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INTRODUCTORY NOTE

This document represents the results of severathmmf writing and discussion among the
membership, a draft paper, and revision by the éitisdfor a Democratic Society national
convention meeting in Port Huron, Michigan, Junelbl 1962. It is represented as a document
with which SDS officially identifies, but also aslieing document open to change with our times
and experiences. It is a beginning: in our own tkebad education, in our dialogue with society.
published and distributed by Students for a Demac@ociety 112 East 19 Street New York 3,
New York, GRamercy 3-2181

INTRODUCTION: AGENDA FOR A GENERATION

We are people of this generation, bred in at leasiest comfort, housed now in universities,
looking uncomfortably to the world we inherit.

When we were kids the United States was the weslitiand strongest country in the world:
the only one with the atom bomb, the least scabednodern war, an initiator of the United
Nations that we thought would distribute Westerftuence throughout the world. Freedom and
equality for each individual, government of, byddor the people — these American values we
found good, principles by which we could live asnméMany of us began maturing in
complacency.

As we grew, however, our comfort was penetrateg\mnts too troubling to dismiss. First,
the permeating and victimizing fact of human degtex, symbolized by the Southern struggle
against racial bigotry, compelled most of us fralenge to activism. Second, the enclosing fact
of the Cold War, symbolized by the presence ofBbmb, brought awareness that we ourselves,
and our friends, and millions of abstract "othensg' knew more directly because of our common
peril, might die at any time. We might deliberatgjgore, or avoid, or fail to feel all other human

problems, but not these two, for these were tooddiate and crushing in their impact, too



challenging in the demand that we as individualse téhe responsibility for encounter and
resolution.

While these and other problems either directlyrepped us or rankled our consciences and
became our own subjective concerns, we began temaplicated and disturbing paradoxes in
our surrounding America. The declaration "all mee areated equal’ rang hollow before the
facts of Negro life in the South and the big citiégshe North. The proclaimed peaceful intentions
of the United States contradicted its economic imildary investments in the Cold War status
quo.

We witnessed, and continue to witness, other eesed With nuclear energy whole cities
can easily be powered, yet the dominant natiorestaeem more likely to unleash destruction
greater than that incurred in all wars of humanoms Although our own technology is
destroying old and creating new forms of sociakoigation, men still tolerate meaningless work
and idleness. While two-thirds of mankind sufferglernourishment, our own upper classes revel
amidst superfluous abundance. Although world pdmriais expected to double in forty years,
the nations still tolerate anarchy as a major jglacof international conduct and uncontrolled
exploitation governs the sapping of the earth'ssiglay resources. Although mankind desperately
needs revolutionary leadership, America rests ifional stalemate, its goals ambiguous and
tradition-bound instead of informed and clear, d&nocratic system apathetic and manipulated
rather than "of, by, and for the people.”

Not only did tarnish appear on our image of Anamiwirtue, not only did disillusion occur
when the hypocrisy of American ideals was discayebait we began to sense that what we had
originally seen as the American Golden Age was algtuhe decline of an era. The worldwide
outbreak of revolution against colonialism and ingdesm, the entrenchment of totalitarian
states, the menace of war, overpopulation, intemmalt disorder, supertechnology — these trends
were testing the tenacity of our own commitmentiémnocracy and freedom and our abilities to
visualize their application to a world in upheaval.

Our work is guided by the sense that we may bdasiegeneration in the experiment with
living. But we are a minority — the vast majoritiyaur people regard the temporary equilibriums
of our society and world as eternally-functionattpaln this is perhaps the outstanding paradox:
we ourselves are imbued with urgency, yet the ngess& our society is that there is no viable
alternative to the present. Beneath the reassuoings of the politicians, beneath the common
opinion that America will "muddle through”, benedtre stagnation of those who have closed
their minds to the future, is the pervading feelihgt there simply are no alternatives, that our

times have witnessed the exhaustion not only ofpld® but of any new departures as well.



Feeling the press of complexity upon the emptireédge, people are fearful of the thought that
at any moment things might thrust out of contrdhey fear change itself, since change might
smash whatever invisible framework seems to holdkbehaos for them now. For most
Americans, all crusades are suspect, threatening.fact that each individual sees apathy in his
fellows perpetuates the common reluctance to orgafior change. The dominant institutions are
complex enough to blunt the minds of their potértigtics, and entrenched enough to swiftly
dissipate or entirely repel the energies of protest reform, thus limiting human expectancies.
Then, too, we are a materially improved society] by our own improvements we seem to have
weakened the case for further change.

Some would have us believe that Americans fedlecdment amidst prosperity — but might it
not better be called a glaze above deeplyfelt &ezi@bout their role in the new world? And if
these anxieties produce a developed indifferendautoan affairs, do they not as well produce a
yearning to believe there is an alternative tophesent, that something can be done to change
circumstances in the school, the workplaces, theducracies, the government? It is to this latter
yearning, at once the spark and engine of chahgeé,we direct our present appeal. The search
for truly democratic alternatives to the presentj a commitment to social experimentation with
them, is a worthy and fulfilling human enterprisgie which moves us and, we hope, others
today. On such a basis do we offer this documemiuofconvictions and analysis: as an effort in
understanding and changing the conditions of hutyanithe late twentieth century, an effort
rooted in the ancient, still unfulfilled conceptioh man attaining determining influence over his

circumstances of life.

VALUES

Making values explicit — an initial task in estiahing alternatives — is an activity that has
been devalued and corrupted. The conventional nmerais of the age, the politician moralities —
"free world", "people's democracies” — reflectlites poorly, if at all, and seem to function
more as ruling myths than as descriptive principBat neither has our experience in the
universities brought us moral enlightenment. Ouofgasors and administrators sacrifice
controversy to public relations; their curriculusi'ange more slowly than the living events of the
world; their skills and silence are purchased byestors in the arms race; passion is called
unscholastic. The questions we might want raisedhat is really important? can we live in a
different and better way? if we wanted to changeetp how would we do it? — are not thought

to be questions of a "fruitful, empirical naturahd thus are brushed aside.



Unlike youth in other countries we are used to ahdgadership being exercised and moral
dimensions being clarified by our elders. But tqd&y us, not even the liberal and socialist
preachments of the past seem adequate to the foiritiee present. Consider the old slogans;
Capitalism Cannot Reform lItself, United Front Agdifrascism, General Strike, All Out on May
Day. Or, more recently, No Cooperation with Comméesl Fellow Travellers, Ideologies Are
Exhausted, Bipartisanship, No Utopias. These amamplete, and there are few new prophets. It
has been said that our liberal and socialist pesters were plagued by vision without program,
while our own generation is plagued by program euithvision. All around us there is astute
grasp of method, technigue — the committee, thieoadgroup, the lobbyist, the hard and soft sell,
the make, the projected image — but, if pressdatally, such expertise is incompetent to explain
its implicit ideals. It is highly fashionable toedtify oneself by old categories, or by naming a
respected political figure, or by explaining "how would vote" on various issues.

Theoretic chaos has replaced the idealistic thiqnlof old — and, unable to reconstitute
theoretic order, men have condemned idealism .itB&tibt has replaced hopefulness — and men
act out a defeatism that is labeled realistic. diéeline of utopia and hope is in fact one of the
defining features of social life today. The reasans various: the dreams of the older left were
perverted by Stalinism and never recreated; thgressional stalemate makes men narrow their
view of the possible; the specialization of humativiy leaves little room for sweeping thought;
the horrors of the twentieth century, symbolizedha gas-ovens and concentration camps and
atom bombs, have blasted hopefulness. To be itleaisto be considered apocalyptic, deluded.
To have no serious aspirations, on the contraity, I "toughminded".

In suggesting social goals and values, therefoeeare aware of entering a sphere of some
disrepute. Perhaps matured by the past, we hawimoformulas, no closed theories — but that
does not mean values are beyond discussion arativentletermination. A first task of any social
movement is to convince people that the searclorfienting theories and the creation of human
values is complex but worthwhile. We are aware toaavoid platitudes we must analyze the
concrete conditions of social order. But to direeth an analysis we must use the guideposts of
basic principles. Our own social values involve aaptions of human beings, human
relationships, and social systems.

We regard men as infinitely precious and posses$ednfulfiled capacities for reason,
freedom, and love. In affirming these principles ave aware of countering perhaps the dominant
conceptions of man in the twentieth century: thatsha thing to be manipulated, and that he is
inherently incapable of directing his own affail¥e oppose the depersonalization that reduces

human beings to the status of things — if anythihg, brutalities of the twentieth century teach



that means and ends are intimately related, thgievappeals to "posterity” cannot justify the
mutilations of the present. We oppose, too, thdrot@cof human incompetence because it rests
essentially on the modern fact that men have beemgetently” manipulated into incompetence
— we see little reason why men cannot meet wittreasing skill the complexities and
responsibilities of their situation, if society @rganized not for minority, but for majority,
participation in decision-making.

Men have unrealized potential for self-cultivatioself-direction, self-understanding, and
creativity. It is this potential that we regard @scial and to which we appeal, not to the human
potentiality for violence, unreason, and submisdimrauthority. The goal of man and society
should be human independence: a concern not widgenof popularity but with finding a
meaning in life that is personally authentic: aldyaf mind not compulsively driven by a sense
of powerlessness, nor one which unthinkingly adgédus values, nor one which represses all
threats to its habits, but one which has full, $goeous access to present and past experiences,
one which easily unites the fragmented parts ofsqgal history, one which openly faces
problems which are troubling and unresolved: orth &n intuitive awareness of possibilities, an
active sense of curiosity, an ability and willingado learn.

This kind of independence does not mean egoistliividualism — the object is not to have
one's way so much as it is to have a way that &samwvn. Nor do we deify man — we merely
have faith in his potential.

Human relationships should involve fraternity ahdnesty. Human interdependence is
contemporary fact; human brotherhood must be whiedever, as a condition of future survival
and as the most appropriate form of social relatid®ersonal links between man and man are
needed, especially to go beyond the partial anghfestary bonds of function that bind men only
as worker to worker, employer to employee, teatihstudent, American to Russian.

Loneliness, estrangement, isolation describe #wst distance between man and man today.
These dominant tendencies cannot be overcome ker bpersonnel management, nor by
improved gadgets, but only when a love of man @ress the idolatrous worship of things by
man.

As the individualism we affirm is not egoism, tiselflessness we affirm is not self-
elimination. On the contrary, we believe in genigyosf a kind that imprints one's unique
individual qualities in the relation to other meamd to all human activity. Further, to dislike
isolation is not to favor the abolition of privadyie latter differs from isolation in that it oceuor

is abolished according to individual will. Finallyve would replace power and personal



unigueness rooted in possession, privilege, owgistance by power and uniqueness rooted in
love, reflectiveness, reason, and creativity.

As a social system we seek the establishment déraocracy of individual participation,
governed by two central aims: that the individuzdre in those social decisions determining the
quality and direction of his life; that society beganized to encourage independence in men and
provide the media for their common participation.

In a participatory democracy, the political lifewld be based in several root principles: that
decision-making of basic social consequence beedaon by public groupings; that politics be
seen positively, as the art of collectively cregitam acceptable pattern of social relations; that
politics has the function of bringing people outisblation and into community, thus being a
necessary, though not sufficient, means of findimganing in personal life; that the political
order should serve to clarify problems in a wayrinsental to their solution; it should provide
outlets for the expression of personal grievancd aspiration; opposing views should be
organized so as to illuminate choices and fadditde attainment of goals; channels should be
commonly available to relate men to knowledge angdwer so that private problems — from
bad recreation facilities to personal alienatiare formulated as general issues.

The economic sphere would have as its basis theigles: that work should involve
incentives worthier than money or survival. It sldobe educative, not stultifying; creative, not
mechanical; selfdirect, not manipulated; encourggmlependence, a respect for others, a sense
of dignity and a willingness to accept social resioility, since it is this experience that has
crucial influence on habits, perceptions and imtlial ethics; that the economic experience is so
personally decisive that the individual must sharis full determination; that the economy itself
is of such social importance that its major resesirand means of production should be open to
democratic participation and subject to democrsdimal regulation.

Like the political and economic ones, major sodiadtitutions — cultural, education,
rehabilitative, and others — should be generalyanized with the well-being and dignity of man
as the essential measure of success.

In social change or interchange, we find violeticbe abhorrent because it requires generally
the transformation of the target, be it a humamdedr a community of people, into a
depersonalized object of hate. It is imperative tie means of violence be abolished and the
institutions — local, national, international — ttlemcourage nonviolence as a condition of conflict
be developed.

These are our central values, in skeletal formmemains vital to understand their denial or

attainment in the context of the modern world.



THE STUDENTS

In the last few years, thousands of American stisddemonstrated that they at least felt the
urgency of the times. They moved actively and diyegainst racial injustices, the threat of war,
violations of individual rights of conscience amess frequently, against economic manipulation.
They succeeded in restoring a small measure of@@sy to the campuses after the stillness of
the McCarthy period. They succeeded, too, in ggirstome concessions from the people and
institutions they opposed, especially in the figbainst racial bigotry.

The significance of these scattered movementsnli¢sn their success or failure in gaining
objectives — at least not yet. Nor does the sicpiice lie in the intellectual "competence” or
"maturity” of the students involved — as some p&daglders allege. The significance is in the
fact the students are breaking the crust of apatitlyovercoming the inner alienation that remain
the defining characteristics of American collede li

If student movements for change are rarities sfilthe campus scene, what is commonplace
there? The real campus, the familiar campus, idaaepof private people, engaged in their
notorious "inner emigration.” It is a place of coitment to business-as-usual, getting ahead,
playing it cool. It is a place of mass affirmatioh the Twist, but mass reluctance toward the
controversial public stance. Rules are accepted "imsvitable”, bureaucracy as "just
circumstances”, irrelevance as "scholarship”, esdfless as "martyrdom”, politics as "just
another way to make people, and an unprofitable tooe'

Almost no students value activity as a citizensdia in public, they are hardly more
idealistic in arranging their private lives: Gallgpncludes they will settle for "low success, and
won't risk high failure." There is not much willingss to take risks (not even in business), no
setting of dangerous goals, no real conceptiorecfgnal identity except one manufactured in the
image of others, no real urge for personal fuli#ithexcept to be almost as successful as the very
successful people. Attention is being paid to dasfatus (the quality of shirt collars, meeting
people, getting wives or husbands, making solidtaztia for later on); much too, is paid to
academic status (grades, honors, the med schoohaal But neglected generally is real
intellectual status, the personal cultivation & thind.

"Students don't even give a damn about the apatmg has said. Apathy toward apathy
begets a privately-constructed universe, a placsystematic study schedules, two nights each
week for beer, a girl or two, and early marriagdraanework infused with personality, warmth,

and under control, no matter how unsatisfying otfss.



Under these conditions university life loses alevance to some. Four hundred thousand of
our classmates leave college every year.

But apathy is not simply an attitude; it is a prodof social institutions, and of the structure
and organization of higher education itself. Theaourricular life is ordered accordingitoloco
parentis theory, which ratifies the Administration as theoral guardian of the young. The
accompanying ‘"let's pretend" theory of student amdrricular affairs validates student
government as a training center for those who wasipend their lives in political pretense, and
discourages initiative from more articulate, honestd sensitive students. The bounds and style
of controversy are delimited before controversyiteegThe university "prepares” the student for
"citizenship" through perpetual rehearsals andallysuthrough emasculation of what creative
spirit there is in the individual.

The academic life contains reinforcing counterpaotthe way in which extracurricular life is
organized. The academic world is founded in a t@astudent relation analogous to the parent-
child relation which characterizesn loco parentis. Further, academia includes a radical
separation of student from the material of studiiatTwhich is studied, the social reality, is
"objectified” to sterility, dividing the studentdm life — just as he is restrained in active
involvement by the deans controlling student govesmt. The specialization of function and
knowledge, admittedly necessary to our complexnscigical and social structure, has produced
and exaggerated compartmentalization of study amtkrstanding. This has contributed to: an
overly parochial view, by faculty, of the role @ iresearch and scholarship; a discontinuous and
truncated understanding, by students, of the sndiog social order; a loss of personal
attachment, by nearly all, to the worth of studyadsimanistic enterprise.

There is, finally, the cumbersome academic bunmeamycextending throughout the academic
as well as extracurricular structures, contributiogthe sense of outer complexity and inner
powerlessness that transforms so many students fionest searching to ratification of
convention and, worse, to a numbness of presenfudark catastrophes. The size and financing
systems of the university enhance the permanestegship of the administrative bureaucracy,
their power leading to a shift to the value staddaof business and administrative mentality
within the university. Huge foundations and othewgte financial interests shape under-financed
colleges and universities, not only making themenoommercial, but less disposed to diagnose
society critically, less open to dissent. Many abcnd physical scientists, neglecting the
liberating heritage of higher learning, develop rffam relations"” or morale-producing”
techniques for the corporate economy, while otlesercise their intellectual skills to accelerate

the arms race.



Tragically, the university could serve as a sigaifit source of social criticism and an
initiator of new modes and molders of attitudest B¢ actual intellectual effect of the college
experience is hardly distinguishable from that of ather communications channelsay, a
television set— passing on the stock truths of the day. Studemteeleollege somewhat more
"tolerant" than when they arrived, but basicallychellenged in their values and political
orientations. With administrators ordering theitngibns, and faculty the curriculum, the student
learns by his isolation to accept elite rule witthie university, which prepares him to accept later
forms of minority control. The real function of tleelucational system as opposed to its more
rhetorical function of "searching for truth”is to impart the key information and styles thall wi

help the student get by, modestly but comfortaiblyhe big society beyond.

THE SOCIETY BEYOND

Look beyond the campus, to America itself. Thatent life is more intellectual, and perhaps
more comfortable, does not obscure the fact thafuhdamental qualities of life on the campus
reflect the habits of society at large. The fratgrpresident is seen at the junior manager levels;
the sorority queen has gone to Grosse Pointe:dheus poet burns for a place, any place, or
work; the once-serious and never serious poets abtke advertising agencies. The desperation
of people threatened by forces about which theywkiittle and of which they can say less; the
cheerful emptiness of people "giving up" all hopecloanging things; the faceless ones polled by
Gallup who listed "international affairs" fourteenbn their list of "problems” but who also
expected thermonuclear war in the next few yearghése and other forms, Americans are in
withdrawal from public life, from any collectivefeft at directing their own affairs.

Some regard this national doldrums as a sign akthe approval of the established order
but is it approval by consent or manipulated acpgace? Others declare that the people are
withdrawn because compelling issues are fast desapp— perhaps there are fewer breadlines
in America, but is Jim Crow gone, is there enoughkwand work more fulfilling, is world war a
diminishing threat, and what of the revolutionamwnpeoples? Still others think the national
quietude is a necessary consequence of the neeelites to resolve complex and specialized
problems of modern industrial societybut, then, why should business elites help de@deign
policy, and who controls the elites anyway, and they solving mankind's problems? Others,
finally, shrug knowingly and announce that full dmracy never worked anywhere in the past
but why lump qualitatively different civilization®gether, and how can a social order work well

if its best thinkers are skeptics, and is manyeldbmed forever to the domination of today?



There are no convincing apologies for the conteamyomalaise. While the world tumbles
toward the final war, while men in other nationg &ying desperately to alter events, while the
very futurequa future is uncertair- America is without community, impulse, without thmer
momentum necessary for an age when societies cauooessfully perpetuate themselves by
their military weapons, when democracy must be lgidiecause of its quality of life, not its
guantity of rockets.

The apathy here is, first subjective the felt powerlessness of ordinary people, the
resignation before the enormity of events. But ectioje apathy is encouraged by the objective
American situation— the actual structural separation of people from gyowirom relevant
knowledge, from pinnacles of decision-making. Jastthe university influences the student way
of life, so do major social institutions create tiieumstances in which the isolated citizen will
try hopelessly to understand his world and himself.

The very isolation of the individuat from power and community and ability to aspie
means the rise of a democracy without publics. Withgreat mass of people structurally remote
and psychologically hesitant with respect to demticrinstitutions, those institutions themselves
attenuate and become, in the fashion of the viceiede, progressively less accessible to those
few who aspire to serious participation in sociéhies. The vital democratic connection between
community and leadership, between the mass andeeral elites, has been so wrenched and

perverted that disastrous policies go unchalletigesland again.

POLITICS WITHOUT PUBLICS

The American political system is not the democratiodel of which its glorifiers speak. In
actuality it frustrates democracy by confusing itigdvidual citizen, paralyzing policy discussion,
and consolidating the irresponsible power of mijitand business interests.

A crucial feature of the political apparatus in émoa is that greater differences are harbored
within each major party than the differences emgstbetween them. Instead of two parties
presenting distinctive and significant differenad@sapproach, what dominates the system is a
natural interlocking of Democrats from Southerntegawith the more conservative elements of
the Republican party. This arrangement of forcelslessed by the seniority system of Congress
which guarantees congressional committee domindijoonservatives- ten of 17 committees
in the Senate and 13 of 21 in House of Represeesasire chaired currently by Dixiecrats.

The party overlap, however, is not the only suicat antagonist of democracy in politics.

First, the localized nature of the party systemsdoet encourage discussion of national and



international issues: thus problems are not rdiseednd for people, and political representatives
usually are unfettered from any responsibilitiesthe general public except those regarding
parochial matters. Second, whole constituenciesdarested of the full political power they
might have: many Negroes in the South are prevefitesh voting, migrant workers are
disenfranchised by various residence requiremestsne urban and suburban dwellers are
victimized by gerrymandering, and poor people acedften without the power to obtain political
representation. Third, the focus of political atiem is significantly distorted by the enormous
lobby force, composed predominantly of busineserasts, spending hundreds of millions each
year in an attempt to conform facts about produgtiagriculture, defense, and social services, to
the wants of private economic groupings.

What emerges from the party contradictions andilat®n of privately held power is
organized political stalemate: calcification donesflexibility as the principle of parliamentary
organization; frustration is the expectancy of d&gors intending liberal reform; and Congress
becomes less and less central to national deaisaking, especially in the area of foreign policy.
In this context, confusion and blurring is builtarthe formulation of issues, long-range priorities
are not discussed in the rational manner needegddiarymaking, the politics of personality and
"image" become a more important mechanism thanctmstruction of issues in a way that
affords each voter a challenging and real optiohe American voter is buffeted from all
directions by pseudo-problems, by the structurallyated sense that nothing political is subject
to human mastery. Worried by his mundane problefmshanever get solved, but constrained by
the common belief that politics is an agonizinglgws accommodation of views, he quits all
pretense of bothering.

A most alarming fact is that few, if any, poliacis are calling for changes in these
conditions. Only a handful even are calling on Bresident to "live up to" platform pledges; no
one is demanding structural changes, such as tmtlirslh of Southern Democrats out of the
Democratic Party. Rather than protesting the sigplitics, most politicians are reinforcing and
aggravating that state. While in practice theypudlic opinion to suit their own interests, in word
and ritual they enshrine "the sovereign public" aali for more and more letters. Their speeches
and campaign actions are banal, based on a degrediteption of what people want to hear.
They respond not to dialogue, but to pressure: kanaaving this, the ordinary citizen sees even
greater inclination to shun the political sphereheTpoliticians is usually a trumpeter to
“citizenship" and "service to the nation”, but sirite is unwilling to seriously rearrange power
relationships, his trumpetings only increase apdmycreating no outlets. Much of the time the

call to "service" is justified not in idealisticrtas, but in the crasser terms of "defending the fre



world from communism"— thus making future idealistic impulses harder tstify in anything
but Cold War terms.

In such a setting of status quo politics, wherestmid not all government activity is
rationalized in Cold War anti-communist terms,sitsomewhat natural that discontented, super-
patriotic groups would emerge through political rmels and explain their ultra-conservatism as
the best means of Victory over Communism. They Haseome a politically influential force
within the Republican Party, at a national levebtlyh Senator Goldwater, and at a local level
through their important social and economic rolEseir political views are defined generally as
the opposite of the supposed views of communisisiptete individual freedom in the economic
sphere, non-participation by the government in thachinery of production. But actually
"anticommunism" becomes an umbrella by which to tgsto liberalism, internationalism,
welfarism, the active civil rights and labor moventse It is to the disgrace of the United States
that such a movement should become a prominent dfingublic participation in the modern
world — but, ironically, it is somewhat to the intereststioé United States that such a movement
should be a public constituency pointed towardigeaient of the political parties, demanding a
conservative Republican Party in the South andatugion of the "leftist" elements of the
national GOP.

THE ECONOMY

American capitalism today advertises itself as \Welfare State. Many of us comfortably
expect pensions, medical care, unemployment corapens and other social services in our
lifetimes. Even with one-fourth of our productivepacity unused, the majority of Americans are
living in relative comfort — although their naggingcentive to "keep up" makes them continually
dissatisfied with their possessions. In many placesestrained bosses, uncontrolled machines,
and sweatshop conditions have been reformed orsabdl and suffering tremendously relieved.
But in spite of the benign yet obscuring effectsttef New Deal reforms and the reassuring
phrases of government economists and politicidres,pradoxes and myths of the economy are
sufficient to irritate our complacency and revealus some essential causes of the American
malaise.

We live amidst a national celebration of econopriosperity while poverty and deprivation
remain an unbreakable way of life for millions imet"affluent society”, including many of our
own generation. We hear glib reference to the ‘avelf state”, "free enterprise”, and

"shareholder's democracy" while military defensethe main item of "public" spending and



obvious oligopoly and other forms of minority rutefy real individual initiative or popular
control. Work, too, is often unfulfilling and viatizing, accepted as a channel to status or plenty,
if not a way to pay the bills, rarely as a meanaraferstanding and controlling self and events. In
work and leisure the individual is regulated ast pdirthe system, a consuming unit, bombarded
by hardsell soft-sell, lies and semi-true appeat$ fds basest drives. He is always told what he is
supposed to enjoy while being told, too, that he iFee" man because of "free enterprise.”

The Remote Control Economy. We are subject tonate control economy, which excludes
the mass of individual "units"— the people — fromasie decisions affecting the nature and
organization of work, rewards, and opportunitieshe Tmodern concentration of wealth is
fantastic. The wealthiest one percent of Americaws more than 80 percent of all personal
shares of stock. From World War Il until the midties, the 50 biggest corporations increased
their manufacturing production from 17 to 23 petoainthe national total, and the share of the
largest 200 companies rose from 30 to 37 percemte@ard the various decisions of these elites
as purely economic is short-sighted: their decsiaffect in a momentous way the entire fabric of
social life in America. Foreign investments inflaerpolitical policies in under-developed areas —
and our efforts to build a "profitable" capitalsorld blind our foreign policy to mankind's needs
and destiny. The drive for sales spurs phenomaadrasing efforts; the ethical drug industry,
for instance, spent more than $750 million on priiong in 1960, nearly for times the amount
available to all American medical schools for the@ucational programs. The arts, too, are
organized substantially according to their comnag¢rappeal. Aesthetic values are subordinated
to exchange values, and writers swiftly learn tastder the commercial market as much as the
humanistic marketplace of ideas. The tendency ter-pvoduction, to gluts of surplus
commodities, encourages "market research” techsidoedeliberately create pseudo-needs in
consumers — we learn to buy "smart" things, regasdbf their utility — and introduces wasteful
"planned obsolescence" as a permanent feature sihdss strategy. While real social needs
accumulate as rapidly as profits, it becomes eviteat Money, instead of dignity of character,
remains a pivotal American value and Profitabilitystead of social use, a pivotal standard in
determining priorities of resource allocation.

Within existing arrangements, the American busir@gsmmunity cannot be said to encourage
a democratic process nationally. Economic minariti@t responsible to a public in any
democratic fashion make decisions of a more prafoimportance than even those made by
Congress. Such a claim is usually dismissed byeptgp and knowing citations of the ways in

which government asserts itself as keeper of théliguinterest at times of business



irresponsibility. But the real, as opposed to thghical, range of government "control" of the

economy includes only:

some limited "regulatory” powers — which usualtigtj ratify industry policies or serve as
palliatives at the margins of significant businassvity;

a fiscal policy build upon defense expenditures pasnp-priming "public works" —
without a significant emphasis on "peaceful publiorks" to meet social priorities and
alleviate personal hardships;

limited fiscal and monetary weapons which aredrignd have only minor effects, and are
greatly limited by corporate veto;

tax cuts and reforms;

interest rate control (used generally to tug orestment by hurting the little investor
most);

tariffs which protect noncompetitive industriegiwpolitical power and which keep less-
favored nations out of the large trade mainstremsrthe removal of barriers reciprocally with
the Common Market may do disastrously to emergmmtries outside of Europe;

wage arbitration, the use of government coeraiothé name of "public interest” to hide
the tensions between workers and business produmdittrollers;

price controls, which further maintains the stadqu® of big ownership and flushes out
little investors for the sake of "stability";

very limited "poverty-solving" which is designedrfthe organized working class but not
the shut-out, poverty-stricken migrants, farm weskehe indigent unaware of medical care
or the lower-middle class person riddled with medibills, the "unhireables" of minority
groups or workers over 45 years of age, etc.;

regional development programs — such as the Aredewlopment Act — which have
been only "trickle down" welfare programs withowb&ad authority for regional planning and
development and public works spending. The fedéighway program has been more
significant than the "depressed areas" program eetimg the needs of people, but is

generally too remote and does not reach the vicouk of poverty itself.

In short, the theory of government "countervallingusiness neglects the extent to which
government influence is marginal to the basic petidn decisions, the basic decision-making
environment of society, the basic structure orritistion and allocation which is still determined

by major corporations with power and wealth con@getl among the few. A conscious



conspiracy — as in the case of price-rigging ingleetrical industry — is by no means generally or
continuously operative but power undeniably does ire comparative insulation from the public
and its political representatives.

The Military-Industrial Complex. The most spectacular and important creation of the
authoritarian and oligopolistic structure of ecomndecision-making in America is the
institution called "the military-industrial compledy former President Eisenhower, the powerful
congruence of interest and structure among militarg business elites which affects so much of
our development and destiny. Not only is ours tr& fieneration to live with the possibility of
world-wide cataclysm-it is the first to experience the actual socialparation for cataclysm, the
general militarization of American society. In 1948ngress established Universal Military
Training, the first peacetime conscription. Theitanyy became a permanent institution. Four
years earlier, General Motor's Charles E. Wilsod heralded the creation of what he called the
"permanent war economy,” the continuous use oftanyli spending as a solution to economic
problems unsolved before the post-war boom, matstbho the problem of the seventeen million
jobless after eight years of the New Deal. This lefisa "hidden crisis" in the allocation of
resources by the American economy.

Since our childhood these two trends — the risehef military and the installation of a
defense-based economy — have grown fantasticaltg. Department of Defense, ironically the
world's largest single organization, is worth $I8lon, owns 32 million acres of America and
employs half the 7.5 million persons directly degemi on the military for subsistence, has an
$11 billion payroll which is larger than the netnaal income of all American corporations.
Defense spending in the Eisenhower era totaled $8Mi6ns and President Kennedy entered
office pledged to go even beyond the present defatiscation of sixty cents from every public
dollar spent. Except for a war-induced boom imntetiraafter "our side" bombed Hiroshima,
American economic prosperity has coincided withrewgng dependence on military outlay —
from 1941 to 1959 America's Gross National Prodc$5.25 trillion included $700 billion in
goods and services purchased for the defense,adfoout one-seventh of the accumulated GNP.
This pattern has included the steady concentratbnmilitary spending among a few
corporations. In 1961, 86 percent of Defense Depant contracts were awarded without
competition. The ordnance industry of 100,000 pedplcompletely engaged in military work; in
the aircraft industry, 94 percent of 750,000 waoskare linked to the war economy; shipbuilding,
radio and communications equipment industries confionty percent of their work to defense;

iron and steel, petroleum, metal-stamping and mackhop products, motors and generators,



tools and hardware, copper, aluminum and machiole todustries all devote at least 10 percent
of their work to the same cause.

The intermingling of Big Military and Big Industrg evidenced in the 1,400 former officers
working for the 100 corporations who received neatl the $21 billion spent in procurement by
the Defense Department in 1961. The overlap is rpoginantly clear in the case of General
Dynamics, the company which received the best 1&@itracts, employed the most retired
officers (187), and is directed by a former Secyetd the Army. A Fortune magazine profile of
General Dynamics said: "The unigue group of men wio Dynamics are only incidentally in
rivalry with other U.S. manufacturers, with manywhom they actually act in concert. Their
chief competitor is the USSR. The core of Generghddics corporate philosophy is the
conviction that national defense is a more or [@xsnanent business." Little has changed since
Wilson's proud declaration of the Permanent WarnBowy back in the 1944 days when the top
200 corporations possessed 80 percent of all gotiree war-supply contracts.

Military Industrial Politics. The military and its supporting business foundatave found
numerous forms of political expression, and we hagard their din endlessly. There has not
been a major Congressional split on the issue otimueed defense spending spirals in our
lifetime. The triangular relation of the businesdilitary and political arenas cannot be better
expressed than in Dixiecrat Carl Vinson's remar&shs House Armed Services Committee
reported out a military construction bill of $808llion throughout the 50 states, for 1960-61:
"There is something in this bill for everyone,” Banounced. President Kennedy had earlier
acknowledged the valuable anti-recession featurdedill.

Imagine, on the other hand, $808 million suggestedn anti-recession measure, but being
poured into programs of social welfare: the impagsi of receiving support for such a measure
identifies a crucial feature of defense spending beneficial to private enterprise, while we#far
spending is not. Defense spending does not "comhpetd the private sector; it contains a
natural obsolescence; its "confidential® naturenpir easier boondoggling; the tax burdens to
which it leads can be shunted from corporationdonsamer as a "cost of production." Welfare
spending, however, involves the government in cditnpe with private corporations and
contractors; it conflicts with immediate interesfisprivate pressure groups; it leads to taxes on
business. Think of the opposition of private powempanies to current proposals for river and
valley development, or the hostility of the reaiés lobby to urban renewal; or the attitude of the
American Medical Association to a paltry medicalechill; or of all business lobbyists to foreign
aid; these are the pressures leading to the stz public-military, private-civilian economy

of our epoch. The politicians, of course, take lihe of least resistance and thickest support:



warfare, instead of welfare, is easiest to stantbupafter all, the Free World is at stake (and ou
constituency's investments, too).

Automation, Abundance, and Challenge. But while the economy remains relatively static
in its setting of priorities and allocation of resces, new conditions are emerging with enormous
implications: the revolution of automation, and tleplacement of scarcity by the potential of
material abundance.

Automation, the process of machines replacing fnemperforming sensory, motoric and
complex logical tasks, is transforming society iayw that are scarcely comprehensible. By 1959,
industrial production regained its 1957 "pre-remesslevel — but with 750,000 fewer workers
required. In the Fifties as a whole, national pitiiun enlarged by 43 percent but the number of
factory employees remained stationary, seventemthsone percent higher than in 1947.
Automation is destroying whole categories of work impersonal thinkers have efficiently
labeled this "structural unemployment” — in bludlang service, and even middle management
occupations. In addition it is eliminating employiheopportunities for a youth force that
numbers one million more than it did in 1950, aaddering work far more difficult both to find
and do for people in the forties and up. The camseces of this economic drama, strengthened
by the force of post-war recessions, are momentéus: milion becomes an acceptable
unemployment tabulation, and misery, uprootedness anxiety become the lot of increasing
numbers of Americans.

But while automation is creating social dislocatiof a stunning kind, it paradoxically is
imparting the opportunity for men the world aroutwd rise in dignity from their knees. The
dominant optimistic economic fact of this epochthat fewer hands are needed now in actual
production, although more goods and services areahpotentiality. The world could be fed,
poverty abolished, the great public needs coulanbg the brutish world of Darwinian scarcity
could be brushed away, all men could have more tongursue their leisure, drudgery in work
could be cut to a minimum, education could becomeenof a continuing process for all people,
both public and personal needs could be met rdiyonBut only in a system with selfish
production motives and elitist control, a systemiclWwhis less welfare than war-based,
undemocratic rather than "stockholder participdtigs "sold to us", does the potentiality for
abundance become a curse and a cruel irony:

Automation brings unemployment instead of mersule for all and greater achievement of
needs for all people in the world — a crisis indtezf economic utopia. Instead of being
introduced into a social system in a planned angtadgje way, automation is initiated according

to its profitability. American Telephone and Telegh holds back modern telephone equipment,



invented with public research funds, until presemiipment is financially unprofitable. Colleges
develop teaching machines, mass-class techniqndsT¥ education to replace teachers: not to
proliferate knowledge or to assist the qualifiedfessors now, but to "cut costs in education and
make the academic community more efficient and Vessteful." Technology, which could be a
blessing to society, becomes more and more aesitigteat to humanistic and rational enterprise.
Hard-core poverty exists just beyond the neon dightt affluence, and the "have-nots" may be
driven still further from opportunity as the higkehnology society demands better education to
get into the production mainstream and more capitedstment to get into "business”. Poverty is
shameful in that it herds people by race, regiamg @revious condition of infortune into
"uneconomic classes" in the so-called free societyhe marginal worker is made more insecure
by automation and high education requirements, ieeaompetition for jobs, maintaining low
wages or a high level of unemployment. People @& rilt of poverty are strikingly unable to
overcome the collection of forces working againsent: poor health, bad neighborhoods,
miserable schools, inadequate "welfare" servicegmployment and underemployment, weak
politician and union organization.

Surplus and potential plenty are wasted domebtigadd producers suffer impoverishment
because the real needs of the world and of ouetgoare not reflected in the market. Our huge
bins of decomposing grain are classic American @asn as is the steel industry which, in the
summer of 1962, is producing at 53 percent of diypac

The Stance of Labor. Amidst all this, what of organized labor, the bigt institutional
representative of the exploited, the presumed 'teouailing power" against the excesses of Big
Business? The contemporary social assault on boe laovement is of crisis proportions. To the
average American, "big labor" is a growing canagmag in impact to Big Business — nothing
could be more distorted, even granting a sizablenubureaucracy. But in addition to public
exaggerations, the labor crisis can be measurseveral ways. First, the high expectations of the
newborn AFL-CIO of 30 million members by 1965 ardfaring a reverse unimaginable five
years ago. The demise of the dream of "organiziegunorganized" is dramatically reflected in
the AFL-CIO decision, just two years after its d¢i@a to slash its organizing staff in half. From
15 million members when the AFL and the CIO mergéd, total has slipped to 13.5 million.
During the post-war generation, union membershigonally has increased by four million —
but the total number of workers has jumped by 1Biomi Today only 40 percent of all non-
agricultural workers are protected by any form amization. Second, organizing conditions are
going to worsen. Where labor now is strongest —ind@ustries — automation is leading to an

attrition of available work. As the number of jothwindles, so does labor's power of bargaining,



since management can handle a strike in an autdnmdé®t more easily than the older mass-
operated ones.

More important perhaps, the American economy tasiged radically in the last decade, as
suddenly the number of workers producing goods rbecdewer than the number in
"nonproductive" areas — government, trade, finarsmryices, utilities, transportation. Since
World War 1l "white collar" and "service" jobs hageown twice as fast as have, "blue collar”
production jobs. Labor has almost no organizatiothe expanding occupational areas of the new
economy, but almost all of its entrenched stremgtbontracting areas. As big government hires
more, as business seeks more office workers aiiddsi@chnicians, and as growing commercial
America demands new hotels, service stations aedikl, the conditions will become graver
still. Further, there is continuing hostility toblar by the Southern states and their industrial
interests — meaning "runaway plants, cheap laboeatbning the organized trade union
movement, and opposition from Dixiecrats to favégalabor legislation in Congress. Finally,
there is indication that Big Business, for the sakepublic relations if nothing more, has
acknowledged labor's "right" to exist, but has lmeiately tried to contain labor at its present
strength, preventing strong unions from helping keeaones or from spreading or unorganized
sectors of the economy. Business is aided in ftstefby proliferation of "right-to-work™ laws at
state levels (especially in areas where labor thaut organizing strength to begin with), and
anti-labor legislation in Congress.

In the midst of these besetting crises, laborlfiteces its own problems of vision and
program. Historically, there can be no doubt agstavorth in American politics — what progress
there has been in meeting human needs in this rgergsts greatly with the labor movement.
And to a considerable extent the social democracywhich labor has fought externally is
reflected in its own essentially democratic chamaatepresenting millions of people, not millions
of dollars; demanding their welfare, not eternabfpr Today labor remains the most liberal
"mainstream" institution — but often its liberalismepresents vestigial commitments, self-
interestedness, unradicalism. In some measure lahsrsuccumbed to institutionalization, its
social idealism waning under the tendencies of dureacy, materialism, business ethics. The
successes of the last generation perhaps havedbredter than accelerated labor's zeal for
change. Even the House of Labor has bay windowsomiy is this true of the labor elites, but as
well of some of the rank-and-file. Many of the dattare indifferent unionists, uninterested in
meetings, alienated from the complexities of tHeotamanagement negotiating apparatus, lulled
to comfort by the accessibility of luxury and thpportunity of long-term contracts. "Union

democracy” is not simply inhibited by labor lea@étism, but by the unrelated problem of rank-



and-file apathy to the tradition of unionism. Thasis of labor is reflected in the coexistence
within the unions of militant Negro discontents atisicriminatory locals, sweeping critics of the
obscuring "public-interest” marginal tinkering ofovgrnment and willing handmaidens of
conservative political leadership, austere saerficand business-like operators, visionaries and
anachronisms — tensions between extremes that &eepthe possibilities for a more militant
unionism. Too, there are seeds of rebirth in tirgdnizational crisis" itself: the technologically
unemployed, the unorganized white collar men andthewy the migrants and farm workers, the
unprotected Negroes, the poor, all of whom areatedl now from the power structure of the
economy, but who are the potential base for a l@oadd more forceful unionism.

Horizon. In summary: a more reformed, more human capitalfanctioning at three-fourths
capacity while one-third of America and two-third§ the world goes needy, domination of
politics and the economy by fantastically richeditaccommodation and limited effectiveness by
the labor movement, hard-core poverty and unempoymautomation confirming the dark
ascension of machine over man instead of sharedhdaboe, technological change being
introduced into the economy by the criteria of patfility — this has been our inheritance.
However inadequate, it has instilled quiescenciberal hearts — partly reflecting the extent to
which misery has been over-come but also the eclgissocial ideals. Though many of us are
"affluent”, poverty, waste, elitism, manipulationeatoo manifest to go unnoticed, too clearly
unnecessary to go accepted. To change the Colds¥ars quo and other social evils, concern
with the challenges to the American economic machmst expand. Now, as a truly better social
state becomes visible, a new poverty impends: arpowf vision, and a poverty of political
action to make that vision reality. Without newiers the failure to achieve our potentialities will

spell the inability of our society to endure in arld of obvious, crying needs and rapid change.

THE INDIVIDUAL IN THE WARFARE STATE

Business and politics, when significantly militaedl, affect the whole living condition of
each American citizen. Worker and family dependtwn Cold War for life. Half of all research
and development is concentrated on military endse Press mimics conventional cold war
opinion in its editorials. In less than a full gest@®n, most Americans accept the military-
industrial structure as "the way things are.” Wastill pictured as one more kind of diplomacy,
perhaps a gloriously satisfying kind. Our saturatmd atomic bombings of Germany and Japan
are little more than memories of past "policy nsiteess" that preceded the wonderful economic

boom of 1946. The facts that our once-revolutiorZdy000 ton Hiroshima Bomb is now paled by



50 megaton weapons, that our lifetime has incluttedl creation of intercontinental ballistic
missiles, that "greater" weapons are to follow; tv@apons refinement is more rapid than the
development of weapons of defense, that soon andmzenore nations will have the Bomb, that
one simple miscalculation could incinerate mankih@se orienting facts are but remotely felt. A
shell of moral callous separates the citizen fremsgivity of the common peril: this is the result
of a lifetime saturation with horror. After all, me ask, where could we begin, even if we wanted
to? After all, others declare, we can only assunirg$ are in the best of hands. A coed at the
University of Kentucky says, "we regard peace aad as fairy tales.” And a child has asked in
helplessness, perhaps for us all, "Daddy, whydeeth cold war?"

Past senselessness permits present brutalityerpriesutality is prelude to future deeds of still
greater inhumanity; that is the moral history @ thventieth century, from the First World War to
the present. A half-century of accelerating desioachas flattened out the individual's ability to
make moral distinction, it has made people undedsthly give up, it has forced private worry
and public silence.

To a decisive extent, the means of defense, tligamyitechnology itself, determines the
political and social character of the state beirgjemded — that is, defense mechanism
themselves in the nuclear age alter the charattiesystem that creates them for protection. So
it has been with American, as her democratic umsdihs and habits have shriveled in almost
direct proportion to the growth of her armamentsciBions about military strategy, including the
monstrous decision to go to war, are more and @& @roperty of the military and the industrial
arms race machine, with the politicians assumingtdying role instead of a determining one.
This is increasingly a fact not just because of itistallation of the permanent military, but
because of constant revolutions in military techggl The new technologies allegedly require
military expertise, scientific comprehension, ahd mantle of secrecy. As Congress relies more
and more on the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the existthgsm between people and decision-makers
becomes irreconcilably wide, and more alienatingsireffects.

A necessary part of the military effort is propada: to "sell" the need for congressional
appropriations, to conceal various business scandald to convince the American people that
the arms race is important enough to sacrificel tivérties and social welfare. So confusion
prevails about the national needs, while the timegor services and the industrial allies jockey
for power — the Air Force tending to support bonsband missilery, the Navy, Polaris and
carriers, the Army, conventional ground forces andilnerable nuclear arsenals, and all three
feigning unity and support of the policy of weapoasd agglomeration called the "mix".

Strategies are advocated on the basis of powempeoid, usually more so than on the basis of



national military needs. In the meantime, Congoesdi investigating committees — most
notably the House Un-American Activities Committaed the Senate Judiciary Committee —
attempt to curb the little dissent that finds itsywinto off-beat magazines. A huge militant
anticommunist brigade throws in its support, paét&ly willing to do anything to achieve "“total

victory" in the Cold War; the government advocapesmceful confrontation with international

Communism, then utterly pillories and outlaws th tAmerican Communist Party. University

professors withdraw prudently from public issuese tvery style of social science writing

becomes more qualified. Needs in housing, educatromority rights, health care, land

redevelopment, hourly wages, all are subordinatethedgh a political tear is shed gratuitously
— to the primary objective of the "military and ecmnic strength of the Free World."

What are the governing policies which supposedlyify all this human sacrifice and waste?
With few exceptions they have reflected the quaedaand confusion, stagnation and anxiety, of
a stalemated nation in a turbulent world. They hakiewn a slowness, sometimes a sheer
inability to react to a sequence of new problems.

Of these problems, two of the newest are forentbst:existence of poised nuclear weapons
and the revolutions against the former colonial @@wIn the both areas, the Soviet Union and
the various national communist movements have a&gtgd internation relations in inhuman and
undesirable ways, but hardly so much as to blanie @ymmunism for the present menacing
situation.

Deterrence Policy. The accumulation of nuclear arsenals, the thréatcoidental war, the
possibility of limited war becoming illimitable hmtaust, the impossibility of achieving final
arms superiority or invulnerability, the approachimativity of a cluster of infant atomic powers;
all of these events are tending to undermine it concepts of power relations among
nations. War can no longer be considered as actiganstrument of foreign policy, a means of
strengthening alliances, adjusting the balance afiep, maintaining national sovereignty, or
preserving human values. War is no longer simpfgraeful extension of foreign policy; it can
obtain no constructive ends in the modern world:zi€@mr American "megatonnage” is sufficient
to destroy all existing social structures as well\value systems. Missiles have (figuratively)
thumbed their nosecones at national boundaries ABrica, like other countries, still operates
by means of national defense and deterrence sysidrase are seen to be useful so long as they
are never fully used: unless we as a nationalyentin convince Russia that we are willing to
commit the most heinous action in human historywillebe forced to commit it.

Deterrence advocates, all of them prepared at teathreaten mass extermination, advance

arguments of several kinds. At one pole are theontynof open partisans of preventive war —



who falsely assume the inevitability of violent imh and assert the lunatic efficacy of striking
the first blow, assuming that it will be easier'tecover" after thermonuclear war than to recover
now from the grip of the Cold War. Somewhat moreatant to advocate initiating a war, but
perhaps more disturbing for their numbers withie ennedy Administration, are the many
advocates of the "counterforce" theory of aimingatspic nuclear weapons at military
installations — though this might "save" more liviken a preventive war, it would require
drastic, provocative and perhaps impossible satiahge to separate many cities from weapons
sites, it would be impossible to ensure the imnyuwoit cities after one or two counterforce
nuclear "exchanges"”, it would generate a perpeiuabk race for less vulnerability and greater
weapons power and mobility, it would make outercgpa region subject to militarization, and
accelerate the suspicions and arms build-ups wduiehincentives to precipitate nuclear action.
Others would support fighting "limited wars" whictse conventional (all but atomic) weapons,
backed by deterrents so mighty that both sides dvdebr to use them — although
underestimating the implications of numerous newnat powers on the world stage, the extreme
difficulty of anchoring international order with apons of only transient invulnerability, the
potential tendency for a "losing side" to push tedi protracted fighting on the soil of
underdeveloped countries. Still other deterrendestarpropose limited, clearly defensive and
retaliatory, nuclear capacity, always potent enotggdeter an opponent's aggressive designs —
the best of deterrence stratagems, but inadequlag®m W rests on the equation of an arms
"stalemate” with international stability.

All the deterrence theories suffer in several commways. They allow insufficient attention
to preserving, extending, and enriching democnadices, such matters being subordinate rather
than governing in the process of conducting forgiglicy. Second, they inadequately realize the
inherent instabilities of the continuing arms racel balance of fear. Third, they operationally
tend to eclipse interest and action towards disamenh by solidifying economic, political and
even moral investments in continuation of tensidfsurth, they offer a disinterested and even
patriotic rationale for the boondoggling, belligete, and privilege of military and economic
elites. Finally, deterrence stratagems invariabigeustate or dismiss the relatedness of various
dangers; they inevitably lend tolerability to tliea of war by neglecting the dynamic interaction
of problems — such as the menace of accidental tharprobable future tensions surrounding
the emergence of ex-colonial nations, the imminesicgeveral new nations joining the “"Nuclear
Club," the destabilizing potential of technologidakakthrough by either arms race contestant,

the threat of Chinese atomic might, the fact thratdvery" after World War Il would involve



not only human survivors but, as well, a huge aadile social structure and culture which would
be decimated perhaps irreparably by total war.

Such a harsh critiqgue of what we are doing ast@méy no means implies that sole blame
for the Cold War rests on the United States. Batless have behaved irresponsibly — the
Russians by an exaggerated lack of trust, and bghnuependence on aggressive military
strategists rather than on proponents of nonviatenflict and coexistence. But we do contend,
as Americans concerned with the conduct of ouressptative institutions, that our government
has blamed the Cold War stalemate on nearly evegytbut its own hesitations, its own
anachronistic dependence on weapons. To be sere, ithmore to disarmament than wishing for
it. There are inadequacies in international ruldéinginstitutions — which could be corrected.
There are faulty inspection mechanisms — which adod perfected by disinterested scientists.
There is Russian intransigency and evasiveness 4ehvdo not erase the fact that the Soviet
Union, because of a strained economy, an expeptamilation, fears of Chinese potential, and
interest in the colonial revolution, is increasingdisposed to real disarmament with real controls.
But there is, too, our own reluctance to face theettain world beyond the Cold War, our own
shocking assumption that the risks of the presenteaver than the risks of a policy re-orientation
to disarmament, our own unwillingness to face thplementation of our rhetorical commitments
to peace and freedom.

Today the world alternatively drifts and plungesvards a terrible war when vision and
change are required, our government pursues aypoficmacabre dead-end dimensions —
conditioned, but not justified, by actions of theviet bloc. Ironically, the war which seems to
close will not be fought between the United Stadesl Russia, not externally between two
national entities, but as an international civilrviaroughout the unrespected and unprotected
human civitas which spans the world.

The Colonial Revolution. While weapons have accelerated man's opportuity sélf-
destruction, the counter-impulse to life and coeatare superbly manifest in the revolutionary
feelings of many Asian, African and Latin-Americaeoples. Against the individual initiative
and aspiration, and social sense of organicismachenistic of these upsurges, the American
apathy and stalemate stand in embarrassing cantrast

It is difficult today to give human meaning to thvelter of facts that surrounds us. That is
why it is especially hard to understand the fa¢tsuaderdevelopment”: in India, man and beast
together produced 65 percent of the nation's ecmnamergy in a recent year, and of the
remaining 35 percent of inanimately produced poakmost three-fourths was obtained by

burning dung. But in the United States, human amtha power together account for only one



percent of the national economic energy — that hatwstands humanly behind the vague term
"industrialization”. Even to maintain the misery A&fia today at a constant level will require a

rate of growth tripling the national income and #ugregate production in Asian countries by the
end of the century. For Asians to have the (undgabdg) 1950 standard of Europeans, less than
$2,000 per year for a family, national productionstincrease 21-fold by the end the century,
and that monstrous feat only to reach a levelEumbpeans find intolerable.

What has America done? During the years 1955-57taal expenditures in economic aid
were equal to one-tenth of one percent of our tGtass National Product. Prior to that time it
was less; since then it has been a fraction highenediate social and economic development is
needed — we have helped little, seeming to preferréate a growing gap between "have" and
"have not" rather than to usher in social revohgiovhich would threaten our investors and out
military alliances. The new nations want to avoidwpr entanglements that will open their
countries to foreign domination — and we have offtemanded loyalty oaths. They do not see
the relevence of uncontrolled free enterprise iniesies without accumulated capital and a
significant middle class — and we have looked caioosly on those who would not try "our
way". They seek empathy — and we have sided wehottd colonialists, who now are trying to
take credit for "giving" all the freedom that haseb wrested from them, or we "empathize" when
pressure absolutely demands it.

With rare variation, American foreign policy inethFifties was guided by a concern for
foreign investment and a negative anti-communiditiped stance linked to a series of military
alliances, both undergirded by military threat. Yéaticipated unilaterally — usually through the
Central Intelligence Agency — in revolutions agaigsvernments in Laos, Guatemala, Cuba,
Egypt, Iran. We permitted economic investment toisieely affect our foreign policy: fruit in
Cuba, oil in the Middle East, diamonds and gol&auth Africa (with whom we trade more than
with any African nation). More exactly: America®reign market" in the late Fifties, including
exports of goods and services plus overseas sgplé@snbrican firms, averaged about $60 billion
annually. This represented twice the investmert950, and it is predicted that the same rates of
increase will continue. The reason is obvious: Wt said in 1958, "foreign earnings will be
more than double in four years, more than twicept@bable gain in domestic profits”. These
investments are concentrated primarily in the MidBlast and Latin America, neither region
being an impressive candidate for the long-run idigb political caution, and lower-class
tolerance that American investors typically demand.

Our pugnacious anti-communism and protection ¢érasts has led us to an alliance

inappropriately called the "Free World". It includdour major parliamentary democracies:



ourselves, Canada, Great Britain, and India. i akss included through the years Batista, Franco,
Verwoerd, Salazar, De Gaulle, Boun Oum, Ngo Dietmafy Kai Shek, Truijillo, the Somozas,
Saud, Ydigoras — all of these non-democrats sepgras deeply from the colonial revolutions.

Since the Kennedy administration began, the Armaarigovernment seems to have initiated
policy changes in the colonial and underdevelopeds It accepted "neutralism" as a tolerable
principle; it sided more than once with the Angslan the United Nations; it invited Souvanna
Phouma to return to Laos after having overthrows hieutralist government there; it
implemented the Alliance for Progress that Presi@senhower proposed when Latin America
appeared on the verge of socialist revolutionspade derogatory statements about the Trujillos;
it cautiously suggested that a democratic sociajisternment in British Guiana might be
necessary to support; in inaugural oratory, it esged that a moral imperative was involved in
sharing the world's resources with those who haen Ipreviously dominated. These were hardly
sufficient to heal the scars of past activity amdspnt associations, but nevertheless they were
motions away from the Fifties. But quite unexpelstedhe President ordered the Cuban
invasions, and while the American press railed alhow we had been "shamed" and defied by
that "monster Castro," the colonial peoples ofwioeld wondered whether our foreign policy had
really changed from its old imperialist ways (wedh@ever supported Castro, even on the eve of
his taking power, and had announced early that ¢tmeuct of the Castro government toward
foreign private enterprise in Cuba" would be a m@tate Department concern). Any heralded
changes in our foreign policy are now further suspe the wake of the Punta Del Este foreign
minister's conference where the five countries esgmting most of Latin America refused to
cooperate in our plans to further "isolate" thet€agovernment.

Ever since the colonial revolution began, Ameriqaolicy makers have reacted to new
problems with old "gunboat" remedies, often thidlgguised. The feeble but desirable efforts of
the Kennedy administration to be more flexible emening perhaps too late, and are of too little
significance to really change the historical thrudt our policies. The hunger problem is
increasing rapidly mostly as a result of the worttbvpopulation explosion that cancels out the
meager triumphs gained so far over starvation. fhheat of population to economic growth is
simply documented: in 1960-70 population in Afrgxauth of the Sahara will increase 14 percent;
in South Asia and the Far East by 22 percent; irtiNAfrica 26 percent; in the Middle East by
27 percent; in Latin America 29 percent. Populatiplosion, no matter how devastating, is
neutral. But how long will it take to create a tmla of thrust between America and the newly-

developing societies? How long to change our piziAnd what length of time do we have?



The world is in transformation. But America is .ntit can race to industrialize the world,
tolerating occasional authoritarianisms, socialisneutralisms along the way — or it can slow
the pace of the inevitable and default to the eagel self-interested Soviets and, much more
importantly, to mankind itself. Only mystics woulgiess we have opted thoroughly for the first.
Consider what our people think of this, the mogeunt issue on the human agenda. Fed by a
bellicose press, manipulated by economic and palibpponents of change, drifting in their own
history, they grumble about "the foreign aid waste"about "that beatnik down in Cuba”, or how
"things will get us by" . . . thinking confidentlglbeit in the usual bewilderment, that Americans

can go right on like always, five percent of madkgroducing forty percent of its goods.

Anti-Communism

An unreasoning anti-communism has become a majpalsproblem for those who want to
construct a more democratic America. McCarthyisnd ather forms of exaggerated and
conservative anti-communism seriously weaken deatigcinstitutions and spawn movements
contrary to the interests of basic freedoms anccgelm such an atmosphere even the most
intelligent of Americans fear to join political @gizations, sign petitions, speak out on serious
issues. Militaristic policies are easily "sold" aopublic fearful of a democratic enemy. Political
debate is restricted, thought is standardizedpm@as inhibited by the demands of "unity" and
"oneness" in the face of the declared danger. Evany liberals and socialists share static and
repititious participation in the anti-communist sagle and often discourage tentative, inquiring
discussion about "the Russian question" withinrtmanks — often by employing "stalinist",
"stalinoid”, trotskyite" and other epithets in aressimplifying way to discredit opposition.

Thus much of the American anti-communism takesthen characteristics of paranoia. Not
only does it lead to the perversion of democracgt tmthe political stagnation of a warfare
society, but it also has the unintended consequefcpreventing an honest and effective
approach to the issues. Such an approach wouldreegublic analysis and debate of world
politics. But almost nowhere in politics is suchasional analysis possible to make.

It would seem reasonable to expect that in Ameaheabasic issues of the Cold War should
be rationally and fully debated, between personsvefy opinion — on television, on platforms
and through other media. It would seem, too, thatet should be a way for the person or an
organization to oppose communism without contritiutio the common fear of associations and
public actions. But these things do not happenteats there is finger-pointing and comical
debate about the most serious of issues. This toérelents on the domestic scene, towards

greater irrationality on major questions, movestaisgreater concern than does the "internal



threat" of domestic communism. Democracy, we amvioced, requires every effort to set in
peaceful opposition the basic viewpoints of the;dagly by conscious, determined, though

difficult, efforts in this direction will the issugf communism be met appropriately.

Communism and Foreign Policy

As democrats we are in basic opposition to thenwonist system. The Soviet Union, as a
system, rests on the total suppression of orgampedsition, as well as on a vision of the future
in the name of which much human life has been #eenli and numerous small and large denials
of human dignity rationalized. The Communist Pdms equated falsely the "triumph of true
socialism" with centralized bureaucracy. The Sosigite lacks independent labor organizations
and other liberties we consider basic. And despigain reforms, the system remains almost
totally divorced from the image officially promukga by the Party. Communist parties
throughout the rest of the world are generally nmatratic in internal structure and mode of
action. Moreover, in most cases they subordinatical programs to requirements of Soviet
foreign policy. The communist movement has failéd, every sense, to achieve its stated
intentions of leading a worldwide movement for huneanancipation.

But present trends in American anti-communism moé¢ sufficient for the creation of
appropriate policies with which to relate to andid@r communist movements in the world. In
no instance is this better illustrated than in basic national policy-making assumption that the
Soviet Union is inherently expansionist and aggvesprepared to dominate the rest of the world
by military means. On this assumption rests the stnons American structure of military
"preparedness"”; because of it we sacrifice valueb social programs to the alleged needs of
military power.

But the assumption itself is certainly open tosioa and debate. To be sure, the Soviet state
has used force and the threat of force to promotef@nd its perceived national interests. But the
typical American response has been to equate ghefuforce — which in many cases might be
dispassionately interpreted as a conservative,italivatal, action — with the initiation of a
worldwide military onslaught. In addition, the RizssChinese conflicts and the emergency !!
throughout the communist movement call for a rdeatgon of any monolithic interpretations.
And the apparent Soviet disinterest in buildingiratfstrike arsenal of weapons challenges the
weight given to protection against surprise attecformulations of American policy toward the
Soviets.

Almost without regard to one's conception of tlymainics of Soviet society and foreign

policy, it is evident that the American militarysponse has been more effective in deterring the



growth of democracy than communism. Moreover, otevailing policies make difficult the
encouragement of skepticism, anti-war or pro-deatacrattitudes in the communist systems.
America has done a great deal to foment the easpgosite tendency in Russia: suspicion,
suppression, and stiff military resistance. We hastablished a system of military alliances
which are of even dubious deterrence value. Ie@&sonable to suggest that "Berlin" and "Laos"
have been earth-shaking situations partly becauvaksystems of deterrence make impossible the
withdrawal of threats. The "status quo" is not caie@ by mutual threat but by mutual fear of
receeding from pugnacity — since the latter coumseld undermine the "credibility" of our
deterring system. Simultaneously, while billions rmilitary aid were propping up right-wing
Laotian, Formosan, Iranian and other regimes, Asaerileadership never developed a purely
political policy for offering concrete alternativéde either communism or the status quo for
colonial revolutions. The results have been: faifént of the communist belief that capitalism is
stagnant, its only defense being dangerous militadyenturism; destabilizing incidents in
numerous developing countries; an image of Amergllied with corrupt oligarchies
counterposed to the Russian-Chinese image of rdapaygh brutal, economic development.
Again and again, America mistakes the static afedefense, rather than the dynamic area of
development, as the master need of two-thirds olkimel.

Our paranoia about the Soviet Union has made oapable of achieving agreements
absolutely necessary for disarmament and the pagsmn of peace. We are hardly able to see the
possibility that the Soviet Union, though not "pedoving”, may be seriously interested in
disarmament.

Infinite possibilities for both tragedy and proggelie before us. On the one hand, we can
continue to be afraid, and out of fear commit €l&ciOn the other hand, we can develop a fresh
and creative approach to world problems which Wwélp to create democracy at home and

establish conditions for its growth elsewhere mworld.

Discrimination
Our America is still white.
Consider the plight, statistically, of its greatesnconformists, the "nonwhites" (a Census
Bureau designation).
Literacy: One of every four "nonwhites" is functadly illiterate; half do not complete
elementary school; one in five finishes high school better. But one in twenty whites is

functionally illiterate; four of five finish eleméary school; half go through high school or better.



Salary: In 1959 a "nonwhite" worker could expertaverage $2,844 annually; a "nonwhite"
family, including a college-educated father, coedgbect to make $5,654 collectively. But a white
worker could expect to make $4,487 if he workedhelavith a college degree and a family of
helpers he could expect $7,373. The approximatedNebite wage ratio has remained nearly
level for generations, with the exception of therldVar Il employment "boom" which opened
many better jobs to exploited groups.

Work: More than half of all "nonwhites" work atblering or service jobs, including one-
fourth of those with college degrees; one in 20k&adn a professional or managerial capacity.
Fewer than one in five of all whites are laborimgservice workers, including one in every 100 of
the college-educated; one in four is in profesdionananagerial work.

Unemployment: Within the 1960 labor force of appmmately 72 million, one of every 10
"nonwhites" was unemployed. Only one of every 2@eghsuffered that condition.

Housing: The census classifies 57 percent ofralhihite" houses substandard, but only 27
percent of white-owned units so exist.

Education: More than fifty percent of America'sotihite” high school students never
graduate. The vocational and professional spreadiwfculum categories offered "nonwhites" is
16 as opposed to the 41 occupations offered tawvthee student. Furthermore, in spite of the
1954 Supreme Court decision, 80 percent of all viites" educated actually, or virtually, are
educated under segregated conditions. And onlyob2® "nonwhite” students goes to college as
opposed to the 1:10 ratio for white students.

Voting: While the white community is registeredoab two-thirds of its potential, the
"nonwhite" population is registered below one-thofdits capacity (with even greater distortion
in areas of the Deep South).

Even against this background, some will say psgrs being made. The facts bely it,
however, unless it is assumed that America hashancentury to deal with its racial inequalities.
Others, more pompous, will blame the situation those people's inability to pick themselves
up", not understanding the automatic way in whigbhsa system can frustrate reform efforts and
diminish the aspirations of the oppressed. Thepamgs system in the South, attached to the
Dixiecrat-Republican complex nationally, cuts dfttNegro's independent powers as a citizen.
Discrimination in employment, along with labor's camodation to the "lily-white" hiring
practises, guarantees the lowest slot in the econorder to the "nonwhite." North or South,
these oppressed are conditioned by their inheetamd their surroundings to expect more of the
same: in housing, schools, recreation, travelttalr potential is circumscribed, thwarted and

often extinguished. Automation grinds up job oppoities, and ineffective or non-existent



retraining programs make the already-handicappedvhite” even less equipped to participate
in "technological progress."

Horatio Alger Americans typically believe that theonwhites" are being "accepted" and
“rising” gradually. They see more Negroes on tslem and so assume that Negroes are "better
off'. They hear the President talking about Negr@esl so assume they are poliically
represented. They are aware of black peoples itited Nations and so assume that the world
is generally moving toward integration. They dahive through the South, or through the slum
areas of the big cities, so they assume that sgaalb naked exploitation are disappearing. They
express generalities about "time and gradualismhide the fact that they don't know what is
happening.

The advancement of the Negro and other "nonwhite®merica has not been altogether by
means of the crusades of liberalism, but rathesuijiin unavoidable changes in social structure.
The economic pressures of World War 1l opened nelas,j new mobility, new insights to
Southern Negroes, who then began great migratimms the South to the bigger urban areas of
the North where their absolute wage was greatength unchanged in relation to the white man
of the same stratum. More important than the Warlar 11 openings was the colonial revolution.
The world-wide upsurge of dark peoples againstevbilonial domination stirred the separation
and created an urgency among American Negroese \shmiultaneously it threatened the power
structure of the United States enough to produceessions to the Negro. Produced by outer
pressure from the newly-moving peoples rather tbarthe internal conscience of the Federal
government, the gains were keyed to improving thmedcan "image" more than to
reconstructing the society that prospered on tapsahinorities. Thus the historic Supreme Court
decision of 1954, theoretically desegregating Sautlschools, was more a proclamation than a
harbinger of social change — and is reflected &b su the fraction of Southern school districts
which have desegregated, with Federal officialegldttle to spur the process.

It has been said that the Kennedy administratidnmbre in two years than the Eisenhower
administration did in eight. Of this there can b® doubt. But it is analogous to comparing
whispers to silence when positively stentorian somee demanded. President Kennedy leapt
ahead of the Eisenhower record when he made hindewference to the racial problem;
Eisenhower did not utter a meaningful public staetruntil his last month in office when he
mentioned the "blemish" of bigotry.

To avoid conflict with the Dixiecrat-Republicarliahce, President Kennedy has developed a
civil rights philosophy of "enforcement, not enaefty, implying that existing statutory tools are

sufficient to change the lot of the Negro. So far Has employed executive power usefully to



appoint Negroes to various offices, and seemsedsitted in seeing the Southern Negro registered
to vote. On the other hand, he has appointed &t fear segregationist judges in areas where
voter registration is a desperate need. Only twib rights bills, one to abolish the poll tax irvéi
states and another to prevent unfair use of lijetests in registration, have been proposed — the
President giving active support to neither. Butnetlgs legislation, lethargically supported, then
defeated, was intended to extend only to Fedeeatiehs. More important, the Kennedy interest
in voter registration has not been supplementetl imiierest in giving the Southern Negro the
economic protection that only trade unions can igeovit seems evident that the President is
attempting to win the Negro permanently to the Dematic Party without basically disturbing the
reactionary one-party oligarchy in the South. Meegpthe administration is decidedly "cool" (a
phrase of Robert Kennedy's) toward mass nonvialemgements in the South, though by the
support of racist Dixiecrats the Administration meakimpossible gradual action through
conventional channels. The Federal Bureau of ligetsbn in the South is composed of
Southerners and their intervention in situationsasfial tension is always after the incident, not
before. Kennedy has refused to "enforce” the lpgalogative to keep Federal marshals active in
Southern areas before, during and after any "smsit (this would invite Negroes to exercise
their rights and it would infuriate the Southerner€ongress because of its "insulting” features).
While corrupt politicians, together with businesgerests happy with the absence of
organized labor in Southern states and with thel$lion in profits that results from paying the
Negro half a "white wage", stymie and slow fundatakprogress, it remains to be appreciated
that the ultimate wages of discrimination are gajydndividuals and not by the state. Indeed the
other sides of the economic, political and sociollg coins of racism represent their more
profound implications in the private lives, libegiand pursuits of happiness of the citizen. While
hungry nonwhites the world around assume rightlrhidance, the majority of Americans fight
to keep integrated housing out of the suburbs. &Vhil fully interracial world becomes a
biological probability, most Americans persist ipposing marriage between the races. While
cultures generally interpenetrate, white Americagisorant still of nonwhite America — and
perhaps glad of it. The white lives almost comyetathin his immediate, close-up world where
things are tolerable, there are no Negroes exaephe bus corner going to and from work, and
where it is important that their daughtesr marghti White, like might, makes right in America
today. Not knowing the "nonwhite", however, the wwhknows something less of himself. Not
comfortable around "different people”, he reclimesvhiteness instead of preparing for diversity.
Refusing to yield objective social freedoms to tmenwhite", the white loses his personal

subjective freedom by turning away "from all thesenn causes."”



White American ethnocentrism at home and abro#idctemost sharply the self-deprivation
suffered by the majority of our country which etfeely makes it an isolated minority in the
world community of culture and fellowship. The awmspired by the pervasiveness of racism in
American life is only matched by the marvel of litistorical span in American traditions. The
national heritage of racial discrimination via €avhas been a part of America since Christopher
Columbus' advent on the new continent. As suchismaaot only antedates the Republic and the
thirteen Colonies, but even the use of the Enddéisguage in this hemisphere. And it is well that
we keep this as a background when trying to unaledstvhy racism stands as such a steadfast
pillar in the culture and custom of the country.cRixenophobia is reflected in the admission of
various racial stocks to the country. From the teieth century Oriental Exclusion Acts to the
most recent up-dating of the Walter-McCarren Imaiigm Acts the nation has shown a
continuous contemptuous regard for "nonwhites." éi@cently, the tragedies of Hiroshima and
Korematsu, and our cooperation with Western Euiopgée United Nations add treatment to the
thoroughness of racist overtones in national life.

But the right to refuse service to anyone is mgéo reserved to the Americans. The minority

groups, internationally, are changing place.

WHAT ISNEEDED?

How to end the Cold War? How to increase democmadymerica? These are the decisive
issues confronting liberal and socialist forcesajodlo us, the issues are intimately related, the
struggle for one invariably being a struggle foe tither. What policy and structural alternatives
are needed to obtain these ends?

Universal controlled disarmament must replacerdstee and arms control as the national
defense goal. The strategy of mutual threat cay t@nhporarily prevent thermonuclear war, and
it cannot but erode democratic institutions herdemtonsolidating oppressive institutions in the
Soviet Union. Yet American leadership, while giviritetorical due to the ideal of disarmament,
persists in accepting mixed deterrence as its ypdtionula: under Kennedy we have seen first-
strike and second-strike weapons, counter-militangl counter-population inventions, tactical
atomic weapons and guerilla warriors, etc. The eni@nt rationalization that our weapons
potpourri will confuse the enemy into fear of misaeing is absurd and threatening. Our own
intentions, once clearly retaliatory, are now amabigs since the President has indicated we might

in certain circumstances be the first to use nuckeapons. We can expect that Russia will



become more anxious herself, and perhaps evenrprépdpreempt” us, and we (expecting the
worst from the Russians) will nervously consideregmption” ourselves. The symmetry of threat
and counter-threat lead not to stability but todtige of hell.

It is necessary that America make disarmament, nootear deterrence, "credible” to the
Soviets and to the world. That is, disarmament lshba continually avowed as a national goal;
concrete plans should be presented at conferemtestareal machinery for a disarming and
disarmed world — national and international — sHooe created while the disarming process
itself goes on. The long-standing idea of unildténaiative should be implemented as a basic
feature of American disarmament strategy: initedithat are graduated in their ~~~ potential,
accompanied by invitations to reciprocate when dagardless of reciprocation, openly ~~~
significant period of future time. Their ~~~ shoutdt be to strip America of weapon, ~~~
produce a climate in which disarmament can be ~ith Mss mutual hostility and threat. They
might include: a unilateral nuclear test moratoriwithdrawal of several bases near the Soviet
Union, proposals to experiment in disarmament lpibzation of zone of controversy; cessation
of all apparent first-strike preparations, suchtlas development of 41 Polaris by 1963 while
naval theorists state that about 45 constitutesawopative force; inviting a special United
Nations agency to observe and inspect the launshongall American flights into outer space;
and numerous others.

There is no simple formula for the content of atual disarmament treaty. It should be
phased: perhaps on a region-by-region basis, timwenotonal weapons first. It should be
conclusive, not open-ended, in its projection.hiotdd be controlled: national inspection systems
are adequate at first, but should be soon replagenternational devices and teams. It should be
more than denuding: world or at least regional m@ment agencies, an international civil
service and inspection service, and other supm@ratigroups must come into reality under the
United Nations.

2. Disarmament should be see as a political igsotea technical problem. Should this year's
Geneva negotiations have resulted (by magic) insarmhament agreement, the United States
Senate would have refused to ratify it, a domedépression would have begun instantly, and
every fiber of American life would be wrenched dieedly: these are indications not only of our
unpreparedness for disarmament, but also thatndisaent is not "just another policy shift."
Disarmament means a deliberate shift in most ofdounestic and foreign policy.

It will involve major changes in economic directiocGovernment intervention in new areas,

government regulation of certain industrial priced dnvestment practices to prevent inflation,



full use of national productive capacities, and leyypent for every person in a dramatically
expanding economy all are to be expected as thee"mf peace.

It will involve the simultaneous creation of imetional rulemaking and enforcement
machinery beginning under the United Nations, dmdgradual transfer of sovereignties — such
as national armies and national determinationrt&fnational” law — to such machinery.

It will involve the initiation of an explicitly pldical — as opposed to military — foreign
policy on the part of the two major superstatesitide has formulated the political terms in
which they would conduct their behavior in a disagnor disarmed world. Neither dares to
disarm until such an understanding is reached.

A crucial feature of this political understandimgust be the acceptance of status quo
possessions. According to the universality prircipll present national entities — including the
Vietnams, the Koreans, the Chinas, and the Germanyshould be members of the United
Nations as sovereign, no matter how desirableestat

Russia cannot be expected to negotiate disarmaimeaties for the Chinese. We should not
feed Chinese fanaticism with our encirclement bhin€se stomachs with the aim of making war
contrary to Chinese policy interests. Every day the support anti-communist tyrants but refuse
to even allow the Chinese Communists representatiothe United Nations marks a greater
separation of our ideals and our actions, and kesamore likely bitter future relations with the
Chinese.

Second, we should recognize that an authoritaBammany's insistence on reunification,
while knowing the impossibility of achieving it \mit peaceful means, could only generate
increasing frustrations among the population ariebmalist sentiments which frighten its Eastern
neighbors who have historical reasons to suspech&ec intentions. President Kennedy himself
told the editor of lzvestia that he fears an indeleat Germany with nuclear arms, but American
policies have not demonstrated cognizance of tbetfat Chancellor Adenauer too, is interested
in continued East-West tensions over the Germary Berlin problems and nuclear arms
precisely because this is the rationale for extendiis domestic power and his influence upon
the NATO-Common Market alliance.

A world war over Berlin would be absurd. Anyonecerring with such a proposition should
demand that the West cease its contradictory adyoaf'reunification of Germany through free
elections" and "a rearmed Germany in NATQO". It islamgerous illusion to assume that Russia
will hand over East Germany to a rearmed re-ur@@edmany which will enter the Western camp,
although this Germany might have a Social Demacratiajority which could prevent a

reassertion of German nationalism. We have to rezeghat the cold war and the incorporation



of Germany into the two power blocs was a decisibboth Moscow and Washington, of both
Adenauer and Ulbricht. The immediate responsibfitty the Berlin wall is Ulbricht's. But it had
to be expected that a regime which was bad enaughake people flee is also bad enough to
prevent them from fleeing. The inhumanity of therlBewall is an ironic symbol of the
irrationality of the cold war, which keeps Adenaward Ulbricht in power. A reduction of the
tension over Berlin, if by internationalization by recognition of the status quo and reducing
provocations, is a necessary but equally temparagsure which could not ultimately reduce the
basic cold war tension to which Berlin owes itsgargus situation. The Berlin problem cannot
be solved without reducing tensions in Europe, ipbsby a bilateral military disengagement and
creating a neutralized buffer zone. Even if Wadlng and Moscow were in favor
disengagement, both Adenauer and Ulbricht wouleemeagree to it because cold war keeps their
parties in power.

Until their regimes' departure from the sceneisfdny, the Berlin status quo will have to be
maintained while minimizing the tensions necesgaaiiising from it. Russia cannot expect the
United States to tolerate its capture by the Uliriegime, but neither can America expect to be
in a position to indefinitely use Berlin as a feds within the communist world. As a fair and
bilateral disengagement in Central Europe seentsetonpossible for the time being, a mutual
recognition of the Berlin status quo, that is, o3V Berlin's and East Germany's security, is
needed. And it seems to be possible, althoughdfaditarian regime of East Germany and the
authoritarian leadership of West Germany until nsucceeded in frustrating all attempts to
minimize the dangerous tensions of cold war.

The strategy of securing the status quo of thegmwer blocs until it is possible to depolarize
the world by creating neutralist regions in alluipte zones seems to be the only way to guarantee
peace at this time.

4. Experiments in disengagement and demilitaopathust be conducted as part of the total
disarming process. These "disarmament experimeats'be of several kinds, so long as they are
consistent with the principles of containing thenarrace and isolating specific sectors of the
world from the Cold War power-play. First, it is perative that no more nations be supplied
with, or locally produce, nuclear weapons. A 1986part of the National Academy of Arts and
Sciences predicted that 19 nations would be sodainmthe near future. Should this prediction be
fulfilled, the prospects of war would be unimagilyalexpanded. For this reason the United
States, Great Britain and the Soviet Union showddbagainst France (which wants its own
independent deterrent) and seek, through Unitedohgator other machinery, the effective

prevention of the spread of atomic weapons. Thisuldvonvolve not only declarations of



"denuclearization” in whole areas of Latin Ameriédrica, Asia and Europe, but would attempt
to create inspection machinery to guarantee theghglause of atomic energy.

Second, the United States should reconsider #eeasingly outmoded European defense
framework, the North Atlantic Treaty Organizatio8ince its creation in 1949, NATO has
assumed increased strength in overall determinatioiVestern military policy, but has become
less and less relevant to its original purposechviwas the defense of Central Europe. To be
sure, after the Czech coup of 1948, it might hgyeeared that the Soviet Union was on the verge
of a full-scale assault on Europe. But that ondthiigs not materialized, not so much because of
NATO's existence but because of the general unitapoe of much of Central Europe to the
Soviets. Today, when even American-based ICBMsdcemash Russia minutes after an invasion
of Europe, when the Soviets have no reason to émtyarsuch an invasion, and when "thaw
sectors" are desperately needed to brake the aaoes one of the least threatening but most
promising courses for American would be towarddhedual diminishment of the NATO forces,
coupled with the negotiated "disengagement” ofgpairCentral Europe.

It is especially crucial that this be done whilendkica is entering into favorable trade
relations with the European Economic Community:hsagesture, combining economic ambition
with less dependence on the military, would denratstthe kind of competitive "co-existence”
America intends to conduct with the communist-bhations. If the disengaged states were the
two Germanies, Poland and Czechoslovakia, seveahdr doenefits would accrue. First, the
United States would be breaking with the lip-sevimommitment to "liberation" of Eastern
Europe which has contributed so much to Russiars fead intransigence, while doing too little
about actual liberation. But the end of "liberati@s a proposed policy would not signal the end
of American concern for the oppressed in East Eeir@m the contrary, disengagement would be
a real, rather than a rhetorical, effort to easkary tensions, thus undermining the Russian
argument for tighter controls in East Europe basedhe "menace of capitalist encirclement".
This policy, geared to the needs of democratic eéhemin the satellites, would develop a real
bridge between East and West across the two mosiVestern Russian satellites. The Russians
in the past have indicated some interest in sughlaa, including the demilitarization of the
Warsaw pact countries. Their interest should beligubtested. If disengagement could be
achieved, a major zone could be removed from thie @éar, the German problem would be
materially diminished, and the need for NATO wouwddninish, and attitudes favorable to
disarming would be generated.

Needless to say, those proposals are much différan what is currently being practiced and

praised. American military strategists are slowlgcetling to the NATO demand for an



independent deterrent, based on the fear that Amenight not defend Europe from military
attack. These tendencies strike just the oppos$ibeds in Russia than those which would be
struck by disengagement themes: the chords ofamilialertness, based on the fact that NATO
(bulwarked by the German Wehrmacht) is preparingattack Eastern Europe or the Soviet
Union. Thus the alarm which underlies the NATO mmsgd for an independent deterrent is likely
itself to bring into existence the very Russiantpes that was the original cause of fear.

Armaments spiral and belligerence will carry thg,d#t disengagement and negotiation.

The Industrialization of the World

Many Americans are prone to think of the indusizéion of the newly developed countries
as a modern form of American noblesse, undertaf&enfigially for the benefit of others. On the
contrary, the task of world industrialization, dimenating the disparity between have and have-
not nations, is as important as any issue facingrfoa. The colonial revolution signals the end
of an era for the old Western powers and a timees¥ beginnings for most of the people of the
earth. In the course of these upheavals, many grablwill emerge: American policies must be
revised or accelerated in several ways.

The United States' principal goal should be cngati world where hunger, poverty, disease,
ignorance, violence, and exploitation are repleaedentral features by abundance, reason, love,
and international cooperation. To many this wikreethe product of juvenile hallucination: but
we insist it is a more realistic goal than is a ldi@f nuclear stalemate. Some will say this is a
hope beyond all bounds: but is far better to uhdwe positive vision than a "hard headed"
resignation. Some will sympathize, but claim itingpossible: if so, then, we, not Fate, are the
responsible ones, for we have the means at ouosiispWe should not give up the attempt for
fear of failure.

We should undertake here and now a fifty-yearretio prepare for all nations the conditions
of industrialization. Even with far more capitaldaskill than we now import to emerging areas,
serious prophets expect that two generations vaispbefore accelerating industrialism is a
worldwide act. The needs are numerous: every natiost build an adequate infrastructure
(transportation, communication, land resources,emwatys) for future industrial growth; there
must be industries suited to the rapid developrouiffering raw materials and other resources;
education must begin on a continuing basis for yarer in the society, especially including
engineering and technical training; technical agae from outside sources must be adequate to

meet present and long-term needs; atomic powetspltanst spring up to make electrical energy



available. With America's idle productive capacity, is possible to begin this process

immediately without changing our military allocaig This might catalyze a "peace race" since it
would demand a response of such magnitude fromSthaet Union that arms spending and

"coexistence" spending would become strenuous,aperimpossible, for the Soviets to carry on
simultaneously.

We should not depend significantly on private grise to do the job. Many important
projects will not be profitable enough to entice thvestment of private capital. The total amount
required is far beyond the resources of corporatepdhilanthropic concerns. The new nations are
suspicious, legitimately, of foreign enterprises mawting their national life. World
industrialization is too huge an undertaking toftmenulated or carried out by private interests.
Foreign economic assistance is a national problequiring long range planning, integration
with other domestic and foreign policies, and ocdesible public debate and analysis. Therefore
the Federal government should have primary respititysin this area.

We should not lock the development process intoGbld War: we should view it as a way
of ending that conflict. When President Kennedylated that we must aid those who need aid
because it is right, he was unimpeachably correchew principle must become practice. We
should reverse the trend of aiding corrupt antiHoomist regimes. To support dictators like Diem
while trying to destroy ones like Castro will ordpforce international cynicism about American
"principle”, and is bound to lead to even more ardtarian revolutions, especially in Latin
America where we did not even consider foreignwaitl Castro had challenged the status quo.
We should end the distinction between communistgburand anti-communist hunger. To feed
only anticommunists is to directly fatten men liBoun Oum, to incur the wrath of real
democrats, and to distort our own sense of humaresaWe must cease seeing development in
terms of communism and capitalism. To fight comreomby capitalism in the newly-developing
areas is to fundamentally misunderstand the intieme hatred of imperialism and colonialism
and to confuse the needs of 19th century induginiadrica with those of contemporary nations.

Quite fortunately, we are edging away from the I&ihn "either-or" foreign policy
ultimatum towards an uneasy acceptance of neutralisd nonalignment. If we really desire the
end of the Cold War, we should now welcome nonalgm — that is, the creation of whole
blocs of nations concerned with growth and withepehdently trying to break out of the Cold
War apparatus.

Finally, while seeking disarmament as the gendierrent, we should shift from financial
support of military regimes to support of natiodalelopment. Real security cannot be gained by

propping up military defenses, but only through tiastening of political stability, economic



growth, greater social welfare, improved educatibilitary aid is temporary in nature, a
"shoring up" measure that only postpones crisisaddition, it tends to divert the allocations of
the nation being defended to supplementary milispgnding (Pakistan's budget is 70% oriented
to defense measures). Sometimes it actually creatss situations, as in Latin America where
we have contributed to the growth of national asmihich are opposed generally to sweeping
democratization. Finally, if we are really generoitiss harder for corrupt governments to exploit
unfairly economic aid — especially if it is so piéml that rulers cannot blame the absence of real
reforms on anything but their own power lusts.

5. America should show its commitment to democraristitutions not by withdrawing
support from undemocratic regimes, but by makinmekiic democracy exemplary. Worldwide
amusement, cynicism and hatred toward the UnitedeStas a democracy is not simply a
communist propaganda trick, but an objectivelyifiadtle phenomenon. If respect for democracy
is to be international, then the significance ahderacy must emanate from America shores, not
from the "soft sell" of the United States InfornastiAgency.

6. America should agree that public utilitiesragds, mines, and plantations, and other basic
economic institutions should be in the control ational, not foreign, agencies. The destiny of
any country should be determined by its nationats, by outsiders with economic interests
within. We should encourage our investors to turer dheir foreign holdings (or at least 50% of
the stock) to the national governments of the atesiinvolved.

7. Foreign aid should be given through internaticagencies, primarily the United Nations.
The need is to eliminate political overtones, te #xtent possible, from economic development.
The use of international agencies, with interesiadcending those of American or Russian self-
interest, is the feasible means of working on saidmglopment. Second, internationalization will
allow more long-range planning, integrate develapnmdans adjacent countries and regions may
have, and eliminate the duplication built into oa#ll systems of foreign aid. Third, it would
justify more strictness of supervision than is ribe case with American foreign aid efforts, but
with far less chance of suspicion on the part efdaveloping countries. Fourth, the humiliating
"hand-out" effect would be replaced by the jointrtigpation of all nations in the general
development of the earth's resources and indusiajhcities. Fifth, it would eliminate national
tensions, e.g. between Japan and some Southeast #&sias, which now impair aid programs by
"disguising" nationalities in the common poolingfohds. Sixth, it would make easier the task of
stabilizing the world market prices of basic comities, alleviating the enormous threat that
decline in prices of commodity exports might canmet the gains from foreign aid in the new

nations. Seventh, it would improve the possibgitef non-exploitative development, especially



in creating "soft-credit" rotating-fund agenciesiethwould not require immediate progress or
financial return. Finally, it would enhance the wn@ance of the United Nations itself, as the
disarming process would enhance the UN as a rddeemment agency.

8. Democratic theory must confront the problembeiant in social revolutions. For
Americans concerned with the development of dentiocemcieties, the anti-colonial movements
and revolutions in the emerging nations pose sermoblems. We need to face these problems
with humility: after 180 years of constitutionalvgonment we are still striving for democracy in
our own society. We must acknowledge that democeackfreedom do not magically occur, but
have roots in historical experience; they cannatigé be demanded for any society at any time,
but must be nurtured and facilitated. We must awbel arbitrary projection of Anglo-Saxon
democratic forms onto different cultures. Insteddi@emocratic capitalism we should anticipate
more or less authoritarian variants of socialisih ewilectivism in many emergent societies.

But we do not abandon our critical faculties. fascas these regimes represent a genuine
realization of national independence, and are etyagconstructing social systems which allow
for personal meaning and purpose where exploitatitze was, economic systems which work
for the people where once they oppressed them, pafitical systems which allow for the
organization and expression of minority opinion aigkent, we recognize their revolutionary and
positive character. Americans can contribute togtfwvth of democracy in such societies not by
moralizing, nor by indiscriminate prejudgment, lbytretaining a critical identification with these
nations, and by helping them to avoid external at¥eto their independence. Together with
students and radicals in these nations we neeeviglagp a reasonable theory of democracy which

is concretely applicable to the cultures and caomitof hungry people.

TOWARDS AMERICAN DEMOCRACY

Every effort to end the Cold War and expand thecess of world industrialization is an
effort hostile to people and institutions whoseeinigsts lie in perpetuation of the East-West
military threat and the postponement of changé&én'have not" nations of the world. Every such
effort, too, is bound to establish greater demaciacAmerica. The major goals of a domestic
effort would be:

America must abolish its political party stalemalevo genuine parties, centered around
issues and essential values, demanding allegiangarty principles shall supplant the current
system of organized stalemate which is seriousigequate to a world in flux. It has long been

argued that the very overlapping of American pargearantees that issues will be considered



responsibly, that progress will be gradual instehthtemperate, and that therefore America will
remain stable instead of torn by class strife. @ dontrary: the enormous party overlap itself
confuses issues and makes responsible presentdticimoice to the electorate impossible, that
guarantees Congressional listlessness and the dfiffpower to military and economic
bureaucracies, that directs attention away fromntbee fundamental causes of social stability,
such as a huge middle class, Keynesian econontinitees and Madison Avenue advertising.
The ideals of political democracy, then, the impeea need for flexible decision-making
apparatus makes a real two-party system an imreediatial necessity. What is desirable is
sufficient party disagreement to dramatize majeues, yet sufficient party overlap to guarantee
stable transitions from administration to admirition.

Every time the President criticizes a recalcitr@ungress, we must ask that he no longer
tolerate the Southern conservatives in the DemiocRarty. Every time in liberal representative
complains that "we can't expect everything at omee'must ask if we received much of anything
from Congress in the last generation. Every timedfers to "circumstances beyond control" we
must ask why he fraternizes with racist scound€lgery time he speaks of the "unpleasantness
of personal and party fighting" we should insisattipleasantry with Dixiecrats is inexcusable
when the dark peoples of the world call for Amenisaipport.

2. Mechanisms of voluntary association must batecethrough which political information
can be imparted and political participation encgech Political parties, even if realigned, would
not provide adequate outlets for popular involvamémstitutions should be created that engage
people with issues and express political preferenceas now with huge business lobbies which
exercise undemocratic power, but which carry malltinfluence (appropriate to private, rather
than public, groupings) in national decision-makexgerprise. Private in nature, these should be
organized around single issues (medical care, goategion systems reform, etc.), concrete
interest (labor and minority group organizatiomayltiple issues or general issues. These do not
exist in America in quantity today. If they did stithey would be a significant politicizing and
educative force bringing people into touch with lpulife and affording them means of
expression and action. Today, giant lobby represeet of business interests are dominant, but
not educative. The Federal government itself shoalthter the latter forces whose intent is often
public deceit for private gain, by subsidizing theeparation and decentralized distribution of
objective materials on all public issues facingegoment.

3. Institutions and practices which stifle dissehbuld be abolished, and the promotion of
peaceful dissent should be actively promoted. Tinst fAmendment freedoms of speech,

assembly, thought, religion and press should b@& see guarantees, not threats, to national



security. While society has the right to preveritvacsubversion of its laws and institutions, isha
the duty as well to promote open discussion ofsalles — otherwise it will be in fact promoting
real subversion as the only means to implementegs. To eliminate the fears and apathy from
national life it is necessary that the institutidired by fear and apathy be rooted out: the House
Un-American Activities Committee, the Senate Inéér8ecurity Committee, the loyalty oaths on
Federal loans, the Attorney General's list of sudive organizations, the Smith and McCarren
Acts. The process of eliminating these blightingfitntions is the process of restoring democratic
participation. Their existence is a sign of theategosition and atrophy of the participation.

4. Corporations must be made publicly responsilblés not possible to believe that true
democracy can exist where a minority utterly cdetemormous wealth and power. The influence
of corporate elites on foreign policy is neitheliaf@de nor democratic; a way must be found to be
subordinate private American foreign investmenttdemocratically-constructed foreign policy.
The influence of the same giants on domestic $ifeniolerable as well; a way must be found to
direct our economic resources to genuine humansneed the private needs of corporations nor
the rigged needs of maneuvered citizenry.

We can no longer rely on competition of the maayirisure that business enterprise is
responsive to social needs. The many have becoedetlh Nor can we trust the corporate
bureaucracy to be socially responsible or to dgveldcorporate conscience" that is democratic.
The community of interest of corporations, the ahgr actions of industrial leaders, should
become structurally responsible to the people — tanly to the people rather than to an ill-
defined and questionable "national interest”. Ladond government as presently constituted are
not sufficient to "regulate” corporations. A newarglering, a new calling of responsibility is
necessary: more than changing "work rules" we roossider changes in the rules of society by
challenging the unchallenged politics of Americaorporations. Before the government can
really begin to control business in a "public iesdl, the public must gain more substantial
control of government: this demands a movemeniptiitical as well as economic realignments.
We are aware that simple government "regulatioh'achieved, would be inadequate without
increased worker participation in management daeisiaking, strengthened and independent
regulatory power, balances of partial and/or coteplpublic ownership, various means of
humanizing the conditions and types of work itseliyeeping welfare programs and regional
public government authorities. These are exampfesneasures to re-balance the economy
toward public — and individual — control.

5. The allocation of resources must be based calsweeds. A truly "public sector" must be

established, and its nature debated and planneghreent the majority of America's "public



sector"”, the largest part of our public spendisgor the military. When great social needs are so
pressing, our concept of "government spending'rapwed up in the "permanent war economy".

In fact, if war is to be avoided, the "permanerair veconomy" must be seen as an "interim
war economy". At some point, America must returnotber mechanisms of economic growth
besides public military spending. We must plan eatnally in peace. The most likely, and least
desirable, return would be in the form of privatdeeprise. The undesirability lies in the fact of
inherent capitalist instability, noticeable everthwbolstering effects of government intervention.
In the most recent post-war recessions, for exagnppieate expenditures for plant and equipment
dropped from $16 billion to $11.5 billion, while employment surged to nearly six million. By
good fortune, investments in construction industriemained level, else an economic depression
would have occurred. This will recur, and our giowt national per capita living standards will
remain unsensational while the economy stagnatése mMain private forces of economic
expansion cannot guarantee a steady rate of growthacceptable recovery from recession —
especially in a demilitarizing world. Governmentrggapation in the economy is essential. Such
participation will inevitably expand enormously, chese the stable growth of the economy
demands increasing "public" investments yearly. Pruasent outpour of more than $500 billion
might double in a generation, irreversibly involyigovernment solutions. And in future
recessions, the compensatory fiscal action by dvergment will be the only means of avoiding
the twin disasters of greater unemployment ancekshing rate of growth. Furthermore, a close
relationship with the European Common Market willalve competition with numerous planned
economies and may aggravate American unemploymaetsithe economy here is expanding
swiftly enough to create new jobs.

All these tendencies suggest that not only salstio our present social needs but our future
expansion rests upon our willingness to enlarge'pbblic sector" greatly. Unless we choose war
as an economic solvent, future public spending bal of a non-military nature — a major
intervention into civilian production by the goverent. The issues posed by this development
are enormous:

How should public vs. private domain be deternfh®de suggest these criteria: 1) when a
resource has been discovered or developed withicpubk revenues, such as a space
communications system, it should remain a publice® not be given away to private enterprise;
when monopolization seems inevitable, the publiough maintain control of an industry; 3)
when national objectives contradict seriously withsiness objectives as to the use of the

resource, the public need should prevail.



How should technological advances be introducesl ansociety? By a public process, based
on publicly-determined needs. Technological inniovest should not be postponed from social
use by private corporations in order to protecegtment in older equipment.

How shall the "public sector" be made public, @od the arena of a ruling bureaucracy of
"public servants"? By steadfast opposition to buceatic coagulation, and to definitions of
human needs according to problems easiest for demngpwo solve. Second, the bureaucratic
pileups must be at least minimized by local, regiprand national economic planning —
responding to the interconnection of public proldeby comprehensive programs of solution.
Third, and most important, by experiments in deedizition, based on the vision of man as
master of his machines and his society. The pefrsamacity to cope with life has been reduced
everywhere by the introduction of technology thalyyaminorities of men (barely) understand.

How the process can be reversed — and we belieean be — is one of the greatest
sociological and economic tasks before human pewmglay. Polytechnical schooling, with the
individual adjusting to several work and life expaces, is one method. The transfer of certain
mechanized tasks back into manual forms, allowieg to make whole, not partial, products, is
not unimaginable. Our monster cities, based hsatlyi on the need for mass labor, might now be
humanized, broken into smaller communities, powdrgduclear energy, arranged according to
community decision. These are but a fraction of dpportunities of the new era: serious study
and deliberate experimentation, rooted in a defrehuman fraternity, may now result in
blueprints of civic paradise.

America should concentrate on its genuine socr@bripes: abolish squalor, terminate
neglect, and establish an environment for peoplieean with dignity and creativeness.

A program against poverty must be just as sweepithe nature of poverty itself. It must
not be just palliative, but directed to the abaiitof the structural circumstances of poverty. At a
bare minimum it should include a housing act fagda than the one supported by the Kennedy
Administration, but one that is geared more to lawd middle-income needs than to the windfall
aspirations of small and large private entrepresjenme that is more sympathetic to the quality of
communal life than to the efficiency of city-sphighways. Second, medical care must become
recognized as a lifetime human right just as \aslfood, shelter and clothing — the Federal
government should guarantee health insurance @sia $ocial service turning medical treatment
into a social habit, not just an occasion of cri§ighting sickness among the aged, not just by
making medical care financially feasible but byusdg sickness among children and younger
people. Third, existing institutions should be exgled so the Welfare State cares for everyone's

welfare according to read. Social security paymshisuld be extended to everyone and should



be proportionately greater for the poorest. A mimimwage of at least $1.50 should be extended
to all workers (including the 16 million currentlyot covered at all). Equal educational
opportunity is an important part of the battle agapoverty.

A full-scale public initiative for civil rights shuld be undertaken despite the clamor among
conservatives (and liberals) about gradualism, gngprights, and law and order. The executive
and legislative branches of the Federal governrabatild work by enforcement and enactment
against any form of exploitation of minority groupdo Federal cooperation with racism is
tolerable — from financing of schools, to the depehent of Federally-supported industry, to the
social gatherings of the President. Laws bastc@ogool desegregation, voting rights, and
economic protection for Negroes are needed right fidhie moral force of the Executive Office
should be exerted against the Dixiecrats spedyicahd the national complacency about the race
guestion generally. Especially in the North, where-half of the country's Negro people now
live, civil rights is not a problem to be solvedigolation from other problems. The fight against
poverty, against slums, against the stalemated i€ssg against McCarthyism, are all fights
against the discrimination that is nearly endemialt areas of American life.

The promise and problems of long-range Federahan development should be studied
more constructively. It is an embarrassing paratt@t the Tennessee Valley Authority is a
wonder to foreign visitors but a "radical" and bwnefluential project to most Americans. The
Kennedy decision to permit private facilities t@rismit power from the $1 billion Colorado
River Storage Project is a disastrous one, intémgogrivately-owned transmitters between
public-owned power generators and their publiclpd(aooperatively) owned distributors. The
contrary trend, to public ownership of power, skddu generated in an experimental way.

The Area Redevelopment Act of 1961 is a first stepecognizing the underdeveloped areas
of the United States, but is only a drop in theKetdinancially and is not keyed to public
planning and public works on a broad scale, buy tmla few loan programs to lure industries
and some grants to improve public facilities tarélundustries.” The current public works bill in
Congress is needed and a more sweeping, highexdppiogram of regional development with a
proliferation of "TVAS" in such areas as the Appmdl@an region are needed desperately. It has
been rejected by Mississippi already however, bezanf the improvement it bodes for the
unskilled Negro worker. This program should be &ygd, given teeth, and pursued rigorously by
Federal authorities.

We must meet the growing complex of "city" probéerover 90% of Americans will live in
urban areas in the next two decades. Juvenile gdelnty, untended mental illness, crime

increase, slums, urban tenantry and uncontrollegihg, the isolation of the individual in the



city — all are problems of the city and are majpmptoms of the present system of economic
priorities and lack of public planning. Private peoty control (the real estate lobby and a few
selfish landowners and businesses) is as devastatithe cities as corporations are on the
national level. But there is no comprehensive waydeal with these problems now midst
competing units of government, dwindling tax resesy suburban escapism (saprophytic to the
sick central cities), high infrastructure costs amd one to pay them. The only solutions are
national and regional. "Federalism" has thus féledahere because states are rural-dominated;
the Federal government has had to operate by Pgotte and trickle-down measures dominated
by private interests, and the cities themselvese haot been able to catch up with their
appendages through annexation or federation. A @ewrnal challenge is needed, not just a
Department of Urban Affairs but a thorough natiopedgram to help the cities. The model city
must be projected — more community decision-malamgl participation, true integration of
classes, races, vocations — provision for beawdyess to nature and the benefits of the central
city as well, privacy without privatism, decenteall "units" spread horizontally with central,
regional, democratic control — provision for thesigafacility-needs, for everyone, with units of
planned regions and thus public, democratic comvel the growth of the civic community and
the allocation of resources.

Mental health institutions are in dire need; themxe fewer mental hospital beds in relation
to the numbers of mentally-ill in 1959 than thererevin 1948. Public hospitals, too, are seriously
wanting; existing structures alone need an estin&te billion for rehabilitation. Tremendous
staff and faculty needs exist as well, and theeerat enough medical students enrolled today to
meet the anticipated needs of the future.

Our prisons are too often the enforcers of misdrgey must be either re-oriented to
rehabilitative work through public supervision oe labolished for their dehumanizing social
effects. Funds are needed, too, to make possitgeent prison environment.

Education is too vital a public problem to be ctetgly entrusted to the province of the
various states and local units. In fact, thereagyaod reason why America should not progress
now toward internationalizing rather than localkgints educational system — children and
young adults studying everywhere in the world, tigto a United Nations program, would go far
to create mutual understanding. In the meantineenéed for teachers and classrooms in America
is fantastic. This is an area where "minimal” regients hardly should be considered as a goal
— there always are improvements to be made indbeagional system, e.g., smaller classes and

many more teachers for them, programs to subsidezeducation of the poor but bright, etc.



America should eliminate agricultural policies éadson scarcity and pent-up surplus. In
America and foreign countries there exist tremendoeeds for more food and balanced diets.
The Federal government should finance small farneeigperatives, strengthen programs of rural
electrification, and expand policies for the distition of agricultural surpluses throughout the
world (by Food-for-Peace and related UN programinimdarginal farmers must be helped to
either become productive enough to survive "indalsted agriculture” or given help in making
the transition out of agriculture. The current Rukaea Development program must be better
coordinated with a massive national "area redewatop’ program.

Science should be employed to constructively foansthe conditions of life throughout the
United States and the world. Yet at the present tine Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare and the National Science Foundation togetipend only $300 million annually for
scientific purposes in contrast to the $6 billigrerst by the Defense Department and the Atomic
Energy Commission. One-half of all research anceldgwment in America is directly devoted to
military purposes. Two imbalances must be correctedthat of military over non-military
investigation, and that of biological-natural-plogdi science over the sciences of human
behavior. Our political system must then includanping for the human use of science: by
anticipating the political consequences of scientifinovation, by directing the discovery and
exploration of space, by adapting science to impudoproduction of food, to international
communications systems, to technical problems efrdiament, and so on. For the newly-
developing nations, American science should focosthe study of cheap sources of power,
housing and building materials, mass educationghniques, etc. Further, science and
scholarship should be seen less as an apparatosft€ting power blocs, but as a bridge toward
supranational community: the International Geoptalsiear is a model for continuous further

cooperation between the science communities ofadibns.

Alternatives to Helplessness

The goals we have set are not realizable nexthmanmteven next election — but that fact
justifies neither giving up altogether nor a deteation to work only on immediate, direct,
tangible problems. Both responses are a sign qiidsasness, fearfulness of visions, refusal to
hope, and tend to bring on the very conditionsa@boided. Fearing vision, we justify rhetoric or
myopia. Fearing hope, we reinforce despair.

The first effort, then, should be to state a visiwhat is the perimeter of human possibility in

this epoch? This we have tried to do. The secoimteff we are to be politically responsible, is



to evaluate the prospects for obtaining at leamilestantial part of that vision in our epoch: what
are the social forces that exist, or that mustteifisve are to be at all successful? And what role
have we ourselves to play as a social force?

In exploring the existing social forces, note mbst taken of the Southern civil rights
movement as the most heartening because of thegustinsists upon, exemplary because it
indicates that there can be a passage out of apathy

This movement, pushed into a brilliant new phagdhe Montgomery bus boycott and the
subsequent nonviolent action of the sit-ins anediom Rides has had three major results: first, a
sense of self-determination has been instilled ilions of oppressed Negroes; second, the
movement has challenged a few thousand liberalsete social idealism; third, a series of
important concessions have been obtained, sucholken tschool desegregation, increased
Administration help, new laws, desegregation of s@ublic facilities.

But fundamental social change — that would bréwkgrops from under Jim Crown — has
not come. Negro employment opportunity, wage levéisusing conditions, educational
privileges — these remain deplorable and relativenstant, each deprivation reinforcing the
impact of the others. The Southern states, in th@ntime, are strengthening the fortresses of the
status quo, and are beginning to camouflage th&efses by guile where open bigotry
announced its defiance before. The white-contratled-party system remains intact; and even
where the Republicans are beginning under the pressf industrialization in the towns and
suburbs, to show initiative in fostering a two-gadystem, all Southern state Republican
Committees (save Georgia) have adopted militanegagjonist platforms to attract Dixiecrats.

Rural dominance remains a fact in nearly all theutBern states, although the
reapportionment decision of the Supreme Court pdstefuture power shifts to the cities.
Southern politicians maintain a continuing avergiorthe welfare legislation that would aid their
people. The reins of the Southern economy are bgld¢onservative businessmen who view
human rights as secondary to property rights. Aemtoanti-communism is rooting itself in the
South, and threatening even moderate voices. Aeldnilitaristic tradition of the South, and its
irrational regional mystique and one must concltigg authoritarian and reactionary tendencies
are a rising obstacle to the small, voiceless, ,pmad isolated democratic movements.

The civil rights struggle thus has come to an issga To this impasse, the movement
responded this year by entering the sphere ofiggliinsisting on citizenship rights, specifically
the right to vote. The new voter registration stafigrotest represents perhaps the first major
attempt to exercise the conventional instrumentpatitical democracy in the struggle for racial

justice. The vote, if used strategically by the afranass of now-unregistered Negroes



theoretically eligible to vote, will be decisive cfar in changing the quality of Southern
leadership from low demagoguery to decent statesinian

More important, the new emphasis on the vote tertile use of political means to solve the
problems of equality in America, and it signals ttlecline of the short-sighted view that
"discrimination” can be isolated from related sbpigblems. Since the moral clarity of the civil
rights movement has not always been accompanigatdnyse political vision, and sometimes not
every by a real political consciousness, the neasphs revolutionary in its implication. The
intermediate goal of the program is to secure arsdire a healthy respect and realization of
Constitutional liberties. This is important not ypmb terminate the civil and private abuses which
currently characterize the region, but also to @névhe pendulum of oppression from simply
swinging to an alternate extreme with a new unstighited electorate, after the unhappy
example of the last Reconstruction. It is the wdtimobjectives of the strategy which promise
profound change in the politics of the nation. Aoreased Negro voting race in and of itself is
not going to dislodge racist controls of the Sowuthg@ower structure; but an accelerating
movement through the courts, the ballot boxes,esmpecially the jails is the most likely means of
shattering the crust of political intransigency amdating a semblance of democratic order, on
local and state levels.

Linked with pressure from Northern liberals to emge the Dixiecrats from the ranks of the
Democratic Party, massive Negro voting in the Saatild destroy the vice-like grip reactionary
Southerners have on the Congressional legislatveeps.

2. The broadest movement for peace in severakyearerged in 1961-62. In its political
orientation and goals it is much less identifiathlan the movement for civil rights: it includes
socialists, pacifists, liberals, scholars, militaativists, middle-class women, some professionals,
many students, a few unionists. Some have beeniagrally single-issue: Ban the Bomb. Some
have been academically obscurantist. Some havete@jéhe System (sometimes both systems).
Some have attempted, too, to "work within" the 8yst Amidst these conflicting streams of
emphasis, however, certain basic qualities app&ae most important is that the "peace
movement" has operated almost exclusively throughipperal institutions — almost never
through mainstream institutions. Similarly, indiwals interested in peace have nonpolitical
social roles that cannot be turned to the suppopeace activity. Concretely, liberal religious
societies, anti-war groups, voluntary associati@sshoc committees have been the political unit
of the peace movement, and its human movers haee k&udents, teacher, housewives,

secretaries, lawyers, doctors, clergy. The unitgeh@ot been located in spots of major social



influence, the people have not been able to tueir ttesources fully to the issues that concern
them. The results are political ineffectiveness p&isonal alienation.

The organizing ability of the peace movement timdimited to the ability to state and
polarize issues. It does not have an institutiotherforum in which the conflicting interests can
be debated. The debate goes on in corners; ititlascbnnection with the continuing process of
determining allocations of resources. This prodgsssot necessarily centralized, however much
the peace movement is estranged from it. Natiookdyy though dominated to a large degree by
the "power elites" of the corporations and militaiy still partially founded in consensus. It can
be altered when there actually begins a shift m dlocation of resources and the listing of
priorities by the people in the institutions whicave social influence, e.g., the labor unions and
the schools. As long as the debates of the peavemenmt form only a protest, rather than an
opposition viewpoint within the centers of seriaeision-making, then it is neither a movement
of democratic relevance, nor is it likely to hawey aeffectiveness except in educating more
outsiders to the issue. It is vital, to be surat tthis educating go on (a heartening sign is the
recent proliferation of books and journals dealmigh peace and war from newly-developing
countries); the possibilities for making politiceanesponsible to "peace constituencies" becomes
greater.

But in the long interim before the national pokii climate is more open to deliberate, goal-
directed debate about peace issues, the dedicatex® gmovement” might well prepare a local
base, especially by establishing civic committeeshe techniques of converting from military to
peacetime production. To make war and peace rdléeathe problems of everyday life, by
relating it to the backyard (shelters), the baksll-Gut), the job (military contracts) — and
making a turn toward peace seem desirable on #@se terms — is a task the peace movement
is just beginning, and can profitably continue.

3. Central to any analysis of the potential foarae must be an appraisal of organized labor.
It would be a-historical to disregard the immengkience of labor in making modern America a
decent place in which to live. It would be confusedail to note labor's presence today as the
most liberal of mainstream institutions. But it Maube irresponsible not to criticize labor for
losing much of the idealism that once made it aimfyi movement. Those who expected a labor
upsurge after the 1955 AFL-CIO merger can only mndyed that one year later, in the
Stevenson-Eisenhower campaign, the AFL-CIO Comenitie Political Education was able to
obtain solicited $1.00 contributions from only avfeevery 24 unionists, and prompt only 40% of

the rank-and-file to vote.



As a political force, labor generally has beenugnsssful in the postwar period of prosperity.
It has seen the passage of the Taft-Hartley andiruamGriffin laws, and while beginning to
receiving slightly favorable National Labor RelassoBoard rulings, it has made little progress
against right-to-work laws. Furthermore, it hasnséess than adequate action on domestic
problems, especially unemployment.

This labor "recession” has been only partly duexng-labor politicians and corporations.
Blame should be laid, too, to labor itself for mebunting an adequate movement. Labor has too
often seen itself as elitist, rather than massatee and as a pressure group rather than as an 18-
million member body making political demands fot Ainerica. In the first instance, the labor
bureaucracy tends to be cynical toward, or afrgidamk-and-file involvement in the work of the
Union. Resolutions passed at conventions are ingsieed only by high-level machinations, not
by mass mobilization of the unionists. Without gn#ficant base, labor's pressure function is
materially reduced since it becomes difficult tddhpolitical figures accountable to a movement
that cannot muster a vote from a majority of itsniers.

There are some indications, however, that labghtmiegain its missing idealism. First, there
are signs within the movement: of worker disconteith the economic progress, of collective
bargaining, of occasional splits among union leaaer questions such as nuclear testing or other
Cold War issues. Second, and more important, aeabial forces which prompt these feelings
of unrest. Foremost is the permanence of unemplaynand the threat of automation, but
important, too, is the growth of unorganized ramksvhite-collar fields with steady depletion in
the already-organized fields. Third, there is tteenendous challenge of the Negro movement for
support from organized labor: the alienation fromd adisgust with labor hypocrisy among
Negroes ranging from the NAACP to the Black Muslifesystallized in the formation of the
Negro American Labor Council) indicates that labmrst move more seriously in its attempts to
organize on an interracial basis in the South anthige urban centers. When this task was
broached several years ago, "jurisdictional" diepuprevented action. Today, many of these
disputes have been settled — and the questionnadissive organizing campaign is on the labor
agenda again.

These threats and opportunities point to a prafasis: either labor continues to decline as
a social force, or it must constitute itself as asmpolitical force demanding not only that society
recognize its rights to organize but also a proggmimg beyond desired labor legislation and
welfare improvements. Necessarily this latter reik require rank-and-file involvement. It might
include greater autonomy and power for politicahltimns of the various trade unions in local

areas, rather than the more stultifying dominaridbdeinternational unions now. It might include



reductions in leaders' salaries, or rotation fro@cative office to shop obligations, as a means of
breaking down the hierarchical tendencies whichehdstached elite from base and made the
highest echelons of labor more like businessmem tivarkers. It would certainly mean an
announced independence of the center and Dixiegmags of the Democratic Party, and a
massive organizing drive, especially in the Souwthcomplement the growing Negro political
drive there.

A new politics must include a revitalized laborvement; a movement which sees itself, and
is regarded by others, as a major leader of thekbmeough to a politics of hope and vision.
Labor's role is no less unique or important in rieeds of the future than it was in the past, its
numbers and potential political strength, its naltunterest in the abolition of exploitation, its
reach to the grass roots of American society, coebd make it the best candidate for the
synthesis of the civil rights, peace, and econoefliorm movements.

The creation of bridges is made more difficulttbg problems left over from the generation
of "silence". Middle class students, still the maictors in the embryonic upsurge, have yet to
overcome their ignorance, and even vague hostiitly,what they see as "middle class labor"
bureaucrats. Students must open the campus to thbmngh publications, action programs,
curricula, while labor opens its house to studehtsugh internships, requests for aid (on the
picket-line, with handbills, in the public dialogueand politics. And the organization of the
campus can be a beginning — teachers' unions cardoued as both socially progressive, and
educationally beneficial university employees can dyganized — and thereby an important
element in the education of the student radical.

But the new politics is still contained; it strugg below the surface of apathy, awaiting
liberation. Few anticipate the breakthrough andefestill exhort labor to begin. Labor continues
to be the most liberal — and most frustrated —itimson in mainstream America.

4. Since the Democratic Party sweep in 1958, thave been exaggerated but real efforts to
establish a liberal force in Congress, not to bzdabut to at least voice criticism of the
conservative mood. The most notable of these sffoes the Liberal Project begun early in 1959
by Representative Kastenmeier of Wisconsin. ThejeBrrovas neither disciplined nor very
influential but it was concerned at least with confing basic domestic and foreign problems, in
concert with sever liberal intellectuals.

In 1960 five members of the Project were defeatiethe polls (for reasons other than their
membership in the Project). Then followed a "posirtem” publication of the Liberal Papers,

materials discussed by the Project when it wasxistence. Republican leaders called the book



"further our than Communism”. The New Frontier Adisiration repudiated any connection
with the statements. Some former members of the&reven disclaimed their past roles.

A hopeful beginning came to a shameful end. Buinduthe demise of the Project, a new
spirit of Democratic Party reform was occurring: New York City, Ithaca, Massachusetts,
Connecticut, Texas, California, and even in Mispgisand Alabama where Negro candidates for
Congress challenged racist political power. Someevia peace, some for the liberal side of the
New Frontier, some for realignment of the partiesand in most cases they were supported by
students.

Here and there were stirrings of organized disaanivith the political stalemate. Americans
for Democratic Action and the New Republic, pillaog the liberal community, took stands
against the President on nuclear testing. A splitremely slight thus far, developed in organized
labor on the same issue. The Rev. Martin LuthergKidr. preached against the Dixiecrat-
Republican coalition across the nation.

5. From 1960 to 1962, the campuses experiencedizal of idealism among an active few.
Triggered by the impact of the sit-ins, studentgameto struggle for integration, civil liberties,
student rights, peace, and against the fast-risghg wing "revolt" as well. The liberal students,
too, have felt their urgency thwarted by convergloohannels: from student governments to
Congressional committees. Out of this alienati@mfrexisting channels has come the creation of
new ones; the most characteristic forms of libeadical student organizations are the dozens of
campus political parties, political journals, arehpe marches and demonstrations. In only a few
cases have students built bridges to power: ansmrea election campaign, the sit-ins, Freedom
Rides, and voter registration activities; in sonstatively large Northern demonstrations for
peace and civil rights, and infrequently, througk United States National Student Association
whose notable work has not been focused on palidiwnge.

These contemporary social movements — for peadé rights, civil liberties labor — have
in common certain values and goals. The fight e is one for a stable and racially integrated
world; for an end to the inherently volatile expddion of most of mankind by irresponsible
elites; and for freedom of economic, political andtural organization. The fight for civil rights
is also one for social welfare for all Americansr free speech and the right to protest; for the
shield of economic independence and bargaining pdiee a reduction of the arms race which
takes national attention and resources away frenptbblems of domestic injustice. Labor's fight
for jobs and wages is also one labor; for the right petition and strike; for world
industrialization; for the stability of a peacetimeonomy instead of the insecurity of the war

economy; for expansion of the Welfare State. Thétfifor a liberal Congress is a fight for a



platform from which these concerns can issue. Awrdfight for students, for internal democracy
in the university, is a fight to gain a forum fhetissues.

But these scattered movements have more in comaoneed for their concerns to be
expressed by a political party responsible to timerests. That they have no political expression,
no political channels, can be traced in large meaguthe existence of a Democratic Party which
tolerates the perverse unity of liberalism and smci prevents the social change wanted by
Negroes, peace protesters, labor unions, studeritsm Democrats, and other liberals. Worse,
the party stalemate prevents even the raising nfr@gersy — a full Congressional assault on
racial discrimination, disengagement in Centraldpe; sweeping urban reform, disarmament and
inspection, public regulation of major industri¢bese and other issues are never heard in the
body that is supposed to represent the best theagat interests of all Americans.

An imperative task for these publicly disinheritgbups, then, is to demand a Democratic
Party responsible to their interests. They mustpetpSouthern voter registration and Negro
political candidates and demand that Democrati¢yR#nerals do the same (in the last Congress,
Dixiecrats split with Northern Democrats on 11936f0 roll-calls, mostly on civil rights, area
redevelopment and foreign aid bills; and breach wagh larger than in the previous several
sessions). Labor should begin a major drive in Soaith. In the North, reform clubs (either
independent or Democratic) should be formed toagainst big city regimes on such issues as
peace, civil rights, and urban needs. Demonstratgiould be held at every Congressional or
convention seating of Dixiecrats. A massive redeanud publicity campaign should be initiated,
showing to every housewife, doctor, professor, wodker the damage done to their interests
every day a racist occupies a place in the Demodratrty. Where possible, the peace movement
should challenge the "peace credentials" of thesrafise-liberals by threatening or actually

running candidates against them.

The University and Social Change

There is perhaps little reason to be optimistiovalihe above analysis. True, the Dixiecrat-
GOP caoalition is the weakest point in the domirgatomplex of corporate, military and political
power. But the civil rights and peace and studeowements are too poor and socially slighted,
and the labor movement too quiescent, to be couwitd enthusiasm. From where else can
power and vision be summoned? We believe that theensities are an overlooked seat of

influence.



First, the university is located in a permanensitmn of social influence. Its educational
function makes it indispensable and automaticalhkes it a crucial institution in the formation
of social attitudes. Second, in an unbelievably glarated world, it is the central institution for
organizing, evaluating, and transmitting knowledg@éhird, the extent to which academic
resources presently is used to buttress immoraélspractice is revealed first, by the extent to
which defense contracts make the universities erginof the arms race. Too, the use of modern
social science as a manipulative tool revealsfiisethe "human relations" consultants to the
modern corporation, who introduce trivial sops teeglaborers feelings of "participation” or
"belonging”, while actually deluding them in order further exploit their labor. And, of course,
the use of motivational research is already infasnaes a manipulative aspect of American
politics. But these social uses of the universitiesources also demonstrate the unchangeable
reliance by men of power on the men and storehook&sowledge: this makes the university
functionally tied to society in new ways, revealingw potentialities, new levers for change.
Fourth, the university is the only mainstream tagion that is open to participation by
individuals of nearly any viewpoint.

These, at least, are facts, no matter how dultebehing, how paternalistic the rules, how
irrelevant the research that goes on. Social retmathe accessibility to knowledge, and internal
openness, these together make the university at@dtbase and agency in a movement of social
change.

1. Any new left in America must be, in large measwa left with real intellectual skills,
committed to deliberativeness, honesty, reflectsnworking tools. The university permits the
political life to be an adjunct to the academic,armd action to be informed by reason.

2. A new left must be distributed in significardcgl roles throughout the country. The
universities are distributed in such a manner.

3. A new left must consist of younger people whatured in the postwar world, and partially
be directed to the recruitment of younger people @iniversity is an obvious beginning point.

4. A new left must include liberals and socialiste former for their relevance, the latter for
their sense of thoroughgoing reforms in the sysiEne university is a more sensible place than a
political party for these two traditions to begmdiscuss their differences and look for political
synthesis.

5. A new left must start controversy across timel |af national policies and national apathy
are to be reversed. The ideal university is a conityiof controversy, within itself and in its

effects on communities beyond.



6. A new left must transform modern complexityoingsues that can be understood and felt
close-up by every human being. It must give fornthifeelings of helplessness and indifference,
so that people may see the political, social armh@wic sources of their private troubles and
organize to change society. In a time of supposedperity, moral complacency and political
manipulation, a new left cannot rely on only achgsigmachs to be the engine force of social
reform. The case for change, for alternatives thiltinvolve uncomfortable personal efforts,
must be argued as never before. The universityéteaant place for all of these activities.

But we need not indulge in illusions: the univgrsystem cannot complete a movement of
ordinary people making demands for a better lifenfits schools and colleges across the nation,
a militant left might awaken its allies, and by imeing the process towards peace, civil rights,
and labor struggles, reinsert theory and idealidmeres too often reign confusion and political
barter. The power of students and faculty unitecbisonly potential; it has shown its actuality in
the South, and in the reform movements of the North

The bridge to political power, though, will be Ibuihrough genuine cooperation, locally,
nationally, and internationally, between a new left young people, and an awakening
community of allies. In each community we must loakhin the university and act with
confidence that we can be powerful, but we mugt tmgwards to the less exotic but more lasting
struggles for justice.

To turn these possibilities into realities willatve national efforts at university reform by an
alliance of students and faculty. They must wresitrol of the educational process from the
administrative bureaucracy. They must make fratexnd functional contact with allies in labor,
civil rights, and other liberal forces outside ttempus. They must import major public issues
into the curriculum — research and teaching on lprob of war and peace is an outstanding
example. They must make debate and controversyduibpedantic cant, the common style for
educational life. They must consciously build aeofs their assault upon the loci of power.

As students, for a democratic society, we are dateunto stimulating this kind of social
movement, this kind of vision and program is campod community across the country. If we
appear to seek the unattainable, it has been thaid,let it be known that we do so to avoid the

unimaginable.



