighborhood poor to profiteering by private capital or to the administration of welfare by
the local government. Such an approach implied, implicitly or explicitly, the twofold idea of
carrying out immediate reforms and attacking capitalist structures from points other than
that of production, where systematic rationalization and economic well-being had made it
impossible for the organized working class to fulfill a radical function.

The crucial point is that the project is committed to two kinds of change at
once: the specific remedying of individual, aggravating grievances, and basic
structural changes which would replace present systems of production,
authority, administration and control with far more egalitarian and
participatory institutions. The first kind of change requires the most dogged
protest and pressure ... . The other dimensions of its activity and its existence
as "the movement" cannot be judged by the standards relevant to either the
neighborhood grievance clinic or the local insurgent political club ... . Each
project in its dimension as "the movement" offers and actualizes, in embryo,
the national movement of poor people which constitutes both Utopian vision
and transcendent possibility.3?

22



In these experiments, too, the old dilemma of the left appeared: confronting the
contradiction between the need for specific reforms within the system, and the prospects for
a struggle to overturn the system completely. In America, there is no longer an organized
left-wing working class, and the challenge to the legitimacy of the present economic and
political order has come, not in the name of the supremacy of public over private property,
but from those sectors of the Movement which began to try out local forms of organization
based on direct control. The solutions proposed by many European socialist organizations,
whether social-democratic or communist, have always been based on change "by decree,"
or on the priority of "planning" over market. Two elements seem to emerge from the limited
experiments in community organizing, still in embryonic form and limited to the most
elementary levels of social organization. On the one hand is the strategy of generating
tension within all institutions between administrators and "administrated" in the name of
direct control; on the other, a participatory method which involves a rejection of
predetermined systems' deduced from ideological positions.

5.4

The organizing experience of the local groups developed by the ERAP projects was based on
the geographical concept of the neighborhood and on the individuation of subcommunities
and interest groups within metropolitan areas. This experience suggests three partial
conclusions, to be verified in the dynamic of the next few years: the first is of a political
character, the second is pragmatic, and the third, theoretical.

First: even this type of project sprang from the assumption that in American society it was
possible to effect change within the system, and that it was necessary, beginning at the
bottom and concentrating on the burning issues of the day, to stimulate the liberal and
progressive forces represented by certain unions 3 and reform Democrats, with the goal of
constructing a welfare state capable of solving the problems of poverty through an
interracial movement.>* This was the reformist aspect of the projects, which coexisted with
their populism and participatory democracy, and with their determination to intervene in the
place where the economic crisis was felt most heavily.

The relationship with liberal forces and institutions proved to be disastrous [Hayden and
Wittman, 3.2.]. First, the methods of participatory organization and direct action conflicted
with the traditional strategy of pressure from liberal groups in a pluralistic society quick to
absorb and make bargains with the demands of class and interest groups. Secondly, and
more important, one of the fundamental themes which the New Left was developing was the
opposition to and rejection of that very welfare state within the capitalist system which was
supposed to guarantee full employment and—through various programs, such as the War on
Poverty—the concession of marginal improvements to classes lying outside of the process of
production. Politically there emerged, through local community work, the contradiction
between the strategy of alliances, which often ended in co-optation and only marginal
improvements, and the strategy of power, i.e., beginning to build a movement capable of
remaining autonomous, both in its demands and in its control over the institutions in which
it participated.
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The second conclusion, on the pragmatic level, underlines the unpromising outlook for
organizing the poor mainly along geographical lines, as well as the marginal results of the
ERAP projects when one compares them, for example, with the birth of the labor movement
at the beginning of the century. A national poor peoples' movement did not develop; at
least not the kind the plans had indicated. Furthermore, most of the projects could not hold
up under the wear and tear of activism and under the difficulty of coupling a disorderly but
genuinely democratic and participatory method with the building of effective structures.
Still, the seed of the flexible kind of organization which took shape around specific problems
was carried outside the ERAP structure, both through the activists themselves and by means
of the thousand channels of communication offered by urban life. A great many local
programs sprang up—neighborhood political groups, local radio stations, bulletins,
cooperatives, tenants' associations, police control committees—some owing their inspiration
directly to the propositions and examples the local organizing projects provided. These
experiments all attempted to build concrete structures through which the slogans connected
with the strategy of power—Black, People, Student, etc.—could be turned into reality and
made to function as ideals around which grassroots organizations could be mobilized.

Finally, the theoretical reflection concerns the means by which the idea of gaining power in
contemporary society while still living outside it can be formulated in political terms. The
formation of countercommunities, toward which certain local organizing projects were
aiming, today represents the desire to build values, structures, life-styles and actions which
should prefigure the society of tomorrow. But the conflict between that part which wants to
be separate (countercommunity) and everything which tends toward integration (society)
persists, especially in highly organized and complex societies. One of the possible solutions
to the conflict which American radicals could adopt, probably lies "in its attempt first to
create, then enlarge, a space in which the possible alternatives can be developed and the
possible challenge to the status quo kept alive. The kind of community organizations we
have defined are rallying points."*®

6. The "Movement" Rebounds On Campus: The Revolt Against Liberal
Bureaucracy

6.1

The Berkeley revolt which broke out at the end of 1964 was not a product of the New Left or
the result of a preestablished revolutionary strategy; it represented, instead, the outlet for
many of the issues, tensions and battles which the Movement had been engaged in for five
years, both within the university and directed toward the university. It was one of those
moments in the development of the opposition in which individual feelings and malaise,
joined with political events and personal revolt, linked themselves with the action of
organized groups. The ideals governing the search for a new life-style which sprang from
the campaign for civil rights in the North and South, the defense of civil liberties, which had
been a constant factor in the mobilization of the Movement, and finally the rejection of "the
American way of life" of smooth efficiency and affluence, rebounded within the university.
This rebellion was a means of expressing opposition to a university conceived as a
"knowledge factory"*® which avoided the most crucial issues "of the moment; it meant also
the rejection of its bureaucratic structures, which were so similar to those of other
alienating social institutions.
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The University of California at Berkeley had a "modern" structure quite different from that of
the feudal institutions which still dominate much of Academia in Europe. Its atmosphere was
"liberal," and its machinery efficient and well-organized. But it was this very "liberal" and
apparently open character, as President Clark Kerr's theory had conceived it, which aroused
opposition and revealed the actual substance of certain kinds of liberalism. The multiversity
had become a service open to government, industry, finance, labor, and national defense,
with expanded facilities dedicated to the preparation and training of personnel qualified to
ensure the smooth functioning of a society increasingly subservient to science and
technology. On the inside, the mechanism of the university was supposed to be
administered in a managerial spirit like that of other units of production, with administrator-
entrepreneurs capable of continuously making the programs of study and scientific research
meet the demands of outside customers. It seemed that there could be no place for the
needs and desires of students or for the autonomy required by professors. Above all, there
was no place for critical, as opposed to specialized, training, or for self-government of the
institution. The multiversity was "a mechanism held together by administrative rules and fed
by money."3” Just like other organizations of American economic and social life, the model
university which was taking shape was that of an organization at the service of goals
established by the ruling forces of the society in which all the constituent working parts had
to be subordinated to the general pattern. It is within this framework that one must
consider the contradiction between the apparent freedom which permitted the consideration
of differing viewpoints within a university meant to function as a service for the outside, and
the actual limits imposed on its academic programs and educational methods by the general
dominant ideology, as well as by economic resources and research contracts. The question
of manipulation, which is often raised by the new radicals, does not refer to a lack of
flexibility in programs or to a lack of formal liberty for the expression of different points of
view; it considers educational and research facilities in terms of their function with respect
to the external situation. When the student and the professor are not in the classroom,
sharing fixed objective data, they have no right to take part in the defining of values which
education and teaching must cultivate; they can only move within a framework that has
already been determined by others. The students' malaise arose precisely from their lack of
power to choose in actual practice: the means of controlling the structure they were part of
lay beyond them.

The students' basic demand is a demand to be heard, to be considered, to be
taken into account when decisions concerning their education and their life in
the university community are being made. When one reviews the history of
the Free Speech Movement, one discovers that each new wave of student
response to the movement followed directly on some action by the
administration which neglected to take the students, as human beings, into
account, and which openly reflected an attitude that the student body was a
thing to be dealt with, to be manipulated.®®

In its academic aspect, the revolt against the liberal bureaucracy, as the Berkeley revolt has
been defined, represented the contradiction between the two terms which characterized the
university administration: the right of a bureaucracy as such to administer a given
institution and the prerogative of a ruling class which permits liberty, but only to the
threshold of conflict with established goals and values, to call itself liberal.

25



6.2

In September 1964, all political activity concerned with noncampus issues was prohibited,
both by regulation and in practice. The Constitutional guarantees of freedom of speech and
assembly were suspended, and the university, with its laws, became a separate world in
which the internal rules of the game had to be respected. But outside their academic lives,
the students also had the mature interests of citizens; many of them were active in the
civil-rights struggle and enthusiastically participated in other political and social activities of
a much wider range than mere campus politics. In September 1964, when confronted with
the rules prohibiting the holding of meetings on campus, soliciting funds, making speeches,
distributing leaflets or setting up tables with political material, the students created a united
front of all political organizations,*® and demanded free speech.*® At the same time, campus
demonstrations were organized, and a thousand people joined them. On October 1, 1964,
as part of the action taken to introduce political activity on campus, a few political tables
were set up in the central plaza of the university in defiance of the

administration's ruling. The administration ordered the tables removed from university
property, and the activists refused. The police then arrested Jack Weinberg, who was
manning the CORE table. At that point, the unexpected occurred: within a few minutes,
hundreds of students had surrounded the police car in which Weinberg had been placed and
physically, although nonviolently, prevented its being moved. Thirty-two hours passed
before the car could be moved. This act of mass civil disobedience, in which several
thousand students were personally involved for two days, had obviously not been brought
about by activists attempting to encourage political involvement. It indicated the support
and solidarity of a large mass of students who, in that specific episode, were expressing a
feeling of dissent which arose from many different causes. On October 10, after the
administration had reluctantly granted a few partial concessions, the Free Speech Movement
was formed. What was the FSM? An "organized-disorganized-unorganized" structure** which
served the needs of a movement-in-action, representing the interests and desires of its
constituents and governed internally by participatory democracy without predetermined
leadership. Its steering committee, on which all the groups supporting the goal of "free
speech" were represented, had a shifting membership, and it operated through "work
centrals." But the outstanding characteristic of the movement's internal structure was the
dissolving of organized politico-ideological boundaries during the meetings, where, in the
course of long discussions, political goals were formulated and decisions made. The
nonideological character of the FSM was also reflected in the type of leaders who emerged
in the course of its various actions. Mario Savio, who had appeared from the outset as one
of the students' most articulate and popular representatives, was not an ideological leader,
but only the genuine spokesman of a movement-inaction. The collective, unified nature of
the FSM was confirmed in the series of direct actions of November and December aimed at
overcoming the resistance of the administration and culminating in the occupation of the
administration building on December 4, at which 700 students were arrested. The Sproul
Hall sit-in was a further example of collective participation in the process of self-
government. During the occupation of the building, the hundreds of students inside it
attempted to form a rudimentary free university, with courses and discussions, and to
organize cultural and recreational activities; they all participated in making decisions and, at
the end, chose to be arrested, facing collectively the danger of expulsion which had been
used earlier to threaten Savio and other spokesmen.
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In the end, the FSM was successful, both generally and in its specific objectives. From that
moment on, the right to freedom of speech was assured on the Berkeley campus. On
January 4, 1965, the first legal rally was held in the plaza. It was the beginning of a long
series of student activities aimed toward linking academic life with democratic rights. From
a wider perspective, the mobilization of large numbers of students, the support of part of
the faculty, and the resignation of the chancellor signified a first attack against the
administration's right to control the institution in the name of outside forces and interests.
For the students, it seemed clear that collective action linking personal discontentment and
political goals could have a shattering effect, even on institutions as apparently strong and
solid as the University of California. A few years later, the test experiment would be
repeated, with even greater success, at Columbia University in New York.

6.3

It was not by accident that the massive Berkeley revolt occurred in a university and in the
autumn of 1964 [Savio, 4.3.]. That fall, Lyndon Johnson was the liberal choice for the
voters who would have to elect a new President in November; on the other side was the
danger of Senator Barry Goldwater. How could the activists—who had given a new breath of
life to American politics with their direct involvement in the South and in poverty areas of
the North—not feel alienated from traditional political institutions? The Kennedy myth had
vanished with the President's death, and only a few young people still continued to deceive
themselves that initiatives like the Peace Corps could satisfy their need to participate
directly in building a community where social values would be primary. It was appearing
with increasing clarity that the errors of the racist South and the poverty of urban ghettos
were not isolated elements. Alongside these glaring manifestations of injustice and
oppression was the generalized contrast between affluence and poverty; between the power
of the few and the impotence of the masses; between the logic of production and economic
development and the lack of community in which human values were maintained. Moreover
the university had played a central role in the development of American society; its mass
character, its efficiency, the clear distinction which existed within it between administrators
and "administrated" were all characteristics reflecting the features of the larger society. In
American universities in general, and in the University of California in particular—with its
high concentration of students chosen according to the highly selective criteria of the
institution—young people of the middle class were in the most opportune position,
intellectually and socially, to observe the continuity between the vaunted liberalism of that
part of the ruling class found in the university, and the technocratic-capitalistic structure of
American society which that ruling class upheld. Behind the issue of "free speech," a more
basic confrontation was taking place between those who wanted to use the university as a
mechanism for maintaining and rationalizing the status quo, and those who wanted to begin
realizing the hope for a different America right there. The conflict between these two
positions which exploded in Berkeley revealed for the first time that the university was one
of those vital nerves of American society in which basic conflicts manifest themselves, and
that it contained seeds of radicalization which sprang from its very nature as a mass
institution and from its unique function in modem society.

! This Is the term most widely used among young radicals to indicate their belonging to the
same political, cultural and social world. For example, a San Francisco newspaper Is called

Movement, and until a short time ago it bore the note "affiliated with SNCC and SDS," I.e.,
with the two major organizations of the New Left.
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2 This expression Is usually used In specifically political language. The SDS weekly bulletin
Is called New Left Notes, and the objective of building a New Left has been stated ever since
the drafting of the SDS founding statement (Port Huron Statement) In 1962.

3 "New Radicalism" is, for example, the title of a debate which took place in the pages of
Partisan Review during 1965 and 1966, in which numerous intellectuals of various
tendencies participated. We should make it clear that the term "radical" in the United States
serves to designate any leftist position; it is not specifically tied to any political or
intellectual tradition, as is the case In Europe. In general, it indicates a position of
opposition to the system, in contrast to the term "liberal," which designates the moderate
attitude taken by someone who wishes to reform and correct the system, while accepting its
values and basic structures. "Radicals" are radicals In the Italian sense of the word, but
they are also socialists of all tendencies, communists, pacifists, nonviolent revolutionaries,
Marxists and libertarians. A social democrat such as Irving Howe (editor of the review
Dissent) calls himself a radical, as do the Trotskyists of the Socialist Workers' party and the
Maoists of the Progressive Labor party. With the addition of new elements, the term
"radicalism," while remaining generic, has recently taken on a more precise meaning,
indicating those tendencies which have been developing among young people over the past
ten years.

4 The New Radicals is the title of a documentary report prepared by Paul Jacobs and Saul
Landau for the Center for the Study of Democratic Institutions (Paul Jacobs and Saul
Landau, The New Radicals [New York: Vintage Books, 1966]), and it is also the title of an
article by the long time socialist Hal Draper. Other expressions which appear, although less
frequently, are The New Student Left, which has been adopted as the title of a volume
edited by Mitchell Cohen and Dennis Hale, and The Young Radicals, used In the title of a
collection of essays published by The New Republic and reprinted in 1966 (Thoughts of the
Young Radicals}. More recently, particularly in relation to the development of Black Power,
the expression "white mother-country radicals" has come to be used by blacks as a
designation for white radicals. The black leader Huey Newton uses it, for example, in the
interview which is included in the section of this anthology devoted to Black Power.

> For an excellent essay on the nature and politics of the Democratic party, see I. F. Stone,
"Who Are the Democrats?" New York Review or Books, August 22, 1968.

® Gabriel Kolko, "The Decline of American Radicalism In the Twentieth Century," Studies on
the Left, September/October 1966, p. 24.

7 On the relationship between Intellectuals and radicalism, sea Christopher Lasch, The New
Radicalism in America (New York: Vintage Books, 1968); particularly the chapter entitled
"The Antl-Intellectualism of the Intellectuals," in which the author examines the positions
held by Norman Mailer and Dwight MacDonald during the 1950s. It is interesting to note
that intellectuals like Mailer and MacDonald, who were reduced to isolation and to an
existential distrust of the possibilities of political action during the 1950s, are today among
the most enthusiastic supporters of the "new radicals." The recent episodes of the March on
Washington (October 1967), in which these two intellectuals participated in direct action at
the Pentagon, and the occupation of Columbia University (May 1968), for which MacDonald
organized a campaign of support, give an Idea of the extent to which the atmosphere
changed in one decade.

8 On the evolution of positions held by The National Guardian, seen as a reflection of the
very spirit of the American left, see Michael Munk, "The Guardian from Old to New Left," in
Radical America, March/April 1968.
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° "Tension Beneath Apathy," The Nation, May 16, 1959.
19 Jack Newfleld, A Prophetic Minority (New York: Signet, 1966), Chapter 2.

11 Norman Mailer, "The White Negro," in Advertisements for Myself (New York: G. P.
Putnam's, 1959), p.312.

12 "Hipster and Beatnik, a Footnote to 'The White Negro,' " in N. Mailer, op. cit; p. 343.

13 Howard Zinn, SNCC, The New Abolitionists (New York: Alfred Knopf, Inc., 1965), pp.
16-17.

14 Congress of Racial Equality, an organization to promote integration, founded in 1942 and
active mainly in the North.

15 Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee. SNCC is pronounced "snick."

16 Debray, Revolution In the Revolution (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1968).
17 Christian Leadership Conference.

18 Association for the Advancement of Colored People.

19 Zinn, op. cit., pp. 7 and 13.

20 senator James Eastland of Mississippi, known for his reactionary positions.

21 On the themes of continuity between civil rights and Black Power, see, for example, Anne
Braden's editorial in The Southern Patriot, Vol. 24: No. 5 (May 1966).

22 5ee Bayard Rustin, "From Protest to Politics," Dissent, January/February 1965.

23 All the leaders of the 1964 Free Speech Movement in Berkeley had been involved In some
way In civil-rights experiences.

24 David Horowitz, Student (New York: Ballentine Books, 1962), pp. 45-46.
% Ibid., pp. 16-17.

26 Noam Chomsky, "The Responsibility of Intellectuals," New York Review of Books,
February 23,1967.

27 During the course of 1960-1961, the events in Cuba inspired a debate among the editors
of Liberation, a monthly which gathered nonviolent radical pacifists strongly dedicated to
revolutionary change in the United States and the world, into a "third camp" position. A. J.
Muste, along with most of the editorial staff of the magazine, took a position in favor of the
Cuban revolution. This brought about the resignation of Roy Finch, who saw in the Castro
regime dictatorial tendencies contrary to the principles upheld by the magazine. In his
response to Finch, Muste declared: "When one advocates the overthrow of something, he
must ask what would replace it. After recent events it seems clear to me that:

"(1) There is no united alternative agency now which is devoted both to political democracy
and to maintaining the social gains of the revolution.

"(2) There is no alternative agency dedicated to nonviolence; and continuation of efforts to
overthrow the present regime would almost certainly lead to terrible bloodshed.

29



"(3) It does not seem to be in the cards that an alternative regime should be established in
Cuba which would not be the creature of U. S. military and political pressure and compelled
to operate in the U. S. power orbit. I cannot in any way favor such a regime. For in the
power struggle over Cuba and Latin America being waged between the U. S. and the U. S.
S. R. I do not think pacifists should support the U. S. against the U. S. S. R. any more than
they should support the U. S. S. R. against the U. S."

We have detailed the position of radical pacifists because we feel that the pragmatism which
inspires it—quite distinct from pacifism of a mystical or religious origin—has been an
important thread in the development of the New Left and still inspires a wide segment of the
new radicals.

28 Michael Harrington, The Other America, Appendix (New York: Macmillan, 1963).

29 At the beginning of 1963, through the efforts of a young union organizer, Stanley
Aronowitz, a conference was held on poverty and other economic problems in Nyack, New
York. Many young radical activists attended. At the end of the conference, a National
Committee on Full Employment was formed to begin organizing the unemployed and those
who would shortly become unemployed because of automation and the reduction in military
expenditures. During the conference, the economist Ray Brown had upheld the thesis that
"even if new job opportunities were increased at twice the 1963 rate, by 1970
unemployment would be about 13%—and astronomically higher for the young and
non-white." Richard Rothstein, "ERAP, Evolution of Organizers," Radical America,
March/April 1968.

30 Among the signers of the manifesto The Triple Revolution were Michael Harrington,
historian H. Stuart Hughes, pacifist A. J. Muste, economist Qunnar Myrdal, scientist Linus
Pauling, black integrationist leader Bayard Rustin, and the founders of SDS, Todd Gitlin and
Tom Hayden.

31 N. Fruchter and Robert Kramer, "An Approach to Community Organizing Projects,"
Studies on the Left, March/April 1966, p. 45.

32 Ibid., pp. 37, 38.

33 It Is significant that the first funding of the ERAP projects came from a $5,000.00
contribution from the Union of Automobile Workers (UAW), whose president was the
progressive labor leader Walter Reuther, and that In Chicago a consulting committee was
formed for JOIN, composed of left-wing union representatives. The committee dissolved
after one year.

34 R. Rothstein, op. cit.

35 N. Fruchter and R. Kramer, op. cit., p. 61.

36 Clark Kerr, The Uses of the University, 1963.
37 1bid., p. 20.

38 Jack Weinberg, "The Free Speech Movement and Civil Rights," in Hal Draper, The New
Student Revolt (New York: Grove Press, 1965), p. 186.

3 The united front of off-campus political groups which was formed on September 17, 1964,
consisted of approximately 20 organizations of various tendencies, such as civil-rights
groups, radical and socialist clubs, religious and peace organizations, and Young Democrats.
There were also Young Republicans and other conservative groups represented. See Hal
Draper, op. cit. pp. 31-32.
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40 We are using the term "free speech" in the same manner as it was used during the
Berkeley movement, i.e., "free speech is used as a shorthand term for the range of
students' demands of freedom of political activity and social action, as well as free speech in
the narrow sense."

41 Ibid., p. 62.
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Two/ The Emergence Of The New Left

7. Five Theses For The Development Of Anew Left Position

7.1

At the beginning of the 1960s, a few isolated acts of protest had broken the crust of
consensus and apathy surrounding American society. We have seen how different
movements developed within a period of five years: the civil-rights movement in the South,
the peace movement in the North, community organizing in metropolitan ghettos, student
protest on campus. The various movements did not arise from a single political or
ideological source, but rather from a sentiment of difference and detachment from the
political and social system and cultural climate of American society. For many, direct action
had been both a tactic and a policy, an instrument of action and a verification of judgments
and analyses of the social context within which it was operating. Taking into consideration
the period of time which separates the isolated protest of young Fred Moore in Berkeley in
1959 and the April 1965 SDS march against the war in Vietnam, with over 20,000 people, it
is possible to demonstrate the tremendous development of the opposition within five years
and the simultaneous quantitative and qualitative transformation of the Movement. It is
difficult to estimate the actual number of followers in the different movements because of
the fluctuating and flexible character of the organizations and the episodic nature of the
demonstrations. Nevertheless, some facts can be employed as points of reference,
considering that the protests and direct actions usually developed into something like a
pattern of concentric circles around a central core of activists, according to the tension or
drama of each particular situation. It has been estimated that, in 1965, the number of
young people belonging to both New Left and traditional left organizations did not exceed
12,000;' but the most significant fact, which must be used as term of comparison in the
case of the United States, is not the number of people belonging to organizations, but the
number of activists in the various movements. In the South, during the period of greatest
expansion, there were 150 full-time activists working with SNCC,? and about 800 volunteers
during the summer of 1964; in 1963, there were probably no more than 100 activists in the
peace movement on the various campuses and the same number of SDS organizers in the
12 ERAP projects; in Berkeley, the only certain figure to which one can refer, besides the
number of members of various clubs, is the 800 people arrested in the December 1964 sit-
in. Around this central nucleus of activists, there were those who participated sporadically or
dedicated only part of their time to political activity. In 1965, Professor Amitai Etzioni
estimated that approximately four percent of all college students—i.e., 200,000—were
committed in various degrees to the new radicalism.? In their documentary report on the
new radicals, Paul Jacobs and Saul Landau grasp the nature of the nhew movement well
when they note:

It is possible to count those who are members of the organizations within the
Movement, but that would be to misunderstand one of the basic facts of its
nature: the Movement is organizations plus unaffiliated supporters, who
outnumber by the thousands, and perhaps even hundreds of thousands,
those committed to specific groups. The Movement's basic strength rests on
those unaffiliated reserves, who are just as much a part of it as the
organization youth.*
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The most indicative figures on the breadth and mobilizing capacity of the different
movements are those deduced from the participation in various demonstrations, whose size
varied according to their theme, their more or less radical character, the effort put into
organizing them, and the situation of the moment. In May 1960, 8,000 people picketed
against HUAC in San Francisco; 5,000 demonstrated against nuclear testing in Washington
in February 1962; 200,000 participated in the civil-rights march on Washington of April
1963; 80,000 blacks voted on the Mississippi Freedom Ballot in 1963; over 6,000 students
were involved in some way in the Berkeley Free Speech Movement of 1964; 25,000 people
answered the SDS call and went to Washington to protest against the Vietham War in April
1965.

7.2

The most important qualitative leap taken by the Movement, however, lies in the fact that in
only a few years it had broken the climate of consensus in which the country had been
resting during the 1950s and had brought to the surface the contradictions in the political
system and the profound injustices present in the social fabric. McCarthyism had helped
reduce the organized left to impotence; the "end of ideology" theory proposed by those Mills
called "NATO-intellectuals"® seemed to be conceptualizing the end of structural class and
group conflicts, and even of conflicts between ideals and political practice. The Movement,
whose actions were often confused and which could certainly not return to the theoretical
schemes of the traditional left—not to speak of those of the ruling class—presented the
nation with a left which was no longer defensive and defeatist, but which attacked on
various fronts and, what is more important, demonstrated the inconsistencies in the theory,
proposed by the "end of ideology" model, that conflict in industrially advanced societies had
come to an end. New conflicts were arising in new areas (civil rights and civil liberties,
universities, foreign policy), in forms (direct action) that were different from those
traditionally acceptable and on the part of social groups (the middle class) which were
presumed to be solidly rooted to the consensus built around the "American way of life."

What we are interested in analyzing here is whether, out of the different movements, a
political position developed, even if a new ideology did not. Our conclusion is affirmative,
and it is precisely this political position which we call the "New Left." The adjective "new" is
first, but not principally, used to designate the contrast between the political phenomenon
that developed during the 1960s and the political movements of the 1930s (which continued
until 1948, the symbolic date of the traditional left's collapse) whose forms were
communist, socialist of various kinds and, to a lesser extent, anarcho-syndicalist and whose
organized expression took place essentially through the labor movement. But what the
adjective "new" designates above all is not a temporal or generational fact so much as a
political content which has only marginal elements of continuity with the radical tradition of
the past. The emergence of a New Left position (not yet a force or an organized movement)
relates to the development—more in praxis than in theory—of a series of original themes,
varying in quality, which cross the boundaries between specific projects and constitute a
common nucleus of experiences between the different movements. In the following five
theses we present the characteristics which, in our opinion, constitute the core of the New
Left (qualifying both the terms "new" and "left") as it has been maturing since the middle
1960s.

I. Individual moral revolt and a desire for nonconformity in all aspects of existence which
relate to life-style, come to assume the significance of freedom and of human (and
therefore political) liberation themselves, in a context in which both the economic system
and social institutions gradually tend, explicitly or implicitly, to invade and define every
aspect of citizens' lives, restricting the fundamental rights of self-realization, self-expression
and control over one's own life.
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I1. Analyses of and within the Movement, which, during its early period, concentrated on
isolated issues such as civil rights, peace, and poverty, gradually tend to consider the
various aspects of American society as a system, whose parts are interdependent and
closely connected. Following this analysis of the total (or "integral," to borrow an expression
generally used to refer to philosophical or religious systems) nature of the technocratic
system of corporate liberalism, the new opposition changes from being essentially reformist
to being essentially radical. The demands for specific changes in sectors of national life give
way to a struggle for redistribution of power at all levels and to a different conception of the
way in which society should be organized.

III. The earlier faith in the application of pressure to the liberal groups of the nation is
replaced by direct action as the essential means of struggle and as the democratic mode of
political expression in the specific context of postindustrial society. The strategy of coalition
with liberal and labor forces gradually gives way to autonomous grassroots organization of
the new, potentially radical social forces.

IV. Although nonideological at the outset, the different movements develop a conceptual
approach which can be summed up in the slogan "participatory democracy," a formula
which—although the meaning of the systematic ideological concept cannot be attributed to
it—must certainly be considered as a method capable of guiding and inspiring political
action.

V. Organizing themselves along lines different from such structures of the traditional left as
the "avant-garde party," the "ideological party" and the "disciplined group of revolutionary
cadres," the movements suggest a political-organizational praxis which is based on the
following criteria: (a) decentralization and multiplicity of structures and actions which serve
the movements, and not vice versa; (b) direct method of self-government at all levels,
rather than delegated authority and responsibility; (c) abolition of institutionalized political
bureaucracies and of the division of political labor between leaders and those who carry out
the leadership's policy; (d) nonexclusionism.

We shall now examine whether and in what way these theses can be confirmed, beginning
with the movements we have been discussing.

8. When Moral Revolt Takes On A Political Significance

8.1

Irving Howe, a severe critic of the New Left, makes two observations about the new radicals
which are quite correct:

What is most impressive about the "new radicalism" is that it springs from a
genuine moral feeling, a release of outrage in regard to social wrongs that
warrant outrage ... . Often their rebellion must take the form of seeking
modes of personal differentiation rather than strategies for political action.®

But the two characteristics he emphasizes, morality and individualism, constitute a source
of strength within the New Left, and not, as Howe concludes, a weakness and limitation.
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The young people who first sat down at the segregated lunch counter of Greensboro in
February 1960 carried the Bible with them; Bob Moses, the leader of SNCC, found a greater
source of inspiration in Camus' "Neither Victims nor Executioners"; before the
demonstration against the House Un-American Activities Committee in San Francisco, there
had been a march to save Caryl Chessman from capital punishment. The voluntee