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The White House
June 10, 1968
EXECUTIVE ORDER #11412

ESTABLISHING A NATIONAL COMMISSION ON
THE CAUSES AND PREVENTION OF VIOLENCE

By virtue of the authority vested in me as President of the United States, it
- is ordered as follows:

SECTION 1. Establis of the C (a) There is hereby
established a National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence
(hereinafter referred to as the “Commission™).

(b) The Commission shall be composed of:

Dr. Milton Eisenhower, Chairmart
Congressman Hale Boggs
Archbishop Terence J. Cooke
Ambassador Patricia Harris
Senator Philip A. lart *Dr, W. Walter Menninger

Judge A. Leon Iligginbotham *Judge Ernest William McFarland
Exic loffer *Leon Jaworski

Senator Roman Hruska
Albert E, Jenner, Jr.
Congressman William M. McCufloch

SECTION 2. Functions of the Commission. The Commission shall
igate and make ions with respect to:
(a) The causes and prevention of lawless acts of violence in our society,
including assassination, murder and assault;
(b) The causes and prevention of disrespect for law and order, of
disrespect for public officials, and of violent disruptions of public order by
individuals and groups; and

(¢) Such other matters as the President may place before the Commis-
sion.

SECTION 4. Staff of the Commission.

SECTION 5. Cooperation by Iixecutive Departments and Agencies.

(@) The Commission, acting through its Chairman, is authorized to
request from any executive department or agency any information and
assistance deemed necessary to carry out its functions under this Order. Each
department or agency is directed, to the extent permitied by law and within
the limits of available funds, to fumish information and assistance to the
Commission.

SECTION 6. Report and Termination. The Commission shall present its
report and recommendations as soon as practicable, but not later than one
year from the date of this Order, The Commission shall terminate thirty days
following the submission of its final report or one year from the date of this
Order, whichever is carlier.

S/Lyndon B. Johnson
*Added by an Executive Order June 21, 1968

The White House
May 23, 1969
EXECUTIVE ORDER #11469

EXTENDING THE LIFE OF THE NATIONAL COMMISSION
ON THE CAUSES AND PREVENTION OF VIOLENCE

By virtue of the authority vested in me as President of the United States,
Executive Order No. 11412 of June 10, 1968, entitled “Establishing a National
Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence,” is hereby amended
by substituting for the last sentence thereof the following: “The Commission
shall terminate thrity days following the submission of its final report or on
December 10, 1969, whichever is earlier.”

8/Richard Nixon

STATEMENT ON THE STAFF STUDIES

The Commission was directed to “go as far as man’s
knowledge takes” it in searching for the causes of violence
and the means of prevention. These studies are reports to
the Commission by independent scholars and lawyers who
have served as directors of our staff task forces and study
teams; they are not reports by the Commission itself. Pub-
lication of any of the reports should not be taken to imply
endorsement of their contents by the Commission, or by
any member of the Commission’s staff, including the Execu-
tive Director and other staff officers, not directly responsi-
ble for the preparation of the particular report. Both the
credit and the responsibility for the reports lie in each case
with the directors of the task forces and study teams. The
Commission is making the reports available at this time as
works of scholarship to be judged on their merits, so that
the Commission as well as the public may have the benefit
of both the reports and informed criticism and comment on
their contents.

Dr. Milton S. Eisenhower, Chairman
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copyright holders. Photographs may have been copyrighted by the owners,
and permission to reproduce may be required.

PREFACE

From the earliest days of organization, the Chairman, Commissioners, and
Executive Director of the National Commission on the Causes and Prevention
of Violence recognized the importance of research in accomplishing the task
of analyzing the many facets of violence in America. As a result of this
recognition, the Commission has enjoyed the receptivity, enicouragement, and
cooperation of a large part of the scientific community in this country.
Because of the assistance given in varying degrees by scores of scholars here
and abroad, these Task Force reports represent some of the most elaborate
work ever done on the major topics they cover.

The Commission was formed on June 10, 1968. By the end of the month,

the Executive Director had gathered togéther a small cadre of capable young
lawyers from various Federal agencies and law firms around the country. That
group was later augmented by partners borrowed from some of the Natien’s
major law firms who served without compensation. Such a professional group
can be assembled more quickly than university faculty because the latter are
not accustomed to quick institutional shifts after making firm commitments
of teaching or research at a particular locus. Moreover, the legal profession
haslong had a major and traditional role in Federal agencies and commissions.

In early July a group of 50 persons from the academic disciplines of
sociology, psychology, psychiatry, political science, history, law, and biology
were called together on short notice to discuss for 2 days how best the
Commission and its staff might proceed to analyze violence. The enthusiastic
response of these scientists came at a moment when our Nation was still
suffering from the tragedy of Senator Kennedy’s assassination.

It was clear from that meeting that the scholars were prepared to join
research analysis and action, interpretation, and policy. They were eager to
present to the American people the best available data, to bring reason to
bear where myth had prevailed. They cautioned against simplistic solutions,
but urged application of what is known in the service of sane policies for the
benefit of the entire society.

Shortly thereafter the position of Director of Research was created. We
assumed the role as a joint undertaking, with common responsibilities. Our
function was to enlist social and other scientists to join the staff, to write
papers, act as advisers or consultants, and engage in new research. The
decentralized structure of the staff, which at its peak numbered 100, required
research coordination to reduce duplication and to fill in gaps among the
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original seven separate Task Forces. In general, the plan was for each Task
Force to have a pair of directors: one a social scientist, one a lawyer. In a
number of instances, this formal structure bent before the necessities of
available personnel but in almost every case the Task Force work program
relied on both social scientists and lawyers for its successful completion. In
addition to our work with the seven original Task Forces, we provided con-
sultation for the work of the eighth “Investigative” Task Force, formed
originally to investigate the disorders at the Democratic and Republican
National Conventions and the civil strife in Cleveland during the summer of
1968 and eventually expanded to study campusﬁﬁ&ders at several colleges
and universities. -

Throughout September and October and in December of 1968 the Com-
mission held about 30 days of public hearings related expressly to each of the
Task Force areas. About 100 witnesses testified, including many scholars,
Government officials, corporate executives as well as militants and activists of
various persuasions. In addition to the hearings, the Commission and the staff
met privately with scores of persons, including college presidents, religious
and youth leaders, and experts in such areas as the media, victim compensa-
tion, and firearms. The staff participated actively in structuring and conduct-
ing those hearings and conferences and in the questioning of witnesses.

As Research Directors, we participated in structuring the strategy of design
for each Task Force, but we listened more than directed. We have known the
delicate details of some of the statistical problems and computer runs. We
have argued over philosophy and syntax; we have offered bibliographical and
other resource materials, we have written portions of reports and copy edited
others. In short, we know the enormous energy and devotion, the long hours
and accelerated study that members of each Task Force have invested in their
labors. In retrospect we are amazed at the high caliber and quantity of the
material produced, much of which truly represents, the best in research and
scholarship. About 150 separate papers and projects were involved in the

work culminating in the Task Force reports. We feel less that we have orches-

trated than that we have been members of the orchestra, and that together
with the entire staff we have helped compose a repertoire of current knowl-
edge about the enormously complex subject of this Commission.

That scholarly research is predominant in the work here presented is
evident in the product. But we should like to emphasize that the roles which
we occupied were not limited to scholarly inquiry. The Directors of Research
were afforded an opportunity to participate in all Commission meetings. We
engaged in discussions at the highest levels of decisionmaking, and had great
freedom in the selection of scholars, in the control of research budgets, and in
the direction and design of research. If this was not unfque, it is at least an
uncommon degree of prominence accorded research by a national commission.

There were three major levels to our research pursuit: (1) summarizing the
state of our present knowledge and clarifying the lacunae where more or new
research should be encouraged; (2) accelerating known ongoing research so as
to make it available to the Task Forces; (3) undertaking new research projects
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within the limits of time and funds available. Coming from. a universi‘ty
setting where the pace of research is more conducive to reflection and quiet

_ hours analyzing data, we at first thought that completing much meaningful

arch within a matter of months was most unlikely. But the need was

i matched by the talent and enthusiasm of the staff, and the Task Forces very

¢ early had begun enough new projects to launch a small university with a score

of doctoral theses. It is well to remember also that in each volume here
presented, the research reported is on full public display and thereby makes
the staff more than usually accountable for their products. '

One of the very rewarding aspects of these research underta.kmgs has t;een
the experience of minds trained in the law minglixrlg and fneshmg, sometn:nes
fiercely arguing, with other minds trained in behavioral science. The. organiza-
tional structure and the substantive issues of each Task Eorce required mem-
bers from both groups. Intuitive judgment and the logic of argument. and
organization blended, not always smoothly, with the mfathodology of science
and statistical reasoning. Critical and analytical faculties were sharpenefl as
theories confronted facts. The arrogance neither of ign?rzfnc.e nor of certainty
could long endure the doubts and questions of interfhsqplmary deblate. Adny
sign of approaching the priestly pontification of scaem.lsm was quickly 15;
pelled in the matrix of mutual criticism. Years required for thg norma
accumulation of experience were compressed into monfhs of sharing 1de§s
with others who had equally valid but differing perspect?ves. .Because of this
process, these volumes are much richer than they ?tl}ermse might hav.e been.

Partly because of the freedom which the Commission gave to the Dn'(.actors
of Research and the Directors of each Task Force, and partly to retain the
full integrity of the research work in publication, these.reports of the Ta.sk
Forces are in the posture of being submitted to and received by the Co'mr.ms-
sion. These are volumes published under the authority of the C.ommxésmn,
but they do not necessarily represent the views or the c.onc.lusmns of the
Commission. The Commission is presently at work producing its own re:pc.n't,
based in part on the materials presented to it by the Task Forces. Commission
members have, of course, commented on earlier drafts of eacth Task Force,
and have caused alterations by reason of the cogency of t}.lell' remarks and
insights. But the final responsibility for what is contained in these volumes
rests fully and properly on the research staffs who labored on 'fhem. )

In this connection, we should like to acknowledge the special leader.shlp of
the Chairman, Dr. Milton S. Eisenhower, in formulatix'lg anc:l supporting the
principle of research freedom and autonomy under which this work has been

ed.
°°nv’~3:C;0‘tie’ finally, that these volumes are in many respects incon}plete and
tentative. The urgency with which papers were prepared a.nd qw? integrated
into Task Force Reports rendered impossible the successive s1ft.1ngs qf data
and argument to which the typical academic article or volume is subjected.
The reports have benefited greatly from the counsel of our c.ollleagues on the
Advisory Panel, and from much debate and revision fr.orfx within thn.a staff.llt
is our hope, that the total work effort of the Commission staff will be the




source and subject of continued research by scholars in the several disciplines,
as .well as a us?ful resource for policymakers. We feel certain that public
policy and the disciplines will benefit greatly from such further work.

* * *

To the’Commjssion, and especially to its Chairman, for the opportunity
tl.ley provided for complete research freedom, and to the staff for its prodi-
gious and prolific work, we, who were intermediaries and servants to both
are most grateful. '

James F. Short, Jr. Marvin E. Wolfgang

Directors of Research

PREFACE 1

This report is not an investigation, it is an analysis. It is based on facts col-
lected from many sources over many years, plus some original field research
begun and completed in a period of less than five months. The contract for
the report was signed on August 28, 1968 and the final draft of the report
was sent to the Commission on March 21, 1969. It isan attempt to understand
the nature and causes of protest and confrontation in the United States, and
its occasional eruption into violence. Our aim has been as much to describe
what contemporary protest isnot as to determine what contemporary pro-
test is. The public response to protest is surrounded by misconceptions con-
céring the extent, nature, and goals of contemporary protest and the com-
position of protest groups. A major goal of our analysis, therefore, has been
to challenge these misconceptions in order that responsible discussion may
take place unencumbered by misunderstanding and distortion.

The assignment we were given was far-ranging, as the Table of Contents in-
dicates. We have tried to be as “objective” as possible in our analysis, but ob-
jectivity is not synonymous with a lack of perspective. Our analysis makes no
pretense at being “value-free.” Our operating bias may be made explicit; we
are partial to the values of equality, participation, and legality—in short, to
those values we think of as the values of a constitutional democracy. We be-
lieve in due process of law and look toward a society in which order is achieved
through consent, not coercion.

As social analysts we recognize, however, that violence has often been em-
ployed in human history, in America as elsewhere, to obtain social, political,
and economic goals; and that it has been used both by officials and ordinary
citizens. For us, it is not enough to deplore violence—we seek to understand
what it is and what it is not as well as its nature and causes. Our title reflects
our emphasis. This point of view was recently expressed in an article by
Bruce L. R. Smith, coincidentally titled “The Politics of Protest.” He writes:

Violence has always been part of the political process. Politics does
notfierely encompass the actions of legislative assemblies, political
parties, electoral contests and the other formal trappings of a modern
government. Protest activities of one form or another, efforts to drama-
tize grievances in a fashion that will attract attention, and ultimately
the destruction or threatened destruction of life and property appear as
expressions of political grievances even in stable, consensual societies.
In one sense, to speak of violence in the political process is to speak of
the political process; the ultima ratio of political action is force. Politi-
cal activity below the threshold of force is normally carried on with the
knowledge that an issue may be escalated into overt violence if a party
feels sufficiently aggrieved.




The intellectual freedom offered to us was absolute. Except for agonizing
limitations of time we were offered the best conceivable terms under which
to do the job. In addition, the Commission staff was generous with its en-
couragement. No institution or affiliated organization, nor the Commission
itself, nor the Task Force staff, is to be held responsible for the final report as
it appears here. That responsibility rests solely with the Director of the Task
Force.

The question of responsibility aside, however, whatever merit the report
may have, and that it was completed on time, is to be attributed to a tireless
and devoted staff and group of consultants. Five people should be singled
out. Ira M. Heyman bore principal responsibility for organizing and conduct-
ing hearings before the Commission, and contributed wise counsel throughout
the writing of the report. Elliott Currie, Anthony Platt, and Edmund C.
Ursin were the workhorses of the staff. They not only drafted major portions
of the report, they also were companions in the development of the tone and
direction of the report as a whole. Sharon Dunkle Marks’ title of staff admin-
istrator does not wholly indicate her contribution. In addition to administra-
tion, she made an intellectual contribution through discussion, writing, and
interviewing. Besides, she brought some badly needed charm to the whole
enterprise.

There were two classes of consultants: those who submitted papers (staff
consultants), and those who submitted critiques (advisory consultants). The
contributions of consultants to particular chapters were as follows: Chapter I
drew heavily upon a paper by Richard Rubenstein and was informed by
Amitai Btzieni’s research; Chapter I drew heavily from a paper by Frederick
Crews, and was further informed by a research contribution from Irvigg_Louis
Horowitz; both of them, moreover, contributed wise counsel at differbnt
times in the enterprise. Chapter III relied heavily upon the research of
Richardng{ack‘s and Joseph Gusfield and also drew upon a paper by Marie-
Helene IeDivelec; Chapter IV was informed by interviews conducted by, and
in consultation with, Kermit Coleman; Chapter VI was informed by a paper
submitted by David Chalmers. Thomas Crawford’s paper served as the basis
for Chapter V. Chapter VII drew upon a paper submitted by Rodney Stark
and made use of materials collected by Ed Gray. Chapter VIII relies upon a
variety of materials on courts during crisis, as well as some written materials
prepared by Sheldon Messinger. Chapter IX was informed by a contribution
from Martin Liebowitz.

Our base of opérations was the Center for the.Study.of Law and Society,
University of California, Berkeley. Its Chaﬁ;man, Philip Selznick, and its
Vice-Chairman, Sheldon Messinger, were gracious and génerous with the facili-
ties of the Center. As guests we were made to feel not merely welcome, but
at home. Moreover, Drs. Selznick and Messinger were significant consultants
throughout the development of the manuscript. Nine seminars on chapters
and consultant papers were attended by Center Associates and guests. The
seminars ranged in size from twenty to fifty persons, and especially valuable
comments were made by Howard Becker, Herbert Blumer, Robert Cole, San-
ford Kadish, William Kornhauser, David Matza, Neit-Smelser and Allen Grim-
shaw, arfiorig others. The semminars were an enormously valuable experience,
and all the participants listed and unlisted deserve our gratitude.

Our advisory consultants are listed on a separate page.
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Opinion research organizations generously provided helpful. advice, rgxlgxgr-
ous reports and tables summarizing opinion .polls,. apd permssgn to pud i
data and tables: American Institute of Public Opunon; I‘Jo’uxs arris a; Lhs
sociates; Louis Harris Political Data Center;‘Natlhonal Opfmc.)n Rgse arc Lor
ter; Roper Research Associates; and the Umversnty of‘Mlclugan ut\jvey a;e ot
search Center. Naturally, these organizations a.nd their representa lt‘llfsx °
responsible for the conclusions and interpretations we have drawn that may

i theirs. ) o
havl?‘i;]‘lafﬁ;r,ec?tlﬁre(;r;embers of the staff worked tirelessly to finish on.t1me.n
Charles Carey, Howard Erlanger, Sam McCormack, anfl R:charddSpeig.ln‘llz;I 1.1-
Nancy Leonard was our Washington, D.C. research assistant, anff.was tmf valo-
able in getting necessary materials to the Ber!(eley staff. Ofu office s aded
tireless, devoted, intelligent, and tolerant. Given our deadlines, we nee

of all. : .
tOl?’&‘;ﬁyr,n;Syt wife, Dr. Arlene Skolnick, served as a consm.tar;‘t on ASIOCJS:] dor
psychology, helped with the editing, and, best of all, gave birth to Alex:
MichaeP’s brother, on September 29, 1968.

Jerome H. Skolnick, Director
Berkeley, California
March 21, 1969
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SUMMARY

Chapter I: Protest and Politics

There are three critical points about protest and violence in America: =

— There has been relatively little violence accompanying contemporary
demonstration and group protest. '

— It is often difficult to determine who was “responsible” for the violence
when it does occur. The evidence in the Walker Report and other similar
studies suggests that authorities often bear a major part of the responsibility.

— Mass protest, whether or not its outcome is violent, must be analyzed in
relation to crises in American institutions.

For these reasons, serious analysis of the connections between protest and
violence cannot focus solely on the character or culture of those who protest
the current state of the American political and social order. Rather, our re-
search finds that mass protest is an essentially political phenomenon engaged
in by normal people; that demonstrations are increasingly being employed by
a variety of groups, ranging from students and blacks to middle-class profes-
sionals, public employees, and policemen; that violence, when it occurs, is
i usually not planned, but arises out of an interaction between protesters and
responding authorities; that violence has frequently accompanied the efforts
of deprived groups to achieve status in American society; and that recommen-
dations concerning the prevention of violence which do not address the issue
of fundamental social and political change are fated to be largely irrelevant
and frequently self-defeating.

Chapter II: Anti-War Protest

Reasons for the existence of a broadly based and durable Vietnam peace
movement must be sought in the reassessment of Cold War attitudes; in the
i absence of a “Pearl Harbor” to mobilize patriotic unity; and in the gradual
i accumulation of public knowledge about the history of America’s involve-
ment in Vietnam. Other sustaining factors have been the “credibility gap,”
the frustrating progress of the war, reports of extraordinary brutality toward
i civilians, and reliance on an unpopular system of conscription. In particular,
f critics of the war have been most successful in pointing up the relation be-
tween the war and the American domestic crisis; the need to “reorder priori-
ties” has been a repeated theme. Anti-war feelings have been sustained by
criticism of administration policy from highly placed sources in this country
and abroad.
The movement’s main base of support has been among white professionals,
students, and clergy. A segment of the movement has been drifting toward
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“confrontationism.” Physical injuries, however, have more often resulted
from the actions of authorities and counter-demonstrators. The most mean-
ingful grouping of protesters separates those for whom tactics are chiefly a
moral question from those who see tactics chiefly as the means to political
ends. Most of the latter, though not ethically committed to nonviolence,
have repeatedly turned away from possible bloody encounters. Having no
single ideology or clearly formulated goals beyond an end to the war, the
movement is dependent on government policy for its survival, growth, and
tactical evolution. Still, the political consequences of the war may be pro-
found since, in its wake, there has been a continuing reassessment of Ameri-
can politics and institutions, especially among students at leading colleges and
universities.

Chapter III: Student Protest

The current student generation is more morally and politically serious and
better educated than the generation of the 1950’s. Its participation in the
civil rights movement, in the Peace Corps, and in university protest reflects an
idealism expressed in direct action. The increasing disaffection of student ac-
tivists, their pessimism over the possibility of genuine reform in the university
and larger society, and their frequent resort to tactics of confrontation cannot
be explained away by referring to personality problems or to youthful intran-
sigence or delinquency. On the contrary, research indicates that activists have

usually been good students with liberal ideals not unlike those of their parents.

Stridency has increased with political frustration related to civil rights and
the Vietnam war. Campuses have become the headquarters of anti-war pro-
test. Not only have students challenged the war on its merits; they have also
questioned whether a free society should force young men to fight a war they
do not support, and whether school attendance and grades should be criteria
for exemption from military service. They have been especially critical of the
university’s cooperation with the Selective Service System and of that sys-
tem’s policy of “channeling” students into careers and occupatijons deemed
to be in the national interest by the director of Selective Service.

They have come to see the university as implicated in the industrial, mili-
tary, and racial status quo. Disaffection has been intensified by the response
of certain university administrations, which have been perceived as more sus-
ceptible to conservative pressures than to underlying issues. The introduction
of police onto the campus, with its attendant violence, usually has reinforced
these perceptions and aggravated campus conflict while decreasing support
for the university outside the campus, and diverting attention from substan-
tive issues.

Chapter IV: Black Militancy

Black militants today—including black college students, a group that only
a few years ago was individualistic, assimilationist, and politically indifferent—
are repudiating conventional American culture and values. The theme of
“independence” is stressed rather than “integration,” and the concept of
“nonviolence” is being replaced by a concept of “self-defense.”
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Four factors have influenced this transition. First, the failure of the civil
rights movement to improve significantly the social, economic, and political
position of most Negro Americans has led to doubts about the possibility of
meaningful progress through law. Second, urban riots in the 1960’s, which
symbolized this frustration, have been met with armed force, which in turn
has mobilized militant sentiment within black communities. Third, the
worldwide revolution against colonialism has induced a new sense of racial
consciousness, pride, and affirmative identity. Fourth, the war in Vietnam
has diverted resources away from pressing urban needs and reinforced the pre-
vailing skepticism about white America’s capacity or interest in addressing it-
self to the social, economic, and political requirements of black communities.

As a result, there has been increasing dissatisfaction with the United States
and its institutions, and increasing identification with non-white peoples who have
achieved independence from colonial powers. In response to the challenge of
black militancy, Negroes of all occupations and ages are becoming increas-
ingly unwilling to accept the assumptions of white culture, white values, and
white power. The thrust toward militancy is especially pronounced among
black youth, who tend to view the more militant leadership as heroic figures.
As college students, these youth provide a fertile base for campus militancy.

Chapter V: The Racial Attitudes of White Americans

Recent studies indicate a long-term decrease in anti-Negro prejudice since
the 1940%s. While the social roots of prejudice are complex, it is especially
characteristic of the less educated, older, rural segments of the population.
Major trends in contemporary society, including urbanization and increasing
educational opportunity, have undermined the roots of prejudice and may be
expected to have a continuing effect in the future.

Although surveys show continuing rejection by many whites of the means
by which blacks attempt to redress their grievances, most whites express sup-
port of the goal of increased opportunity for black Americans. Not surpris-
ingly, blacks express less satisfaction with the quality of their lives, and are
less optimistic about their opportunities, than are whites. Correspondingly,
whites feel the need for change less urgently than do blacks. Nevertheless,
recent studies show that a clear majority of whites would support federal pro-
grams to tear down the ghettos and to realize the goals of full employment,
better education, and better housing for blacks, even if they would have to
pay more taxes to support such programs.

Chapter VI: White Militancy

The most violent single force in American history outside of war has been
a minority of militant whites, defending home, family, or country from forces
considered alien or threatening.

Historically, a tradition of direct vigilante action has joined with racist and
nativist cultural themes to create intermittent reigns of terror against racial

and efhinic minorities and against those considered “un-American.” 1t is diffi-
cult to exaggerate the extent to which violence, often aided by community
support and encouragement from political Jeaders, is embedded in our history.
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Although most white Americans repudiate violence and support the goals
of increased opportunity for blacks, there has been a resurgence of militant
white protest, largely directed against the gains of the black communities.

The roots of such protest lie in the political and economic sources of white
marginality and insecurity. In this sense, white militancy—like student, anti-
war, and black protest—reflects a fundamental crisis of American political and
social institutions. White protest is not simply the work of “extremists”
whose behavior is peripheral to the main currents of American society. Simi-
larly, capitulation to the rhetoric of white militancy, through simplistic de-
mands for “law and order,” cannot substitute adequately for concrete pro-
grams aimed at the roots of white discontent.

Chapter VII: The Police in Protest

The policeman in America is overworked, undertrained, underpaid, and
undereducated. His job, moreover, is increasingly difficult, forcing him into
the almost impossible position of repressing deeply-felt demands for social
and political change. In this role, he is unappreciated and at times despised.

His difficulties are compounded by a view of protest that gives little con-
sideration to the effects of such social factors as poverty and discrimination
and virtually ignores the possibility of legitimate social discontent. Typically,
it attributes mass protest instead to a conspiracy promulgated by agitators,
often Communists, who mislead otherwise contented people. This view
leaves the police ill-equipped to understand or deal with dissident groups.

Given their social role and their ideology, the police have become increas-
ingly frustrated, alienated, and angry. These emotions are being expressed in
a growing militancy and political activism.

The police are protesting. Police slowdowns and other forms of strike ac-
tivity, usually of questionable legality, have been to gain greater material ben-
efits or changes in governmental policy (such as the “unleashing of the po-
lice”). Direct police challenges to departmental and civic authority have
followed recent urban disorders, and criticisms of the judiciary have escalated
to “court-watching” by police.

These developments are a part of a larger phenomenon—the emergence of
the police as a self-conscious, independent political power. In many cities and
states the police lobby rivals even duly elected officials in influence. Yet
courts and police are expected to be neutral and nonpolitical, for even the
perception of a lack of impartiality impairs public confidence in and reliance
upon the legal system.

Police response to mass protest has often resulted in an escalation of con-
flict, hostility, and violence. The police violence during the Democratic Na-
tional Convention in Chicago was not a unique phenomenon. We have found
numerous other instances where violence has been initiated or exacerbated by
police actions and attitudes, although violence also has been avoided by judi-
cious planning and supervision.

Police violence is the antithesis of both law and order. It leads only to in-
creased hostility, polarization, and violence—both in the immediate situation
and in the future. Certainly it is clear today that effective policing ultimately
depends upon the cooperation and goodwill of the policed, and these resources
are quickly being exhausted by present attitudes and practices.
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Chapter VIII: Judicial Response in Crisis

The actions of the judicial system in times of civil crisis are an important
test of a society’s capacity to uphold democratic values and protect civil liber-
ties. Our analysis finds as the Kerner Commission found, that during recent
urban riots defendants were deprived of adequate representation, subjected to
the abuses of overcrowded facilities, and held in custody by the imposition of
high bail amounting to preventive detention and the suspension of due proc-
ess. This was done under a “feedback to riot” theory that both lacks evidence
and is implausible.

The inability of the courts to cope with civil emergencies encourages a fur-
ther decline in respect for legal authority. Black, student, and anti-war pro-
testers have come to share a common view that legal institutions serve power
and are incapable of remedying social and political grievances.

The crisis in the courts is explained by three considerations. First, the qual-
ity of justice in the lower criminal courts during routine operations is quite
low; one would not expect more during emergencies. Second, in response to
community and political pressures for immediate restoration of order, the
courts tend to adopt a police perspective on “riot control,” becoming in ef-
fect an instrument of social control, relatively unrestrained by considerations
of legality. Finally, the courts are not suited to the task of resolving the po-
litical conflicts which occasion civil crisis and mass arrests.

Thus, reforms in the operations of the courts during crisis are only a tem-
porary palliative, leaving untouched the political crisis. We nevertheless urge
such reform to protect the constitutional rights of defendants and to increase
the dignity and influence of the courts. We are especially concerned that the.
present trend toward devising “emergency measures” not become routinized
as éhe main social response to crises that go deeper than the need to restore
order.

Chapter IX: Social Response to Collective Behavior

Governmental responses to civil disorder have historically combined long-
run recommendations for social change with short-run calls for better strategy
and technology to contain disruption. We offer the following reasons for
questioning such a two-pronged approach to the question of violence:

1. American society urgently requires fundamental social and political
change, not more firepower in official hands. As the National Advisory Com-
mission on Civil Disorders stated, “This nation will deserve neither safety nor
progress unless it can demonstrate the wisdom and the will to undertake de-
cisive action against the root causes of racial disorder.”

2. We must set realistic priorities. Historical experience suggests that fire-
power measures—so seemingly simple, practicable, and programmatic—will re-
ceive favorable consideration over reform measures. We believe that the law
must be enforced fairly: and that the machinery of law enforcement needs
upgrading; but we must carefully distinguish between increased firepower and
enlightened law enforcement.

3. Police, soldiers, and other agents of social control have been implicated
in triggering and intensifying violence in riots and other forms of protest.
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Sophisticated weaponry will not solve the social problems of America. To

the young man in the ghetto, the “non-lethal” weapon is not seen as a humane
response to his condition; to him it is still a weapon—aimed at him—and is
viewed with hostility.

4. Evidence shows that it is incorrect to interpret riots merely as pathologi-
cal behavior engaged in by riff-raff. Neither are they ““carnivals.” More accu-
rately, they are spontaneous political acts expressing enormous frustration
and genuine grievance. Forceful control techniques may channel grievances
into organized revolutionary and guerrilla patterns, promising a cycle of in-
creased military force and covert surveillance.

5. In measuring the consequences of domestic military escalation, we must
add the political and social dangers of depending on espionage as an instru-
ment of social control, including its potential for eroding constitutional guar-
antees of political freedom.

If American society concentrates on the development of sophisticated con-
trol techniques, it will move itself into the destructive and self-defeating posi-
tion of meeting a political problem with armed force, which will eventually
threaten domestic freedom. The combination of long-range reform and short-
range order sounds plausible, but we fear that the strategy of force will con-
tinue to prevail. In the long run this nation cannot have it both ways: either
it will carry through a firm commitment to massive and widespread political
and social reform, or it will become a society of garrison cities where order is
enforced with less and less concern for due process of law and the consent of
the governed.

Xxvi
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Chapter I
PROTESTS AND POLITICS

PROBLEMS OF DEFINITION

We began the work of this Task Force by considering the relation between
protest and group violence. Discussion and consultation with a variety of
scholars made clear to us that the posing of the question biased the answer.
As posed, the question seemed to imply that protest itself is the critical social
problem demanding investigation and action.

Furthermore, as our factual material grew, we began to recognize three
critical points about protest and violence in America, all of which will be-
come more apparent in the chapters that follow:

(1) One of our consultants examined every incident of protest reported
in the New York Times and the Washington Post from September 16 to Oc-
tober 15, 1968. Of 216 incidents, thirty-five percent reportedly involved vio-
lence. Since protests resulting in violence are more likely to be reported, the
actual proportion of violent incidents is doubtless much lower.1

(2) Itis often difficult to determine who was “responsible” for the vio-
lence. The reports of our study teams, however, clearly suggest that authori-
ties bear a major responsibility.2 The Kerner Commission findings reveal a
similar pattern.3 Of the violent incidents reported above, in only half did the
violence seem to have been initiated by the demonstrators, i.e., in only seven-
teen and one-half percent of the total number of demonstrations.4

(3) Mass protest, whether or not violence occurs, must be analyzed in re-
lation to crises in American institutions. On all of these counts it may be sug-
gested that a serious analysis of the connections between protest and violence
cannot focus solely on the character or culture of those who protest the cur-
rent state of the American political and social order. Nor does it appreciably
advance our understanding to suggest, as has one commentator, that “the de-
cisive seat of evil in this world is not in social and political institutions, and
not even, as a rule, in the will or iniquities of statesmen, but simply in the
weakness of the human soul itself. . .”5 : Rather, the results of our research
suggest that mass protest is an outgrowth of social, economic and political
conditions; that such violence as occurs is usually not planned, but arises out
of an interaction between protesters and the reaction of authorities; and that
recommendations concerning the prevention of violence which do not address
the issue of fundamental social, economic and political change are fated to be
largely irrelevant and frequently self-defeatiqg.jJ

We have found the political character of these phenomena to be evident
for at least five reasons. [First, “violence” is an ambiguous term whose mean-
ing is established through political processes. | The kinds of acts which become
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classified as “violent,” and, equally important, those which do not become so
classified, vary according to who provides the definition and who has superior
resources for disseminating and enforcing his definitions. The most obvious
example of this is the way, in a war, each side typically labels the other side
as the aggressor and calls many of its violent acts atrocities. The definition of
the winner usually prevails.

Within a given society, political regimes often exaggerate the violence of
those challenging established institutions. The term “violence” is frequently
employed to discredit forms of behavior considered improper, reprehensible,
or threatening by specific groups which, in turn, may mask their own violent
response with the rhetoric of order or progress. In the eyes of those accus-
tomed to immediate deference, back-talk, profanity, insult, or disobedience
may appear violent. In the South, for example, at least until recently, the
lynching of an “uppity” black man was often considered less shocking than
the violation of caste etiquette which provoked it.

In line with the tendency to see violence as a quality of those individuals
and groups who challenge existing arrang ts, rather than of those who
uphold them, some groups today see all instances of contemporary demon-
stration and protest as “violent.” Such an equation obscures the very signifi-
cant fact that protest takes various forms: verbal criticism; written criticism;
petitions; picketing; marches; nonviolent confrontation, e.g., obstruction;
nonviolent lawbreaking, e.g., “sitting-in”’; obscene language; rock-throwing;
milling; wild running; looting; burning; guerrilla warfare. Some of these forms
are violent, others are not, others are hard to classify. Some protests begin
peacefully and, depending on the response, may end violently. Most protest,
we have found, is nonviolent.

['Second, the concept of violence always refers to a disruption of some con-
dition of order, but order, like violence, is politically defined.\From the per-
spective of a given state of “order,” violence appears as the worst of all pos-
sible social conditions and presumably the most costly in terms of human
values. We have found this to be a questionable assumption. Less dramatic
but equally destructive processes may occur well within the routine operation
of “orderly” social life. Foreign military ventures come quickly to mind.
Domestically, many more people are killed or injured annually through fail-
ure to build safe highways, automobiles, or appliances than through riots or
demonstrations. And as the late Senator Robert Kennedy pointed out, the
indifference, inaction, and slow decay that routinely afflict the poor are far
more destructive than the bomb in the night.6 High infant mortality rates or
rates of preventable disease, perpetuated through discrimination, take a far
greater toll than civil disorders.

It would not be implausible to call these outcomes “institutional vio-
lence,” the overall effect of which far outweighs those of the more immedi-
ately observable kinds of social violence. For the sake of some precision, how-
ever, we have come to employ a less comprehensive definition of violence:
violence is the intentional use of force to injure, to kill, or to destroy prop-
erty. Protest may be quite forceful without being violent, as the occupation
of dozens of French factories in the summer of 1968 or the occupation of
many campus facilities in America during the last few years testifies. This
observation is not intended to applaud or condone the use of force; merely to
recognize that it differs from violence—the point, after all, of an important
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legal distinction. Such a distinction should be helpful in separating violent
and nonviolent forms of collective protest. There is a difference between a
non-violent “sit-in” and rock throwing. But whatever the definition, there
will always be marginal cases.

Third, even as here defined, “violence” is not always forbidden or unequiv->+<)
ocally condemned in American society. Exuberant football crowds or frater- s
nal conventions frequently produce considerable property damage, yet are
rarely condemned. The violence of the poor against each other is substan-
tially ignored until it spills out into the communities of the more comfort-
able, where it is called “crime in the streets.” Generally, American society

4 tends to applaud violence conducted in approved channels, while condemning

as “violent” lesser actions which are not supportive of existing social and po-
litical arrangements. In contrast to the findings of the Chicago Study Team,

a majority of the American people did not perceive the Chicago police as vio-
lent during the days of the recent Democratic National Convention.? A young
black man setting fire to a Vietnamese hut is considered a dutiful citizen; the
same man burning a grocery store is a dangerous criminal, condemned for
“resorting to violence” and subject to the lawful exercise of deadly force.
Violence, then, is prescribed or condoned through political processes and de-
cisions. The violence of the warrior in the service of the state is applauded;
that of the rebel or insurgent against the state condemned. N

Fourth, the decision to use or not to use such violent tactics as “‘deadly fo
force™ in the control of protest is a political one. The interplay of protest '
and official violence, therefore, cannot be understood solety through an anal-
ysis of demonstrators and police. It must be seen in the light of the surround-
ing structures of authority and power and the conceptions which authorities
hold of the nature of protest and the proper uses of official violence.

Official violence is frequently overlooked. Through abstraction, the tech-
nical and instrumental elements of official violence are emphasized and its
moral and political aspects obscured. Thus, “crowd control” may mean split-
ting open the heads of bystanders; a “looter” may in fact be an ordinary
ghetto resident involved in a collective act of expropriating a pair of shoes or
case of beer; or ordinary ghetto residents trying to get off the street. By in-
voking the concept of “looter,” however, public officials can conjure the pic-
ture of heinous crime, can sidestep the normal penalty structure of the crim-
inal law, call for the use of deadly force, and be applauded for a firm stand on
“law and order.”

This consideration prompted us to adopt a general methodological posi-
tion. Instead of accepting at face value the meaning of such terms as *“police,”
“looters,” “demonstrators,” and “social control,” we have found it wise to
review the attitudes and behavior suggested by these abstractions. Too often,
analyses of protests and disorder arbitarily follow the analyst’s preconception
of motivation and purpose. We have tried to avoid this error. Therefore, we
have tried to pay close attention to the viewpoints and the actual behavior of
the participants in protest situations, whether demonstrators or police.

When the viewpoint of participants is taken seriously, a fifth aspect of the
political character of protest becomes evident. Almost uniformly, the partici-.,
pants in mass protest today see their grievances as rooted in the existing ar- i
rangements of power and authority in contemporary society, and they view
their own activity as political action—on a direct or symbolic level—aimed at
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altering those arrangements. A common theme, from the ghetto to the uni-
versity, is the rejection of dependency and external control, a staking of new
boundaries, and a demand for significant control over events within those
boundaries. This theme is far from new in American history. There have
been violent clashes over institutional control in this country from its begin-
nings. In the following section, we will examine some of these clashes in the
hope that they will throw historical light on the political problems which
now confront us.

POLITICAL VIOLENCE IN AMERICAN HISTORY8

Many commentators continue to write as if domestic political violence
were a creation of the 1960’s, as if the past had nothing to say to the present.
It seems, as Clifford Geertz has said, that “we do not want to learn too much
about ourselves too quickly”:

The fact is that the present state of domestic disorder in the United
States is not the product of some destructive quality mysteriously in-
grained in the substance of American life. It is a product of a long se-
quence of particular events whose interconnections our received cate-
gories of self-understanding are not only inadequate to reveal but are
designed to conceal. We do not know very well what kind of society
we live in, what kind of people we are. We are just now beginning to
find out, the hard way. .. .9

Leading scholars of the 1950’s believed that the United States was the one
nation in which diverse groups had learned to compromise differences peace-
ably. American society had somehow succeeded in blurring divisions among

a multiplicity of economic, social, political and ethnic groups. For one rea-
son or another (either because the land was fertile and the people hard-working,
or because no true aristocracy or proletariat ever developed on American soil,
or because the two-party system worked so well), any sizeable domestic group
could gain its share of power, prosperity, and respectability merely by playing
the game according to the rules. In the process, the group itself would tend to
lose coherence and to be incorporated into the great middle class. The result,
these scholars argued, was something unique in world history: genuine prog-
ress without violent group conflict. In such an America there was no need—
there never had been a need—for political violence. Rising domestic groups
had not been compelled to be revolutionary, nor had the “ins” generally re-
sorted to force to keep them out.10 The conclusion drawn by many was that
America, having mastered the art of peaceful change, could in good conscience
presume to lead the Free World, if not the whole world.

This was the myth of peaceful progress, which since the racial uprisings be-
ginning in 1964 has spawned a corollary myth—that community violence is a
uniquely Negro phenomenon. For, clearly, the only way to explain what hap-
pened in Watts, Newark, or Detroit, without challenging anyone’s belief in the
essential workability of established machinery for peaceful group advance-
ment, was to assume that black people were the great exception to the law of
peaceful progress. A “conservative” could emphasize black laziness, loose
morality, and disrespect for law. A “liberal” could discuss the weakness of
Negro family structure inherited from slavery, the prevalence of racial discrim-
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ination or the culture of poverty. Either way, it was assumed that the exist-
ing political and economic system could make good on its promise to blacks !
without radical institutional change.ll The situation could be salvaged, white -
faith in America confirmed, and violence ended without any great national

political upheaval, provided the government was willing to spend enough

money on both reform programs and law enforcement. ’

“This then is the mood of America’s absolutism,” wrote Louis Hartz, “the £
sober faith that its norms are self-evident.”12 What if the black community '
were not unique, however, but rather the latest of a long line of domestic ]
groups motivated to resort to political violence? What if the institutions de- |
signed to make economic and political advancement possible had broken down “l
frequently in the past, and other groups had embraced the politics of vio-
lence? What if political violence on a large scaie was, as H. Rap Brown had
stated, “as American as cherry pie”? Then, clearly, the myth of peaceful b
progress—and the immunity of hallowed political institutions from fundamen=-~
tal criticism—would be in danger.

.. Especially if prior outbreaks of violent revolt in America fell into a pat-

tern, the suspicion would arise that not just “violence-prone” or “excep-

tional” groups were responsible, but rather American institutions themselves— Cui ]
or, at least, the relationship between certain groups and certain institutions. :
In such an event, modern Americans might be compelled to wonder whether
something fundamental was wrong—something not merely capricious and tem-
porary, but socially structured and predictable. That this has not yet hap-
pened testifies to the remarkable tenacity of the myth of peaceful progress.
We are therefore compelled to analyze in more detail the ways in which this ..
myth has shaped American attitudes towards political violence, in order to
clear away some of the ideological underbrush which has so hampered explo-
ration in the past.

Whether in Congress or in the streets, reactions to modern outbreaks of
political violence have demonstrated a widely-held belief that such episodes
were “unAmerican”: that they had occurred infrequently in the past, and
that they bore little relationship to the way past domestic groups has suc-
ceeded in gaining political power, property, and prestige. (Those most vocif- *
erous in denouncing the violent were often those who believed, rightly or |
wrongly, that their ethnic, economic, or occupational groups had “made it”
in American society without resorting to violent conduct.) Historical study,
on the other hand, reveals that under certain circumstances America has regu-
largly experienced episodes of mass violence directly related to the achieve-
ment of social, political, and economic objectives. The following is a partial
list of major groups which have been involved in violent political movements: 13

(1) Beginning early in the seventeenth century, American Indians engaged
in a series of revolts aimed at securing their land and liberty against invasion .
by white settlers supported by colonial, state, and federal governments. In-: =
the eighteenth century, following Britain’s victory over France, Eastern tribes i
participated in such uprisings as Pontiac’s Conspiracy, Little Turtle’s War, the
Blackhawk War, The Revolt of the Creeks and Cherokees and the Seminole
War—a series of unsuccessful resistances to white settlement and “removal”
to Indian territories west of the Mississippi. For the Indians of the West who
fought in the post-Civil War rebellions of the Sioux, Sac and Fox, Navajo,
Apache, and others, the price of defeat was imprisonment on reservations and
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the loss not only of land, but also liberty and livelihood. Calling these con-
flicts “wars” against Indian “nations” does not, of course, alter their charac-
ter; they were armed insurrections by domestic groups to which the United
States had determined to deny the privileges of ctizenship as well as the per-
quisites of nationhood. For more than a century after its creation, the sup-
pression of Indian revolts was the chief occupation of the U.S. Army.

(2)  Appalachian farmers living in the western regions of the Eastern Sea-
board states participated in civil disorder from the 1740’s, when Massachusetts
farmers marched on Boston in support of a land bank law, until the 1790,
when farmers and mountain men fomented the Whiskey and Fires Rebellions
in Pennsylvania. The series of revolts now known as the Wars of the Regula-
tors (North and South Carolina), The War of the New Hampshire Grants (New
York-Vermont), Shay’s Rebellion (Massachusetts) and The Whiskey Rebellion
(Pennsylvania) were the principal actions engaged in by debtor farmers pro-
testing half a century of economic exploitation, political exculsion, and social
discrimination by the East Coast merchants, shippers, and planters who were
in substantial control of the machinery of government. In state after state,
civil disobedience of hated laws was followed by intimidation of or physical
attacks on tax collectors and other law enforcers, by the closing down of
courts to prevent indictments and mortgage foreclosures from being issued,
by the rejection of half-way compromises proffered by Eastern legislatures,
and finally by military organization to resist the state militia. Although most
insurgent groups were finally defeated and dispersed by superior military
force, the rebellions did not end until Jefferson’s election provided access for
Westerners to the political system, and new land created fresh economic op-
portunity. Where political and economic systems were especially rigid, as in
New York’s Hudson Valley, agitation and sporadic violence continued well
into the nineteenth century.

(3) American colonists, as we know, gained their independence from
Britain after a decade of civil strife and eight years of revolutionary war. What
is now becoming clearer is the extent to which the struggle pitted Americans
against Americans, with the insurgents resorting to political violence and the
authorities to repression. This pattern was repeated again and again in Ameri-
can history. The first decade, beginning with the Stamp Tax controversy, saw
a steady rise in civil disorder in the forms of massive civil disobedience, urban
rioting, economic boycotts, sabotage of government property, terrorism of
government officials, and finally military organization—paralleled, of course,
by simultaneous escalation of attempts at suppression by the colonial authori-
ties and their local supporters. Such groups as the Sons of Liberty, operating
chiefly out of East Coast cities, organized campaigns against British colonial
legislation, directing both economic and physical coercion against Tories, mer-
chants who refused to participate in boycotts of British goods, and other
“collaborators.” With the outbreak of hostilities against the British, civil
strife increased in both intensity and scope, spreading into rural areas such as
New Jersey and South Carolina, where roving guerrilla bands played night-
mare games of armed hide-and-seek with the Tories. The violence of the re-
bellious guerrillas resulted in a massive Tory emigration. Indeed, it seems
likely that this emigration, which began in the last years of the war, probably
saved the I'Jnited States from the sort of prolonged revolutionary violence
and emigre retaliation which characterized the French Revolution.
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(4) and (5) In the years between 1820 and 1860, white Southerners be-

4 came “a conscious minority.” This was the period in which Southerners com-

mitted themselves economically to an agricultural system based on slave-breeding

{ and plantation farming; in which the dream of emancipation fled the South and

became the exclusive property of Northern abolitionists; and in w!mich.thinkers
such as John C. Calhoun constructed vain theoretical defenses against increas-
ing Northern economic and political power, while Southerners, with a pndg born
of increasing desperation, dreamed the “purple dream” of a Southern Empire
stretching from the Mason-Dixon Line to Tierra del Fuego. How Southerners
moved from abortive civil disobedience (the Nullification Controversy of 1828
to 1830) to war by proxy (in “bleeding Kansas” during the 1850’s) and finally
to outright secession is well known, as is the paratlel movement of quthem
abolitionists from disobedience of the Fugitive Slave laws to the fielding of a
settler army in Kansas, support of John Brown’s raid on Harper’s Fefry, and
(in coalition with Northern Whigs) the election of a President committed to
the preservation of the Union by force.

Less well known, however, is the guerrilla war waged after the surrender at
Appomattox by terrorist groups (principally the Ku Klux Klan) supported by
the mass of white Southerners. The purposes of this struggle—to prevent
freed Negroes from voting or participating in politics; to restorg th‘c‘a substance
of the prewar southern social and economic systems; and to drive “carpet-
bagger” officials and their “scalawag” collaborators out of office afld out of
the South—were largely realized by 1876, when President Hayes_wuhdrew the
last of the Northern troops. This was not the end of Southern violence, how-
ever; continued racial domination was maintained in post-war years by the
lynching of great numbers of blacks, the driving of dissenting whites out of
the South, and the meting out to “outside agitators” of painful and some-
times deadly punishment. ) .

(6) and (7) White, Anglo-Saxon, Protestant Americans gherelnafter
WASPS) engaged in a long series of riots, lynchings, mqb actions, and abuses
of power in their effort to protect their political preeminence, property val-
ues, and life styles against the immigrant onslaught. WASPS, org{imzed po-
litically as ‘“Native Americans,” tore apart the Irish section of Phﬂa_dglphxa in
1844; similar riots occurred in Baltimore, Boston, and other port CltleS.. On
the west coast, Chinese and Japanese immigrants were victims of both riots
and discrimination. Italians were lynched in New Orleans and Jews atta.lcked
in New York, and WASPs resorted to fierce violence in collaboration with
other American groups against German-Americans during World War One
(riots, intimidation, boycotts, etc.) and against Japanese during World Wa.t
Two (internment in concentration camps regardless of citizensh..lp or alienage).

For their part, later immigrant groups sometimes responded in kind, al-
though their hostility was more often directed socially downward, tovyards
the blacks and-newer-arrived immigrants who were often the “scabs” in labor
disputes. .

During the terrible New York Draft Riots of 1863, for example, the Irish
of New York not only burned draft offices and Yankee homes. but went on a
rampage against the blacks, numbers of whom were left swinging fn?m New
York lampposts. Following the Civil War, attacks on ghetto blacks in border
state cities became frequent, and when, in the present century, race riots
struck Northern cities like Chicago, more recent immigrant groups fearful of
the black “invasion” were in the forefront of the white attackers.

351-320 0 - 60 - 3
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(8) and (9) Beginning in the 1870’s, working men attempting to organize
for collective action engaged in more than half a century of violent warfare
with industrialists, their private armies, and workers employed to break
strikes, as well as with police and troops. The anthracite fields of western
Pennsylvania were Molly Maguire territory during the 1870’s; after losing a
coal strike early in the period, the Mollys sought to regain control of the area
by systematic use of violence, including sabotage and assassination, and were
successful until penetrated and exposed by a Pinkerton spy. In 1877, when a
railroad strike spread throughout the nation, unorganized workers engaged in
a series of immensely destructive riots to protest wage cuts, the use of scabs,
and probably loss of jobs during a depression. Baltimore and Pittsburgh were
hardest hit; although the total cost in life and property has never been esti-
mated accurately, one commentator has reported that the destruction in Pitts-
burgh alone was greater than that experienced during all the labor and racial
riots of 1919. The Haymarket Square bombing and retaliation against anar-
chists in 1886 followed the railroad strike of 1877; the Homestead Strike at
the Carnegie Steel plant was followed by an anarchist attempt to kill Henry
Clay Frick in 1892; the Pullman Strike became particularly violent after
President Grover Cleveland called in troops over the protest of the Governor
of 1llinois in 1894; the Los Angeles Times was bombed by persons associated
with the AFL in 1910; the IWW led a textile strike at Lowell, Massachusetts,
in 1912; and there were national strikes against railroads and steel, with
troops called out in several cities, in 1919. These are just a few of the major
battles.

Meanwhile, in the mining and timber industries of the West, an initial
blow-up in the Coeur d’Alene region of Idaho (1892) was followed by twenty
years of the most intense and sanguinary struggle, ranging from Goldfields,
Nevada, and Ludlow, Colorado, to the West Virginia-Kentucky border. On
the eve of passage of the New Deal’s pro-union Wagner Act, CIO auto work-
ers were engaging in sit-down strikes in Michigan auto plants and fighting
pitched battles with strikebreakers and police. Legislative transformation of
labor-management relations, especially provisions for grievance and arbitra-
tion machinery, ended this principal period of labor war in the United States,
although continued skirmishes accompanying hard-fought strikes seem now a
part of our way of life.

(10) Black Americans participated during the years of slavery in at least
250 abortive insurrections and were, after the end of the Civil War, the vic-
tims of white attacks in dozens of cities ranging from Cincinnati (1866) to
East St. Louis (1917). Blacks retaliated violently against white attacks in the
Chicago and Washington, D.C., race riots of 1919 and in the Detroit riot of
1943.

(11) Prior to the passage, in 1920, of the Nineteenth Amendment grant-
ing female suffrage, women engaged in militant action to protest their exclu-
sion from American politics. The idea of women gaining a voice in politics
was widely considered to amount to a radical assault not only on the political
order, but on the very fabric of society. “Were our state a pure democracy,”
wrote Thomas Jefferson, “there would still be excluded from our delibera-
tions . . . women, who, to prevent deprivation of morals and ambiguity of is-
sues, should not mix promiscuously in gatherings of men.”14 Although the
struggle for woman suffrage did not include mass political violence of the kind
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which marked the struggles of many other groups for a share of political
power, it frequently involved aggressively militant tactics. In 1917, for ex-
ample, militant women engaged in hunger strikes, picketed the White House,
and burned copies of Presidential speeches.15

This list, although incomplete,16 does provide a historical background

against which to test the most important implication of the myth of peaceful -

progress—the idea that political violence in the United States is, and always-
has been, relatively rare, needless, without purpose, and irrational. The prop-
osition that domestic polictical violence has been unnecessary to achieve po-
litical goals is ambiguous, but it is historically failacious no matter how one
interprets it. If it means that the established machinery has permitted major
““out-groups” to move nonviolently up the politico-economic ladder, it is
demonstrably false. On the contrary, American institutions seem designed to
facilitate the advancement of talented individuals rather than of oppressed
groups. Groups engaging in mass violence have done so only after a long pe-
riod of fruitless, relatively nonviolent struggle.

Similarly, the proposition is false if it means that the established order is
self-transforming, in that groups in power will always or generally share that
power with newcomers without the pressure of actual or potential violence: -
The Appalachian farmer revolts, as well as tumultuous urban demonstrations
in sympathy with the French Revolution, were used by Jeffersonians to cre-
ate a new two-party system over the horrified protests of the Federalists.
Northern violence ended Southern slavery and Southern terrorism ended
radical Reconstruction. The transformation of labor-management relations
was achieved during a wave of bloody strikes, in the midst of a depression
and widespread fear of revolution. And black people made their greatest po-
litical gains, both in Congress and in the cities, during the racial strife of the
1960’s.

All this does not mean, however, that violence is always effective or always

necessary. Such a belief would merely create a new myth—a myth of violent
progress—which could easily be refuted by citing examples of violence with-

out progress (such as the American Indian revolts) and progress without vio-

lence (such as the accession of Jews to positions of influence).

The point, really, is to understand the inertia of political and economic
power, which is not as easily shared or turned over to powerless outsiders as
the myth of peaceful progress suggests. The demands of some domestic
groups for equality and power have been impossible to meet within the exist-
ing political and economic systems. The admission of Indian tribes, members
of labor unions, or the mass of oppressed black people to full membership in
American society would have meant that existing systems would have had to
be transformed, at least in part, to make room for the previously excluded
and that, in the transformation, land-hungry settlers, large corporations, or
urban political machines and real estate interests would have had to give
ground. Transformation and concomitant power realignments were refused
to the Indians; granted, at least partially and after great social disorder, to
workers; and are currently in question for black people in American society.

The moral is not that America is a ““sick society” but that, like all other socie- 7.

ties, it has to confront the oldest problem of politics—the problem of the non:
violent transfer of power.
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Disposing of the myth of peaceful progress may also shed some light on
another current illusion: the notion that domestic ethnic groups that escaped
from their ghettos nonviolently are somehow superior to those that did not.
In the first place, “nonviolence” is a misleading term. European immigrants
participated, at various times and in differing proportions, in political move-
ments often productive of disorder—socialist, anarchist, populist, and fascist.
Whether German, English, Irish, Italian, East European, or Russian, their
struggle to unionize implicated them deeply in labor-management warfare.
Immigrants in urban areas fought each other for control of the streets, partici-
pated in race riots, and engaged in a kind of politics not meant for those with
weak stomachs or weak fists. They sometimes used criminal activity both as
a way of exercising community control and as a method of economic advance-
ment when other routes were closed.17 And they did not hesitate, once some
power had been obtained, to employ official violence through control of local

:" governments and police forces against emerging groups as militant as they had
"~ once been.

Second, it is clear that those groups which rose rapidly up the politico-
economic ladder (and not all immigrant groups did) were the beneficiaries of
a happy correspondence between their group characteristics (including eco-
nomic skills) and the needs of a changing economic and political system. To
put it baldly, they were lucky, since collective virtues which are an advantage
at one stage of national development may be irrelevant or disadvantageous at
another. Were immigrants or rural peasant stock, such as the Irish or the
Southern Italians, to come to the United States today, they would find them-
selves in a position very similar to that of rural southern blacks and whites
now entering northern cities, their skills almost valueless and their traditional
social institutions irrelevant. Even immigrants with crafts or commercial skills
and an urban outlook, such as the Jewish arrivals of 1890-1920, would find
themselves less mobile today, small entrepreneurs in an age of corporate
concentration and post-industrial automation, like the Puerto Ricans of
present-day New York. Politically, earlier immigrants reaped the benefits of
decentralization—the possibility of taking over an urban machine or a state
legislature—and were the chief beneficiaries of the political realignment cre-
ated by the Great Depression. In short, the steady pace of national centrali-
zation and unification on all levels, political as well as economic, has made it
progressively more difficult for powerless groups to break into the power

_structure.

.~ The myth of peaceful progress offers intellectual support for existing po-

=+ litical arrangements and validates the suppression of protest. It also serves to
conceal the role of official violence in the maintenance of these arrangements.

Official violence has been a major element in the pattern of domestic mass
violence discussed thus far. Ever since the eighteenth century, those wishing
to justify individual instances of revolt on grounds of self-defense have pointed
to prior acts of violence by those in authority. In the midst of the Green
Mountain Boys’ uprising, for example, Ethan Allen wrote the governor of
New York, “Though they style us rioters for opposing them and seek to catch
and punish us as such, yet in reality themselves are the rioters, the tumultu-
ous, disorderly, stimulating factors. . . .18

Once mass revolt has begun, the most common question is whether “offi-

1_cial violence,” reform, or some combination of force and reform will end it.
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Military suppression has ended some rebellions, such as those of the Indian
peoples; capitulation to the insurgents, as in the case of the Klan during Re-
construction, terminated others. At most times during their history, how-
ever, Americans confronted by violent uprisings have responded ambiguously,
alternating the carrot of moderate reform with the stock of mild suppression.
During the ghetto uprisings of the past few years, police and troops called in
to suppress disorders have often used excessive violence, as in Newark and
Detroit, but have not committed massacres—for example, by machine-gunning
looters. With a few exceptions (such as the U.S. Army’s treatment of the
Indians) this has been the recurrent pattern of attempted suppression of do-
mestic revolts: frequent excesses of official violence without mass murder.
And along with suppression has gone moderate reform, from the offers of
state and colonial legislatures io remedy some of the grievances of the Appa-
jachian farmers to the civil rights legislation of the 1960’s, enacted aimost di-
tectly in response to Southern sit-ins and Northern rioting. The problem,
however, is that these methods are seldom effective. The historical data sug-
gest that once law-abiding Americans reach the point of mass disobedience to
law, their revolts will be ended neither by moderate force nor by moderate
reform.

Both techniques were attempted during the eighteenth-century farmer up-
risings; revolts in New Jersey, the Carolinas, Pennsylvania, New York, and
Massachusetts were squelched in relatively bloodless battles, while legislature
held out the olive branch of compromise on such issues as legislative appor-
tionment, taxation, and court procedure. Still, until the Jeffersonian acces-
sion, the revolts continued. Similarly, the North-West axis which came to
control Congress in the decades before the Civil War attempted to end South-
ern insurgency by combining law enforcement (e.g., Jackson’s Force Act,
passed in response to South Carolinian “nullification” of the Tariff of 1828)
with a series of famous compromises on the issue of slavery. Despite the offer
of the Crittenden Compromise of 1860, the South seceded. Even during the
labor-management warfare of the later nineteenth and early twentieth centu-
ries, the pattern persisted. The force used to suppress strikes and riots was
not massive enough to destroy the entire labor movement; reforms achieved
in the form of recognition of some unions, victory in some strikes, and a pro-
labor attitude on the part of the Wilson administration were not sufficient to
meet the movement’s demands and needs. At present, it appears that gentle
enforcement of civil rights laws and court decisions in the South will not inte-
grate southern schools or alter fundamental patterns of racial discrimination,
while a similar combination of police action and legislative reform is proving
ineffective to end the revolt of ghetto blacks in the North.

Whether on the frontier or in the factory, in rural Southern communities
or in urban ghettos, what rebels have demanded is the satisfaction of their
group interests, including interests in exercising political and economic power
and in controlling their own social systems. Metaphorically, these desires
translate into “independence”—the integration into American society not just
of scattered members of the group but of the entire group considered as a
cultural, economic, political and, occasionally, territorial unit. Prior to and
during their struggle for greater autonomy, insurgent groups experience a
sharp increase in collective pride and in political awareness. They reject old-
style leaders and choose new ones reflecting this new awareness. 0ld links
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with outside society are discarded as obsolete; new ones are forged in the heat
of revolt. The achievement of a greater degree of local autonomy makes pos-
sible the creation of group economic institutions, more rapid internal mod-
ernization, and an increase in national political power based on group solidar-
ity (e.g., the “bloc vote™). Therefore, paradoxically, revolts or insurrections
seen by those in power as divisive, separatist, or even anarchic have often had
the effects of restoring social order to the group and reuniting the insurgents
on a new basis with the larger body politic. “Independence,” then, implies a
new interdependence, based no longer on favors asked and received but on the
respect which power owes to power. It may be argued, of course, that this is
not a final state but a phase of group development. Even so, it would seem to
be an essential phase; all successful American groups, including WASPS, have
passed or are passing through it on their way to maturity and power. At the
same time, the official approach to the problem of violent mass revolt has
been to offer the rebels the benefits of individualism—reforms which promise
members of the insurgent group fairer treatment, more votes, more jobs, and
so on—provided only that they give up “unrealistic”” demands for control of
territory, recognition of collective political and economic interests, and the
like. Naturally, such offers are rejected by the insurgents.

This compromise has been repeatedly acted out. American colonists,
Western farmers, Southern secessionists, labor union men, urban blacks, and
others have all been offered the benefit of integration as individuals into a
pre-existing social system, provided that they renounce the goal of exercising
independent, collective power. In each case, rejection of such compromises
paved the way for escalated conflict. In each case, what finally terminated
the conflict was either massive military suppression or some collection of
events which so transformed the pre-existing social system as to permit inte-
gration of the insurgent group, not just some of its members individually, into
American society.

— It is worth noting that, as a rule, the means of such integration have been

either accidental or improvised, since our individualistic political and eco-
nomic systems have lacked the machinery for advancing the interests of

_groups qua groups. Methods of group advancement which now seem “tradi-

tional,” e.g., political parties, political machines, business corporations, labor
unions, and community organizations, were all considered at their inception
as dangerous and unAmerican. Moreover, the integration of large out-groups
into American society generally took place not as a result of in-group gener-
osity or reform but in the wake of system-transforming “explosions,” such as
westward expansion, civil or world war, and depression. That the great immi-
gration waves of 1880-1920 coincided with the transformation of the United
States from an agricultural-rural to an industrial-urban society goes far to ex-
plain why some groups were able to achieve integration fairly quickly and
with a minimum of organized violence, although even among these immigrants
both the pace of integration and the frequency of recourse to violence varied
significantly from group to group.

CONTEMPORARY AMERICAN PROTEST

The number of participants in demonstrative protest seems to be increas-
ing and includes an ever larger proportion of the members of society. Anti-
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war demonstrations in the United States, for example, are estimated to have
grown almost continuously from the spring of 1965 to the spring of 1?68.’}9
The student population, castigated in the 1950’s as the “silent generation,
produced at least 221 demonstrations in 101 colleges between January 1 and
June 15, 1968, involving 38,911 participants, according to a study conducted
by the National Student Association. o

Demonstrations are often viewed as the political tool of only a few dissi-
dent factions, such as students and Negroes. Actually, the number and vari-
ety of social groups resorting to this mechanism seems to be increasing. Vari-
ous middle-class groups as well as “‘respectable” professionals have been
involved in demonstrations. Teachers have picketed schools in New York
City.20 Doctors, nurses, researchers and others from the medical profejssion
have demonstrated against the war in Vietnam.2! Clergymen have sim:{arly
protested. On several Sundays in September and October, 1968, parishioners
demonstrated near Catholic churches in Washington, D.C., to protest sanctions
against priests who did not support the Pope’s edict against artificial birth
control. Even the staffs of law enforcement agencies have not refrained from
demonstrating. For instance, on October 1, 1968, one hundred “welfare pa-
trolmen” picketed New York City’s Social Services Department.

Nor are the demonstrators all of one particular political persuasion. Among
those who have resorted to this mode of expression are students who demon-
strated for Humphrey (urging Senator Eugene J. McCarthy to support him)
outside the San Francisco Civic Center Auditorium on October 15, 1968,
against the sit-in at Columbia University, for the war in Vietnam, and for
stricter enforcement of the law.

Wide segments of the public condemn protest indiscriminately. James
Reston observed that “the prevailing mood of the country is against the dem-
onstrators in the black ghettos and the universities,” even though most of the
demonstrations are peaceful.22 Life magazine states, “Certainly it is a matter
of concern when Americans find the ordinary channels of discussion and deci-
sion so unresponsive that they feel forced to take their grievances to the
street.”23 The majority of the citizenry tends to focus its attention on the
communicative acts themselves, condemning both them and their partici-
pants. For instance, seventy-four percent of the adult public in a California
poll expressed disapproval of the student demonstrations at Berkeley in
1964,24 although those demonstrations were actually nonviolent. Perhaps
media reports of the “Berkeley riots™ shaped public opinion.

Asked explicitly about the right to engage in “peaceful” demonstrations
(“against the war in Vietnam”) forty percent of the people sampled in both
December, 1966, and July, 1967, felt that the citizenry had no such right.
Fifty-eight percent were prepared to “accept” such demonstrations “‘as long
as they are peaceful.” So a major segment of the public seems unaware that
such demonstrations have the same legal status as writing to a congressman or
speaking up at a town meeting.25

The situation is somewhat similar to the first appearances of organized
labor strikes. Not only the owners and managers of industrial plants but also
broad segments of the public at the beginning of the century did not recog-
nize the rights of workers to strike and to picket factories if their grievances
were unheeded. Strikes are more widely accepted now, even though they
have frequently been associated with violence by workers, management, and
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the police. Yet according to the Harris poll, “The majority (seventy-seven
percent of those sampled) feel that the refusal to work is the ultimate and
legitimate recourse for union members engaged in the process of collective
bargaining. . . .”26

It is important to note that as more of the public learned to accept strikes,
they erupted less frequently into violent confrontations; the most important
factor seems to have been an increased readiness to respond to the issues
raised by the strikers rather than merely responding to the act of striking.
Perhaps contemporary social protest will provoke similar transformations
both in the public mind and in social institutions.

In the chapters that follow, we present a social history of anti-war, student,
and black protest. Our analysis is intended to illuminate the reasons for the
development of these protest movements, with the hope that such an exposi-
tion will both contribute to increasing understanding of how and why these
movements came about, and serve as background for consideration of what
society’s response to these movements ought to be.

References

Amitai Etzioni, Demonstration Democracy (Washington, D.C.: Center for Policy
Research, 1968), p. 10.

See, in general, reports of Chicago, Cleveland and Miami Study Teams. Also,
Etzioni, pp. 36-41.

National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders, Report (Washington, D.C.:

U.S. Government Printing Ofifce, 1968), p. 2. Hereafter cited as Kerner Report.
Etzioni, p. 10.

George F. Kennan, Democracy and the Student Left (New York: Bantam Books,
1968), pp. 8-9.

Robert F. Kennedy, quoted in Irving L. Horowitz, “Kennedy’s Death—Myths and
Realities,” Trans-action, V, No. 8, July/Aug. 1968, p. 3.

Gallup Poll, September, 1968.

Unless otherwise noted, the material in this section is drawn from an unpublished
paper by Richard Rubenstein, “Mass Political Violence in the United States,” pre-
pared for this Commission, 1968.

Clifford Geertz, “Is America by Nature a Violent Society?” New York Times
Magazine, April 28, 1968, p. 25.

Some of the better known works of this “consensus school” are: Daniel Boorstin,
The Genius of American Politics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1953);
Louis Hartz, The Liberal Tradition in America (New York: Harcoutt Brace,
1955); Daniel Bell, The End of Ideology (Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 1960); Seymour
Martin Lipset, Political Man: The Social Basis of Politics (Garden City, New York:
Doubleday and Co., 1960). In a brief summary it is impossible to do descriptive
justice to the complexity and diversity of these thinkers. It is worth noting, in
particular, that not all consensus scholars jumped from the perception of consen-
sus to its celebration; this is particularly true of the work of Louis Hartz.

This secems to have been an underlying assumption of the Kerner Report. Chapter
6 of the Report is limited to a discussion of Negro history. Chapter 9, comparing
negroes with European immigrants, suggests one similarity between the two group
experiences—the length of time needed to escape from urban poverty (three gener-
ations). It does not recognize, however, that domestic groups other than Negroes
resorted to mass violence as a method of group advancement.

Hartz, p. 58.

The focus on insurgent groups in the succeeding paragraphs may seem to imply
that political vioience originated with these groups, or that they were the aggres-
sors. On the contrary, these revolts were generally conceived as defense re-
sponses to outside aggression, a conception with some basis in fact. See fn. 16.

Protests and Politics

14,

15.
4 16.

Quoted in Martin Gruberg, Women in American Politics (Oshkosh, Wisconsin:
Academia Press, 1968), p. 4.

Gruberg, p. 6.

There is no definitive work on political violence in the United States and very
little comparative work has been done in this field. See Orville 1. Victor, History
of American Conspiracies, 1863; Lamar Middleton, Revolt U.S.A. (.N.ew ){ork:
Stackpole Sons, 1938); Bennett Milton Rich, The Presidents and Civil Disorder
(Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1941); Daniel Aaron, ed.,Amgnca
in Crisis (New York: Knopf, 1952); Richard Hofstadter, The Paranoid Style in
American Politics (New York: Knopf, 1966). The following works of brogder.
scope will also repay study: On Indians, Oscar Handlin, Race and Nationality in
American Life (Boston: Little Brown, 1957), and Roy Pearce, The Savages of
America (Baltimore: John Hopkins Press, 1965); on Southern nationalism: Jesse
T. Carpenter, The South as a Ce Minority (ei d New York: New York
University Press, 1963) and William R. Taylor, Cavalier and Yankee (New York:
G. B. Brazilier, 1961); on Reconstruction Violence, Stanley F. Horn, Invisible Em-
pire (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1939) and Kenneth Stampp, The Era ofRecor}-
struction (New York: Knopf, 1965); on slave revolts, Herbert Aptheker, Arfte_n-
can Negro Slave Revolts (New York: International Publishers, 1939) and William
Styron, The Confessions of Nat Turner (New Y ork: Random House, 19.67);.on
nativism, John Higham, Strangers in the Land (New Jersey: RUtge{s Unweysny
Press, 1955); on vigilantism, David W. Chalmers, Hooded Americanism (Cl.ucago.:
Quadrangle, 1968); on labor-management warfare, Louis Adamic, Dynamite (zeis-
sued Gloucester, Mass.: P. Smith, 1963); Robert F. Hoxie, Trade Unionism in the
United States (reissued New York: Russell and Russell, 1966); Graham Adams,
Ir., Age of Industrial Violence (New York: Columbia University Press, 1966}; on
black-white violence, Arthur 1. Waskow, From Race Riot to Sit-In (Garden City,
New York: Doubleday, 1966).

Daniel Bell, “Crime as a Way of Life,” in Bell, Ch. 10.

Quoted in Middleton, Revolt, p. 141.

From an unpublished paper by Irving L. Horowitz, “The Struggle Is the Message:
An Analysis of Tactics, Trends, and Tensions in the Anti-War Movement,” pre-
pared for this Commission, 1968.

New York Times, September 12, 1967, p. 1; September 30, 1968, p. 1.

New York Times, January 5, 1967, p. S.

New York Times, October 23, 1968, p. 46.

John V. Lindsay, “Law and Order,” Life, September 2, 1968, pp. 32-33.

Colin Miller, “Press and the Student Revolt,” in Revolution at Berkeley, eds.
Michael V. Miller and Susan Gilmore (New York: Dial Press, 1967), p. 347.
Harris Poll, June 10, 1968.

Harris Poll, March 27, 1967.




TR,

PART TWO
THE POLITICS OF CONFRONTATION

L & TG T, 3 < PR
g e s ) o o G0 A
7 A
- g = b v AT o



Chapter 2
ANTI-WAR PROTEST

INTRODUCTION

In the past three years protest against American involvement and conduct
in Vietnam has become so familiar to our national life that it has almost ac-
quired the status of an institution. Few people today would think of asking
why this social force came into existence or how it has sustained itself and
grown; even the movement’s opponents seem resigned to its inevitability. In
many respects, however, the very existence of a broadly based, militant opposi-
tion to foreign policy marks a sharp departure from longstanding and deeply
embedded traditions, and future historians will probably marvel at the outpour-
ing of protest and seek to explain it by reference to unprecedented conditions.

In some advanced countries, such as Japan, protest has been virtually rit-
ualized over the years. Attendant street violence is predictable and the issues
are likewise stable—military pacts, foreign bases on native soil, delay in the re-
turn of confiscated territory, hospitality to nuclear submarines, and so forth.
American war protest, by contrast, has until recently been a marginal, easily
ignored phenomenon. The 1863 anti-draft riots had more to do with ethnic
rivalries than with principled objections to the Civil War, and in other wars a
magnified patriotism has obscured the voices of dissent.! Once a war has
gotten underway, those who formerly counselled against participation in it
have sometimes emerged as its staunchest champions; World War 11 is perhaps
the best example of this. Furthermore, although American wars have varied
in the enthusiasm of their reception at home, nothing like the Vietnam pro-
test movement has previously appeared.

It is especially interesting that the wars most closely resembling the current
one did not generate a comparable reaction. In the 1840’s the United States
annexed a large portion of Mexico and suppressed a “‘native uprising” under
the cover of dubious legal arguments. Few listened to Henry Thoreau’s
protests . sainst this action, and when Abraham Lincoln rose in the House of
Representatives to detail the President’s sophistries he doomed his chances for
reelection. In the 1890’s the United States aligned itself temporarily with
Philippine nationalism in order to destroy Spain’s colonial power, and then
turned o suppression of the nationalists themselves. Despite the fact that i
there we.c wnore than 100,000 Filipino casualties, mostly civilians, no con- P
certed protest was heard; indeed, American historians are still reluctant to see
the Philippine episode as the cynical and brutal adventure described by Mark
Twain.2 A similar mental blackout has accompanied the numerous American
incursions into Latin America, first by private filibustering expeditions and
later by the Marines. There were no significant protests when Secretary of
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State Knox remarked, upon the sending of Marines into Cuba in 1908, that
“The United States does not undertake first to consult the Cuban Govern-
ment if a crisis arises requiring a temporary landing somewhere.”3

Turning to recent history, we must note that the chief public objection to
the invasion-by-proxy of Cuba in 1961 was that the invasion failed. And
President Johnson was able to mobilize Congressional and public support for
the invasion of the Dominican Republic in 1965, first on grounds of protect-
ing American civilians and then with the retrospective justification that the
“Sino-Soviet military bloc” had been behind the Dominican revolution4 This
support was mobilized despite organized opposition that may have been a pre-
cursor to the anti-Vietnam war movement.

There have actually been significant exercises of American power that the
American public has hardly noticed at all: few Americans are aware of the
United States’ invasion of Russia after World War I, coups in Iran and Guate-
mala, the intervention of U.S, troops in Lebanon, the attempted overthrow of
the neutralist government of Laos, and the quiet deployment of 55,000 troops
in Thailand. Finally, in seeking to explain recent protest it is especially useful,
for purposes of contrast, to recall the Korean War, which resembled the Viet-
nam War in several respects and occurred within the memory of many current
protesters. Though the similarities between South Korea under Syngman Rhee
and South Vietnam under Ngo Dinh Diem were extensive and profound, no
mass protest against intervention occurred. Even today, fifteen years after the
Panmunjom Truce, few Americans know about, and fewer question, the pres-
ence of more than 50,000 American troops in South Korea. It is thus evident
that a tradition of anti-interventionism is not in itself a significant factor in the
shaping of American public opinion. Obviously, something more is required to
account for the growth of a broad protest movement in this country.

The case of Vietnam would thus appear to be a unique exception to the sup-
port which the American public habitually grants its leaders in matters of na-
tional security. There is, of course, a correlation between the degree of our
military involvement and the size of protest; the first significant dissent against
the war was heard in the spring of 1965, when the first “nonretaliatory” air
attacks against North Vietnam began and the first acknowledged combat troops
were landed in South Vietnam. Since then, the scope of protest.has grown
with the scope of hostilities. But the Korean example reminds us that the de-
gree of American involvement and sacrifice cannot account for the level of pro-
test; it was not until the spring of 1967 that American casualties in Vietnam sur-
passed those in Korea, and the total number of American combat deaths is still
(November, 1968) lower for this war than for its predecessor.5 Whereas the
high casualties in Korea chiefly served the arguments of those who wanted to
extend the war into China, the high casualties in Vietnam have chiefly been
emphasized by proponents of negotiation or withdrawal,

It is plain, therefore, that an unprecedented constellation of factors must
have gone into the making of the anti-war sentiment that prevails today. This
chapter, which analyzes these factors, begins with an examination of the or-
ganization of the anti-war movement. This examination indicates that organi-
zational structure per se is of little value in accounting for its growth. Indeed,
the movement is best understood as a result of events, not as a generator of
future actions. These events, which were widely communicated, led to a deep
skepticism about the war among wide segments of the American public and
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also led an amorphous set of organizations to oppose the war. Thus our anal
sis turns to an examination of these events and why they had the effect they
did.

THE DISORGANIZATION OF THE ANTI-WAR MOVEMENT

There is little general agreement about the makeup and nature of the Viet-
nam protest movement. From within, the movement seems dl_sorgam.zed to the
point of chaos, with literally hundreds of ad hoc groups springing up in re-
sponse to specific issues, with endless formation and disbanding of coahtxon%
and with perpetual doubts as to where things are headed and whet.her tl}e ei: ort
is worthwhile at all. From without, as in the view taken by some investigating
committees and grand juries, the movement oftgn .looks quite‘dlfferent—a.con-
spiracy, admittedly complex but single-minded inits obstruction of American
policy. In the latter interpretation, ieadet§ aqd ideology are of .paramgunt
importance; in the former, the movement is simply people “doing their own
thing.”

The interpretation offered here will be that the peace movement does haye
some broad continuities and tendencies, well understood by the most promi-
nent leaders, but that its loosely participatory, unstructured aspect can scarcely
be overestimated. Would-be spokesmen can be found to corroborate any gen-
eralization about the movement’s ultimate purposes, but the spokesmep k.xave
few constituents and they are powerless to shape events. Ton} Hayden s in-
fluence on the developments outside the Democratic Convention in Chicago, .
for example, was probably minuscule compared to that of the Ch1<,:’ago authori-
ties; and Hayden’s subsequent call for “two, three, many Cl'gcag.os h?’s no
status as a strategical commitment. If there are to be more .Chlcagos‘ it will
require similar occasions, similar attitudes on the part of civie and police au-
thorities, similar causes for political desperation, and similar masses of people
who have decided on their own to risk their safety. No one, not even Tom
Hayden, is likely to show up for ideological reasons alone or because someone
told him to.

The more one learns about the organizational structure and de\{elopment of
the peace movement, the more reluctant one must be to speak of its concerted
direction. As the following pages will show, the movement has been.and re-
mains in a posture of responding to events outside its control; the chlef: mile-
stones in its growth have been its days of widespre.ad outrage at escalations,
bombing resumptions, draft policies, and prosecutions. As C]}aft I shows, the
size of demonstrations varies directly with the popular opposition to the war
during the period 1965 to 1968. Thus, the strength of }tlle movement _would
seem to be causally related to widespread American attitudes and sentiments
toward the war.

When we reflect on the variety of the critics of the war, we can well under-
stand why the movement has never yet had the luxury, or px?r}laps the e‘mbar-
rassment, of defining either its parameters or its long-t?nn aims. There is a
widespread feeling among those who participate in active criticism of the war
that the movement would collapse without the presence of a worsening mili-
tary situation and a domestic social crisis, and this feeling gains credence from
the slackening of protest after President Johnson’s speech of March 31, 1968,
and the preoccupation with “straight” politics du.ring the McCarthy and Ken-
nedy campaigns. Although it may seem tautological to say so, one must bear
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in mind that the chief sustaining element in the Vietnam protest movement

has been the war in Vietnam. Not even the most avid partisans of the move-
ment can guarantee its continued growth when the issues become less imme-
diate and dramatic.

This fact needs to be emphasized repeatedly in view of the widely divergent
political opinions of people who must be counted as having served the move-
ment. The Chinese-oriented Progressive Labor Party has been part of the move-
ment, but so have United States Senators. The Communist journalist Wilfred
Burchett has had less impact than Harrison Salisbury, and the Republican Blue
Book on Vietnam probably contributed more than Bertrand Russell’s Inter-
national War Crimes Tribunal. For that matter, it is unlikely that any demon-
stration mobilized American opinion as effectively as Premier Ky did when he
declared his only hero was Adolf Hitler.6 Innumerable small events such as
that casual remark drew great numbers of normally apolitical American citizens
into signing petitions, participating in vigils and marches, and supporting peace
candidates. One must resist the tendency, fostered both by would-be leaders
of the movement and by those who want to blame them as the source of all
trouble, to identify the movement with its most radical and estranged seg-
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ment, or to take too seriously the political impact of demonstrations. The
anti-war movement is not a fixed group of people; it is something that has been
happening to America. And demonstrations are typically an outcome of events
uncontrolled by the movement, rather than a generator of future actions.
Moreover, it is usually the response to the demonstration that catapults it, as

in the Chicago demonstration, into the status of an “event.”

Several other considerations reinforce an attitude of caution about describ-
ing the peace movement in terms of its organizational structure. The most effec-
tive groups in marshalling mass protest, such as the National Mobilization Com-
mittee to End the War in Vietnam and the Students for a Democratic Society,
have extremely fluid membership and virtually no national control over their
membership’s behavior. In fact, the former committee has no real membership
at all; it is merely a coalition of “leaders” from various smaller groups who
would disagree with one another on a number of fundamental points but are
willing to appear in the same march or demonstration. The very name of the
most prominent group in New York City, the “Fifth Avenue Peace Parade
Committee,” expresses the prevailing subordination of ideology to coalition
tactics. It is only a small exaggeration to say that the role of organizational
leadership in the movement is restricted to applying for permits, holding press
conferences, announcing the time and place of demonstrations, and mailing
appeals for funds.

Again, it should be understcod that anti-war groups tend to spring up to
give focus to activities that already exist. A few pacifists picket the Naval Weap-
ons Depot at Port Chicago, California, they decide to stay there indefinitely,
as the Port Chicago Vigil, and the vigil rallies support from the anti-war com-
munity. Draft cards are destroyed by individuals, prosecutions begin, the press
takes notice, and, in response, an organization called The Resistance is formed.
The Resistance in turn poses a challenge to draft-ineligible sympathizers who
see their young friends being treated as criminals, and so additional organiza-
tions like RESIST and the Committee for Draft Resistance are formed. Busi-
nessmen, VISTA volunteers, writers and artists, clergymen, doctors, student
body presidents, and so forth typically get together in ad hoc groupings whose
sole aim may be to place an advertisement in a newspaper; the political work of
forming common attitudes has been done in advance by the mass media and a
general awareness of facts about the war.

There are, of course, very many groups that do have long-range purposes
and articulated Left ideologies, but none of them is especially influential, and
they have learned over the past few years that their only hope of broad sup-
port is to participate in such paper mergers as the National Mobilization Com-
mittee and the Student Mobilization Committee and to get their names asso-
ciated with large and dramatic rallies. One must also realize that the
participatory style of decision-making epitomized in the Students for a Demo-
cratic Society has gained much currency, thus further limiting the meaningful-
ness of an analysis in terms of leadership structure. “Party discipline” has vir-
tually disappeared as a code of behavior. Indeed, a dilemma facing the movement
isits lack of discipline; in exchange for spontaneity and political automony, it
forfeits control over the smallish elements whose demeanor is provocative of
violence. It is significant in this light that the American Communist Party has
been among the most peripheral and least noticed components of the peace
movement, and also among the least spirited in tactics.
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A partial exception to the rule that organizations can be either ideological
or effective, but not both, can be found in groups like the American Friends
Service Committee, the Committee for Nonviolent Action, and the Committee
for a Sane Nuclear Policy. The ideology in question is, to be sure, merely peace
and nonviolence, but one could defend calling this an ideology on the grounds
that it is a fully thought-out commitment that is not negotiable and not de-
pendent on the existence of any particular crisis. These three groups have
achieved significant results in shaping opinion among people who are resistant
to traditional political rhetoric, and they have also formed an important bridge
between the peace movement and such critical institutions as the U.S. Con-
gress and the United Nations. Their very commitment to nonviolence has
given them a political weight that the more “political” groups have found dif-
ficult to acquire. Furthermore, the nonviolent activists developed innovative
tactics of protest in the 1950’s and focused interests on the issues of militarism
and the nuclear arms race that have subsequently entered the national political
dialogue.

WHY THE MOVEMENT GREW

So the reasons for the growth of the anti-war movement must be found out-
side the organization of that movement, and the movement is best understood
as a result of events. Accordingly, we now turn to an examination of these
events and the multitude of factors which conditioned their impact and which
lent the movement its occasional capacity for desperation and fury.

A War with Time to Think

One of the most telling of those factors was the prolonged public attention
given to Vietnam before the battle was fully joined. In this respect Vietnam
stands in marked contrast to Korea.

The Korean War broke into public consciousness all at once with an invasion
from the Communist North; the public had not more time to reflect than did
President Truman. Few Americans had given any thought to the complexities
of Korean politics; particularly, to the nature of the Syngman Rhee regime, its
degree of popular support in South Korea, or the manner in which it had been
placed in power under American direction. The intellectual climate in 1950 was
not conducive to detached thought concerning the war—there were hardly any
Americans who questioned the Cold War policy of containment—except of
course for those who favored “rollback” and “liberation” of Communist-
occupied territories. The rise of Communist China abroad and of McCarthy-
ism at home did not allow for the development of a respectable anti-war seg-
ment of opinion.

Vietnam was different. The American public has become increasingly aware
of the country and its issues over a period of years. Americans had been
vaguely aware of the fall of Dienbienphu in 1954, the Geneva Accords and the
establishment of the Diem regime in the same year, and the alleged success of
Premier Diem in establishing a “democratic one-man rule.” Until his desposi-
tion and assassination in November, 1963, Diem was portrayed favorably in
American press releases. The State Department White Paper of 1961 sup-
ported his claim that South Vietnam was a victim of unprovoked aggression
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from without. Numerous statements from high government officials promised
an early end to the Communist threat in Vietnam. At the same time, Diem’s
treatment of dissenting political factions, the failure of the strategic hamlet
program, the Buddhist protests beginning in May 1963, and the self-immola-
tions beginning in the following month, together with the colorful and news-
worthy deportment of the Premier’s sister-in-law, Mme. Nhu (“I would clap
hands at seeing another monk barbecue show™), all served to focus American
interest on Vietnam. This interest could hardly be characterized as protest,
but when the Diem regime was replaced by a succession of strongmen, juntas,
and shadow governments and the war continued to grow, the American public
was aware and becoming increasingly disturbed.

The Promises of the 1964 Campaign

The American presidential election campaign of 1964 can hardly be over-
rated as a precondition of the protest movement. In that campaign President
Johnson recommended himself as the candidate of peace, as opposed to a man
who would defoliate forests, bomb the North, and “supply American boys to
do the job that Asian boys should do.”7 It seems fair to say that the anti-
Vietnam war movement has been energized in part by a deep personal bitter-
ness against the speaker of those words, and without the promises of 1964 the
movement might have assumed a milder character. President Johnson’s 1964
victory was overwhelming and was widely described as a “landslide.” Cer-
tainly, he was perceived as a man of enormous executive ability. Perhaps be-
cause of the confidence given him in 1964, large numbers of normally apoliti-
cal citizens have felt misled or even betrayed, and this feeling has been
exacerbated by the insistence of the Johnson administration that its policies
merely honored committments made by Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy.

President Roosevelt, too, campaigned as a peace candidate and then made
war, but the public felt no contradiction; America had been “stabbed in the
back” by other powers. World War II and the Korean War as well conformed
to the national expectation that conflicts are always begun by others. Only a
vague and dubious analogue to this claim could be made in the case of the
Vietnam war, and doubts about it could incubate for months and years as the
government reiterated its position. The Tonkin Gulf incidents of August 24,
1964, and the Pleiku airbase attack of February 7, 1965, were no substitute
either for a *“Pearl Harbor” or a northern invasion. The very effort to minimize
American involvement lowered morale, not only because the assertions were
regularly disputed but also because the absence of official jingoism discouraged
formation of the patriotic myopia that often prevails in a fully mobilized
country. Public ambivalence and dismay only increased as escalations were
denied and assessments of the strength of the South Vietnamese regime were
shown to have been fanciful. In short, the American people had to cope with
some of the risks and anxieties of war without benefit of a *“wartime emer-
gency” mentality.

The Failure of Administration Arguments—Factual and Legal

At any given phase the majority of protesters claimed readiness to be rec-
onciled to the government if certain questions could be satisfactorily answered.
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The mood of injury and estrangement that has increasingly characterized the
anti-war movement has had much to do with the failure to provide answers
which satisfied them. Protesters who read the Geneva Accords of 1954 ex-
pressed puzzlement at President Johnson’s description of the aim of U.S.
policy as “observance of the 1954 agreements which guaranteed the independ-
ence of South Vietnam,”8 since the Geneva Accords make no mention of
South Vietnam and indeed provide a timetable for the reunification of the
northern and southern parts of the country.® Similarly, the government claim
that we are in Vietnam to guarantee self-determination has not proved credible
to many students of the post-Geneva period, in which Premier Diem explicitly
refused to follow the election procedures laid down in the Accords.10 Students
of the Vietnam situation who observed that the 1965 State Department White
Paper omitted any mention of the elections pointed out that the Department’s
Blue Book of 1961 had praised the South Vietnamese government for avoiding
the “well-laid trap” of the proposed elections.11 The 1965 version did not
even look consistent with itself, since the claim of massive North Vietnamese
military involvement over a five-year period was backed with only twenty-
three biographical sketches of “North Vietnamese” prisoners, seventeen of
whom were in fact born in South Vietnam. As books about the war proliferated,
growing numbers of Americans began to learn how the current Vietnamese
situation had evolved from the unstable conclusion of the Indochinese war, in
which the U.S. had openly supported French colonialism against the Vietnam-
ese. As more and more facts fell into place, increasing numbers of American
citizens began to question whether their government was being truthful about
its real purposes in Vietnam.

The most important part of the government’s case for intervention, that it
was opposing a clear case of aggression from Hanoi, looked less impressive
when it emerged that in 1963 the 16,000 American “advisors” were opposing
a revolutionary movement that was at least ninety-eight percent indigenously
South Vietnamese.!2 As regime after regime in Saigon fell, it seemed more
and more likely that it was the ARVN, rather than the Viet Cong, which sur-
vived only as a result of outside support. As a Saigon official reportedly told
New York Times correspondent Charles Mohr,

Frankly, we are not strong enough now to compete with the Com-
munists on a purely political basis. They.are organized and disciplined;
the noncommunists are not—we do not have any large, well organized
political parties and we do not yet have unity.13

As for the political nature of the N.L.F., and its relation to Communism, the
Buddhist Thich Nhat Hanh wrote:

The majority of the people in the Front are not Communists. They are
patriots, and to the extent that they are under the direction of the Com-
munists, it is an unconscious acceptance of control, not allegiance to
Communist ideology. I know it is a hard fact for Americans to face, but
it is a fact that the more Vietnamese their troops succeed in killing, and
the larger the force they introduce into Vietnam, the more surely they
destroy the very thing they are trying to build. Not only does the Front
itself gain in power and allegiance, but Communism is increasingly
identified by the peasants with patriotism and takes an increasingly in-
fluential role in the direction of the Front.14
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While most peace advocates were willing to concede the N.L.F.’s depend-
ency on the North Vietnamese government, few, if any, could accept the
theory, reiterated by Secretary Rusk and others, that the insurgents in South
Vietnam were carrying out a master plan drawn up in Peking.15 Too much
was known about indigenous grievances behind the fighting: the refusal to
implement the Geneva Accords, the American replacement of French power in
protection of the old Vietnamese ruling class, the excesses of the Diem regime
in the internment and torture of dissenters, the persecution of non-Catholics,
and the restoration of a feudal landholding structure. There were, to be sure,
comparable factors in the South Korea of Syngman Rhee, but they had seemed
insignificant when set against North Korea’s aggression. Moreover, in Korea
the United States fought as part of a United Nations force which lent moral
and political support that was notably absent in Vietnam. Moreover, in the
years since 1950 Communism had lost the image of a monolithic force of con-
quest. The Sino-Soviet dispute, the fragmentation of the East European bloc,
the U.S. government’s own efforts at detente with Russia all served to under-
mine the official picture of Diem’s opponents as an invading army equipped
and dispatched by “world communism.” Indeed, the statistics offered in the
1965 White Paper, “Aggression from the North,” left an implication that nearly
all the enemy’s military equipment must have been introduced into Vietnam
(in disregard of the Geneva terms) by the United States.16

The issue of the legality of American intervention in Vietnam17 has been a
continual irritant to American war protesters and the government’s claims in
this area have been repeatedly challenged. President Johnson’s repeated asser-
tion that “three Presidents . . . have committed themselves and have promised
to help defend this small and valiant nation”18 seemed to many students and
protesters to be a serious misrepresentation of the attitude of President Eisen-
hower toward the Diem government and at best an allusion to informal plans
rather than to binding commitments.!9 Instead of satisfying critics of the
war, government appeals to the Geneva settlement focused attention on our re-
fusal to sign the Accords and our installation of the Diem regime in the hope
of preventing the implementation of their provisions. Nor have critics been
placated by retroactive citations of the SEATO pact, which does not seem to
them to justify the unilateral measures taken in defense of the South Viet-
namese regime.20 The administration’s references to the U.N. Charter have
similarly failed to placate critics who saw inconsistencies between the docu-
ment and American actions.

Opponents of the Vietnam war have long argued that it violates the U.S.
Constitution, which grants Congress the sole authority to make war. One pos-
sible retort is that made by Under-Secretary of State Nicholas Katzenbach, who
told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on August 17, 1967, that the
constitutional clause at issue “has become outmoded in that international
arena,”21

The more usual line of reasoning, however, is that Congress granted the
President full power to make war in the Tonkin Gulf Resolution of August 7,
1964, when he was authorized “to take all necessary measures to repel any
armed attack against the forces of the United States and to prevent further
aggression.”22 This broad interpretation of the resolution’s meaning has been
explicitly repudiated by some of the Senators who voted for it (e.g., Senator
Gaylord Nelson)23 and the floor sponsor of the resolution, Senator Fulbright,
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who subsequently described his sponsoring role as something “I regret more
than anything I have ever done in my life.”’24 War critics have been fortified
by the researches of Senator Fulbright and others into obscurities surrounding
the background and nature of the Tonkin Gulf incidents.25 These critics con-
cluded that the attacks on the Maddox and the Turner Joy were not wholly
unprovoked, and that the administration suppressed a good deal of compro-
mising knowledge in pressing for immediate passage of the resolution. Further-
more, it has been widely reported that the substance of the Tonkin Resolu-
tion had been drafted long before the Tonkin incidents occurred, thus giving
rise to speculation that the subsequent acts of escalation had been decided
upon earlier—in fact, during the period when President Johnson was denounc-
ing Senator Goldwater’s “reckless” recommendation of the same measures.26
Whatever the merits of this obscure case, the anti-war segment of American
opinion has had ample incentive to depreciate the Tonkin Resolution.

Thus anyone seeking to understand the anti-war movement and the occa-
sional willingness of peace activists to defy the law should bear clearly in mind
the widely held opinion in the anti-war movement that the war itself is illegal:
a violation of the Constituion, the U.N. Charter, and numerous treaties.

Implicit in all above is the fact that the embittered atmosphere of the peace
movement must also be seen in the context of the so-called credibility gap.

On every aspect of the war—the explanation of its origins, characterization of
our role, praise of the South Vietnamese regime and its progress toward de-
mocracy, description of the unfailing success of all American military operations,
minimization of civilian casualties, astronomical “body counts,”27 and denials
of enemy and neutral gestures toward negotiation—the American government

has been charged with duplicity by many of those who disagree with its policies.

And this effect was heightened by the coupling of American assurances of will-
ingness to negotiate with renewed escalations. James Reston expressed the
confusion of many Americans when he asked, “Do these policies complement
one another or cancel each other out? Does half a war offensive and half a
peace offensive . . . add up to a whole policy or no poticy?”’28 When all shades
of misgiving about the war were scorned as cowardly and unpatriotic—the
timidity of “nervous nellies” and “cussers and doubters”29—the effect was to
turn disagreement into rage.

Opinion Leaders, the Media and the Spread of Anti-War Sentiment

It may well be asked how the peace movement was able to sustain con-
fidence in its own view of the war when the administration consistently chal-
lenged that view. One important part of the answer is that television thrust
the citizenry into vicarious attendance on the battlefield every day. The
documentary material gathered by reporters and cameramen has been con-
sistently more eloquent than the military dispatches (known in the Saigon press
corps as “The Five O’Clock Follies” and recently referred to by an “American
official” as “vaudeville performances . . . so often produc [ing] antagonism
and incredulity . . . .”)30 that this is the most fully reported war in history;
one could go further and say that this is the only war in which millions of
citizens in their homes have been granted access to immediate experience and
background knowledge that would enable them to doubt their own govern-
ment’s version of what was happening.
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Another factor favoring the movement’s growth has been the refusal of
many highly placed persons to go along with the administration policies and
assertions. Senate “doves” such as Fulbright, Morse, Hatfield, McGovern,
Gruening, Gore, Kennedy, Mansfield, Hartke, and McCarthy provided con-
tinual incentive to further dissent, and they were sometimes joined in criticism
by “hawks” like Symington, Stennis, and Russell. While some members of
the Kennedy administration stayed in office under President Johnson and
helped to make war policy, many others did not; men like Galbraith, Reischauer,
Kennan, Schlesinger, Sorenson, and Hilsman strengthened the widespread feel-
ing that President Kennedy would have handled things differently. Influen-
tial war correspondents like Neil Sheehan, Malcolm Browne, David Schoenbrun,
Richard Halberstam, Peter Arnett, and the late Bernard Fall also had an im-
portant hand in shaping public opinion, as did the columns of Walter Lippman.
Disillusioned veterans like Don Duncan, rebels within the armed services like
Ronald Lockman and Howard Levy, young draft resisters facing jail, first-hand
observers of the Vietnamese countryside like former International Voluntary
Services director Don Luce, clergymen and scholars at home, and distinguished
foreigners like U Thant, Pope Paul, Gunnar Myrdal, and Arnold Toynbee all
gave encouragement to critics of the war. By 1968 the opinion polls declared
that the dissenting minority had become a majority. (See Chart I1.)

This is not to say, however, that advocates of negotiated or unilateral with-
drawal had become a majority. Charts II and III show that while “doves”
came very close to outnumbering “hawks,” they could not by themselves
have produced the overwhelmingly negative popular judgement that American
involvement in Vietnam was mistaken. This is a point of some consequence,
since it shows that the movement was temporarily aided by segments of opinion
that could not have been counted on for continued support if the war had been
waged more successfully. The “anti-war majority™ is thus not what it seems,
for many citizens who disapprove of the government’s policies might welcome
an intensification of the same policies if they believed that more efficient re-

CHART II: Gallup Poll Answers to the Question, “In View of the Developments
Since We Entered the Fighting in Vietnam, Do You Think the U. S. Made a Mistake
Sending Troops to Fight in Vietnam?”

Month No Opinion

August ‘65

March ‘66

May ‘66
September ‘66
November ‘66
February ‘67

May ‘67

July ‘67

October ‘67
December ‘67
February ‘68 (early)
March ‘68

April ‘68

Angust ‘68
October ‘68 (early)
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CHART III: Gallup Poll Answers to the Question, “How Would You
Describe Yourself, As a ‘Hawk’ or a ‘Dove’?”

Hawk Dove No Opinion
Month P % b
December ‘67 52 35 13
January ‘68 56 28 16
February ‘68 (early) 61 23 16
February ‘68 (late) 58 26 16
March ‘68 41 42 17
April ‘68 41 41 18
Qctober ‘68 (early) 44 42 14

sults would be forthcoming. More people believe the war to have been “mis-
taken” than regard themselves as “doves.”

1t was not altogether coincidental that dissent reached its peak in the elec-
tion year of 1968. The Senate Republican Policy Committee decided in early
1967 that peace sentiment would be a decisive factor in the next Presidential
election; accordingly, a ninety-one-page Republican “Blue Book,” The War in
Vietnam, was issued in May, 1967, embracing nearly all the contentions of the
peace movement. Instead of repeating the customary calls for early victory,
the Blue Book frankly located the source of the Vietnam war in Premier
Diem’s refusal to hold free elections, his religious and political persecutions,
and his abolition of village elections. “Many of the revolutionists in the
South,” it stated, “were not necessarily Communist to begin with, but rather
anti-Saigon and anti-Diem.” It challenged the administration’s account of the
Tonkin Gulf incidents, tracing them, as earlier anti-war critics had, to an
American-sponsored naval raid by South Vietnamese ships against North Viet-
namese radar and naval installations. And it spelled out the costs of the war—
the actual money costs, such as $300,000 for the death of each enemy soldier,
and the costs in American casualties, the devastation of Vietnam, and the
weakening of domestic unity and morale. Many activists were startled to find
the Republican Party on their side, but this was within the logic of the American
political calendar.

On the same day that the Blue Book appeared, the Wall Street Journal de-
clared the war unwinnable and likened it to an “incurable disease.” And in-
deed, the New York stock market responded with great enthusiasm when Presi-
dent Johnson announced his revision of bombing policy on March 31, 1968.
In record trading, the market rose sharply. Financial analysts estimated that
the President’s decision not to run for reelection was probably less important
than the prospect of lower interest rates and a redress of the balance-of-
payments difficulties which the war had exacerbated.31 “ ‘Peace is bullish,’
summed up the general response of the executives interviewed.”32

The Course of the War

Of all ingredients of anti-war sentiment, there can be little doubt then that
one has been paramount: the course of the war itself. Presumably a brief and
successfu] assault against the enemy in Vietnam could not have aroused sus-
tained criticism in this country; there is nothing in the previous history of
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American interventions to suggest otherwise. Never before had the American
public been offered so many official predictions not borne out by events or
been given so much documentary evidence of military and political frustration.
Eventually, government optimism produced a deep skepticism in the public.
Critics like Robert F. Kennedy commented that in view of statistics released by
this country, “it would seem that no matter how many Viet Cong and North
Vietnamese we claim to kill, through some miraculous effort of will,

enemy strength remains the same . . . . Who, then, is doing the fighting?”33
Others asked why, if the war was so one-sided, was it lasting so long? Why

were South Vietnamese desertions in the order of 100,000 a year?34 Why

were the provinces and even cities becoming less instead of more secure? Clare
Hollingworth, writing in the Conservative London Daily Telegraph on Novem-
ber 2, 1968, estimated that the enemy had by then gained administrative con-
trol of 1800 of South Vietnam’s 2500 villages and over 8000 of its 11,650
hamlets. “Indeed, Saigon administers less than eight million of the total popula-
tion of 17 million and of this eight million some four-and-a-half million are
soldiers and civil servants paid by the state.” Senator Kennedy pointed out
that it was an illusion to unswervingly pursue military victory in the interest

of the people of Vietnam:

Their tiny land has been devastated by a weight of bombs and shells
greater than Nazi Germany knew .. .. More than two million South
Vietnamese are now homeless refugees. . . it is the people we seek to de-
fend who are the greatest losers.35

Understandably, the greater part of American public interest was centered
on the vicissitudes of our own troops. Great heroism was displayed in the suc-
cessful defense of Con Thien in the fall of 1967 and again of Khe Sanh in the
eight months preceding July, 1968; but the strategic significance of these
costly outposts was challenged by critics. Two hundred eighty-seven Ameri-
cans were reported to have died in the November 1967, “Battle of Dak To,”
including the celebrated capture of Hill 875; the hill was abandoned ten days
later. Newspapers were full of bitter comments from GI’s who had lived
through the ordeal and wondered why it had been necessary.

As the war dragged on, media commentators began to strike a gloomy
note. Lou Cioffi’s ABC Forecast for 1967 stated that “The American people
must get used to the idea of American troops there for the next five, ten or
eighteen years. The South Vietnamese army is badly trained and badly equipped,
and its officers are more interested in politics and graft.” U.S. News and World
Report on March 6, 1967, described the failure of such massive sweeps as
Operation Junction City, and asked rhetorically, “Is victory possible?” In
August of 1967 R. W. Apple of the New York Times wrote an extraordinarily
pessimistic series of evaluative essays under such headings as “Growing Signs
of a Stalemate.”

Most analysts agreed that the Tet Offensive of early 1968 called for a seri-
ous reassessment of the American position in Vietnam. Beverly Deepe re-
marked in the Christian Science Monitor (February 3, 1968), “The Com-
munists’ three-day blitz war . . . has opened up the possibility of the United
States losing its first major war in history.” The Tet Offensive seems to have
marked the nadir of official credibility in the public mind, after which the
government’s statements about the war gradually became more modest. The
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American public was profoundly upset, as Chart IV makes plain. Public skep-
ticism was epitomized in the Herblock cartoon showing an American officer
turning out communiques (*“We now have the initiative . . .. The enemy of-
fensive has been foiled . . .. Besides, we knew about it in advance”) in the
wrecked headquarters of the American mission. “Everything’s okay,” he says
on the phone, “—they never reached the mimeograph machine.” Conceivably
the skepticism was wrong, but its existence helps to show why the domestic
peace movement continued to gather strength.

The Plight of Draft-Age Men

Everything that has been said thus far is pertinent to an understanding of the
way many draft-eligible young men felt and feel about the war. For them,
however, the overriding question was not merely whether to lend approval to
the American effort, but whether to lend it their bodies and perhaps their
lives. There have always been conscientious pacifists, but the Vietnam war has
been the first to produce a sizeable number of draft resisters, men willing to
spend several years in Federal prison rather than fight in a particular war that
they considered immoral. The attitude of Congress, the Selective Service Sys-
tem and the courts has been that such persons are indeed criminals; as the
prosecutor of George Dounis, who received four years in prison for draft re-
fusal, stated, “Crimes of conscience are more dangerous than crimes of greed
and passion.” Conscientious objection was respected only if the objector
could swear that he opposed war in any form, as a result of convictions arising
from religious training and belief.36 On October 26, 1967, the national direc-
tor of Selective Service recommended that local draft boards issue punitive re-
classifications to unruly peace demonstrators.37 The effect of such measures,
when combined with the impression made by the war itself, was to drive some
young men into open resistance, others out of the country, and still others
into seeking occupational and educational deferments.

The announcement in early 1968 that most such deferments would be can-
celled made the issue of cooperation or noncooperation inescapable for large
numbers of youths who opposed the war. Even before that announcement,
twenty-two percent of the respondents to a survey of Harvard senior men said
they would go into exile or jail rather than serve in the army; ninety-four per-
cent disapproved of the conduct of the war.38 And the posture of such young

~ men forced many of their elders to choose whether to lend them moral support
or allow them to be gencrally regarded as disgraced felons. It is often alleged
that men like Dr. Spock, the Rev. Mr. Coffin, and the brothers Berrigan have
urged resistance upon the young, but their actions can also be interpreted as
having been taken in response to such resistance and in sympathy with it. The
conviction and sentencing of these men has served to multiply support for their
position. Here again the Vietnam war has introduced a new and surprising
element into American public life.

Military Tactics and the War Crimes Issue
In attempting to understand how such a reversal of traditional attitudes

could have been effected, historians of this period will surely put stress on the
peculiarly vivid impression that the tactics of the Vietnam war have made on
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the public, chiefly through television films. Napalm in particular has touched
the imagination of the public, as in the following description by Martha Gell-
horn in the Ladies’ Home Journal, January, 1967:

In the children’s ward of the Qui Nhon provincial hospital I saw for the
first time what napalm does. A child of 7, the size of our 4-year olds,
lay in the cot by the door. Napalm had burned his face and back and
one hand. The burned skin looked like swollen, raw meat; the fingers of
his hand were stretched out, burned rigid. A scrap of cheesecloth
covered him, for weight is intolerable, but so is air. His grandfather, an
emaciated old man half blind with cataract, was tending the child. A
week ago napalm bombs were dropped on their hamlet. The old man
carried his grandson to the nearest town . .. Destitute, homeless, sick
with weariness and despair, he watched every move of the smail racked
body of his grandson. 39

Or again, the account by Richard E. Perry, M.D., in Redbook, January, 1967:

The Vietcong do not use napalm; we do . . .. I have been an orthopedic
surgeon for a good number of years . . . But nothing could have prepared
me for my encounters with Vietnamese women and children burned by
napalm. It was sickening, even for a physician, to see and smell the
blackened flesh. One continues for days afterward getting sick when he
looks at a piece of meat on his plate because the odor of burned flesh
lingers so long in memory. And one never forgets the bewildered eyes of
the silent, suffering napalm-burned child.40

Widely available reports like these may help to explain why the manufacture
and use of napalm became almost as great an issue for anti-war activists as the
total war policy to which it contributed. Moreover, dissenters were particu-
larly infuriated by their perception that government responses to their allega-
tions of civilian bombing, use of gas and fragmentation bombs, and the de-
populating of whole districts usually consisted in denial of the facts—followed
later by partial or full concession when, as in the case of Harrison Salisbury’s
New York Times dispatches from Hanoi in Decmeber 1966, further denial
would no longer be believable. The seriousness and importance of these alle-
gations to the anti-war movement cannot be underestimated. Dissenters
pointed to treaties banning warfare, and to numerous international conven-
tions regarding mistreatment of prisoners, use of chemical warfare, “ill treat-
ment or deportation . . . of civilian population from occupied territory . . .
wanton destruction of cities, towns or villages,” etc.41 Indeed, the “war
crimes” issue has been of central importance in the draft of many protesters
toward a stance of personal resistance appealing to the principle of the Charter
of the Nuremberg Tribunal that “The fact that [a] defendant acted pursuant
to the order of his Government or of a superior shall not free him from respon-
sibility.”42

Harrison Salisbury’s reports of the effect of American bombing on the
population of North Vietnam constituted one of the major episodes in the
growth of the anti-war movement. But the much greater devastation of South
Vietnam was a subject of public concern as soon as major American operations
began in 1965, As Charles Mohr remarked from Saigon in the New York Times
of September 5, 1965, “This is strategic bombing in a friendly, allied country.
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Since the Viet Cong doctrine is to insulate themselves among the population
and the population is largely powerless to prevent their presence, no one here
seriously doubts that significant numbers of innocent civilians are dying every
day in South Vietnam.” The same article continued:

In [a] delta province there is a women who has both arms burned off

by napalm and her eyelids so badly burned that she cannot close them.
When it is time for her to sleep her family putsa blanket over her head.
The women had two of her children killed in the air strike which maimed
her last April and she saw five other children die. She was quite dis-
passionate when she told an American, “More children were killed be-
cause the children do not have so much experience and do not know how
to lie down behind the paddy dikes.”43

It was no secret that peasant villages were more often destroyed by explicit
command than by mistake; as Secretary of the Navy Paul Nitze explained in
defense of village-burning, “Where neither United States nor Vietnamese forces
can maintain continuous occupancy, it is necessary to destroy those facilities.”44
The same tactical considerations in part dictated the policy of occasional
“sweeps” such as Operation Cedar Falls and Operation Junction City. The
Iron Triangle campaign of January, 1967, was explicitly designed to make an
inhabited section of the countryside uninhabitable. The effect was described
vividly in Jonathan Schell’s book, The Village of Ben Suc and more succinctly
by prizewinning correspondent Peter Arnett: “Burning homes, crying children,
frightened women, devastated fields, long lines of slowly moving refugees.”45
Alater A.P. report from Saigon described the general strategy of which such
episodes partook:

The United States high command, preoccupied for two years with hunting
down North Vietnamese regulars, now is looking more toward the popu-
lated valleys and lowlands where the enemy wields potent political in-
fluence and gets his sustenance. Quick gains are hoped for by forced
resettlement of chronically Communist areas, followed up with scorched-
earth operations that deny enemy troops all food, shelter, and material
support. Central highland valleys are being denuded of all living things;
people ringing the Communist war zones in the South have been moved.
Some American observers recently in the Mekong Delta say that the
Vietnamese Army, long hated and feared, now is regarded as less of a
threat to the countryside than the Americans.46

There was, of course, terrorism on both sides of the Vietnamese war, but
the domestic peace movement did not regard the enemy’s practices as justify-
ing our own. Indeed, there appeared to be a qualitative difference. That the
enemy could blend into the population necessarily resulted in more indiscrim-
inate assaults from the American side. Whereas the N.L.F. might assassinate a
village chief, the Americans would be more likely to destroy the village itself
with 500-pound bombs, helicopter gunships, riot gas to smoke the inhabitants
out of hiding, and cluster bomb units to finish them off.

A dispassionate and expert account of air weaponry and tactics can be
found in Frank Harvey, Air War— Vietnam, a book written with the coopera-
tion of U. 8. Navy and Air Force officers.47 One learns from Harvey not only
the range of the American arsenal and the manner in which targets are chosen
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napalm. It was sickening, even for a physician, to see and smell the
blackened flesh. One continues for days afterward getting sick when he
looks at a piece of meat on his plate because the odor of burned flesh
lingers so long in memory. And one never forgets the bewildered eyes of
the silent, suffering napalm-burned child.40

Widely available reports like these may help to explain why the manufacture
and use of napalm became almost as great an issue for anti-war activists as the
total war policy to which it contributed. Moreover, dissenters were particu-
larly infuriated by their perception that government responses to their allega-
tions of civilian bombing, use of gas and fragmentation bombs, and the de-
populating of whole districts usually consisted in denial of the facts—followed
later by partial or full concession when, as in the case of Harrison Salisbury’s
New York Times dispatches from Hanoi in Decmeber 1966, further denial
would no longer be believable. The seriousness and importance of these alle-
gations to the anti-war movement cannot be underestimated. Dissenters
pointed to treaties banning warfare, and to numerous international conven-
tions regarding mistreatment of prisoners, use of chemical warfare, “ill treat-
ment or deportation . . . of civilian population from occupied territory . . .
wanton destruction of cities, towns or villages,” etc.4! Indeed, the “war
crimes” issue has been of central importance in the draft of many protesters
toward a stance of personal resistance appealing to the principle of the Charter
of the Nuremberg Tribunal that “The fact that [a] defendant acted pursuant
to the order of his Government or of a superior shall not free him from respon-
sibility,””42

Harrison Salisbury’s reports of the effect of American bombing on the
population of North Vietnam constituted one of the major episodes in the
growth of the anti-war movement. But the much greater devastation of South
Vietnam was a subject of public concern as soon as major American operations
began in 1965. As Charles Mohr remarked from Saigon in the New York Times
of September 5, 1965, “This is strategic bombing in a friendly, allied country.
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to lie down behind the paddy dikes.”43

It was no secret that peasant villages were more often destroyed by explicit
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by Forward Air Controllers, but aiso the sort of attitudes that pilots and heli- .
copter gunners need to cultivate. Thus: ... it was fortunate that young
pilots could get their first taste of combat under the direction of a forward

air controller over a flat country in bright sunshine where nobody was shoot-
ing back with high-powered ack-ack. He learns how it feels to drop bombs on
human beings and watch huts go up in a boil of orange flame when his alumi-
num napalm tanks tumble into them. He gets hardened to pressing the fire
button and cutting people down like little cloth dummies, as they sprint
frantically under him. He gets his sword bloodied for the rougher things to
come.”48 Such information as this, widely disseminated in a paperback book,
understandably contributed to the peace movement.

Similarly, the revelation of the use of chemical and gas warfare strengthened
the movement. “Dr. Jean Mayer, a Harvard nutrition expert reported that
crop-poisoning chemicals had little effect on mobile enemy soldiers, but the
tactics of starvation worked effectively against small children, pregnant
women, the aged, and the sick.”49 The AAAS and other scientific groups ex-
pressed concern over the impact of large-scale use of herbicides, especiaily in
Vietnam. The Department of Defense commissioned and published a report
on the Vietnam defoliation and crop destruction program which was designed
to silence its critics.50 This report provoked the following response from
Thomas O. Perry of the Harvard University Forest:

Through the simple process of starvation, a land without green foliage
will quickly become a land without insects, without birds, without ani-
mal life of any form. News photographs and on-the-spot descriptions
indicate that some areas have been sprayed repeatedly to assure a com-
plete kill of the vegetation. There can be no doubt that the DOD is, in
the short run, going beyond mere genocide to biocide. It commandeered
... a sufficient amount [of chemicals] to kill 97 percent of the above-
ground vegetation on over 10 million acres of land (about 4 million
hectares)—an area so big that it would require over 60 years for a man

to walk on each acre.51

The use of poisonous chemicals to destroy civilian crops is in the class of pro-
hibited belligerent actions recognized by the U. S. Army’s own Field Manual,
FM 27-10, Sect. 37. And the New York Times pointed out in an editorial of
March 24, 1965, that the “nonlethal” gas which Secretary McNamara be-
latedly announced we were using in Vietnam “can be fatal to the very young,
the very old, and those ill with heart and lung ailments.”52 (The use in war
of “asphyxiating, poisonous, or other gases” is prohibited by a number of in-
ternational agreements, notably the Geneva Protocol of 1925, which the
United States signed but did not ratify.)53 Even placid Americans were af-
fected when, during the early weeks of 1968, American forces attempted to
dislodge guerillas from Hue, Ben Tre, and Saigon itself by saturation bombard-
ments of heavily populated areas. “We had to destroy the city in order to
save it,” said one American officer in a much-quoted remark about Ben Tre.

The South Vietnamese Regime

The fact that the South Vietnamese government (or governments—there
have been ten since 1963) lent encouragement to such assaults against the
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South Vietnamese population directed interest to the question of which
social forces were being favored by the American presence. Despite the rapid
turnover at the top, critics saw the faction best protected by U. S. power to
be that which was opposed to full Vietnamese independence in the days of
the Indochinese war. The New York Times, in an editorial of October 11,
1966, raised the possibility that “if the United States ‘wins’ this war, it will
be for the old ruling classes . . . ,”54 and Asian scholar George McT. Kahin
has discussed “the understandable tendency for many South Vietnamese to
regard an American-supported Saigon regime as having a good deal in com-
mon with its French-supported predecessor—particularly when almost every
senior army officer and the overwhelming majority of top civilian officials
collaborated with the French.”55 Most Americans who were disturbed about
the war stressed certain features of the Saigon regime: religious persecution,
corruption and inefficiency, reluctance to undertake full mobilization or

to participate in dangerous operations, eagerness to have the war extended

by the Americans, rigged elections, press censorship, laws forbidding advocacy
of neutralism, arbitrary imprisonment of dissenters, summary executions, etc.

More important than any of these tendencies, however, was the relationship
of the regime to the peasant farmers who make up an overwhelming majority
of the population. To some peasants, “‘pacification” meant death. To most
peasants, it meant the American-sponsored return of absentee landiords who
would collect rents as high as sixty percent of a rice crop and “‘extort back
rents for the time they fled the Viet Cong.”56 Indeed American backing of
the hated landlords may, in the final analysis of this war, turn out to have
been more decisive for its outcome than all the military engagements taken
together.

The reason this aspect of the war deserves mention in a study of the Ameri-
can peace movement is that a negative assessment of the Saigon government
has formed part of the political education of many demonstrators. If, as
Representative Gerald Ford charged, Americans were being asked to *“pay
more to make Saigon interests richer and the Vietnamese people more com-
pletely dependent on us,”57 and Premier Ky was correct in saying that the
Communists “are closer to the people’s yearnings for social justice and an in-
dependent national life than our Government,”58 then it was natural for
large numbers of American to ask themselves why we were willing to deliver
and receive so much suffering to keep that government from being over-
thrown. Even Secretary Clifford has recently criticized the Saigon govern-
ment. His impatience was felt much earlier by critics of the war, and for
reasons discussed above, the official explanations in terms of fostering self-
determination, honoring commitments, and preventing world conquest left
many citizens unsatisfied. In the absence of government arguments acknowl-
edging our support of Vietnamese feudalism or our long-range interests in
Southeast Asia, dissenters were left to draw their own inferences. Some con-
cluded that we were preparing for war with China. Some, taking note of our
$1,600,000,000 base construction program in Vietnam, decided that we had
no intention of abandoning such an investment in the event of a truce.
Young Americans began paying attention to those “Old Leftists” who had
been saying for years that the United States, with its vast foreign investments
and its deployment of troops around the globe, was, in fact, the expansionist
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power to be most feared. Even a respected leader like Senator Fulbright
suggested that

America is showing some signs of that fatal presumption, that over-
extension of power and mission which brought ruin to ancient Athens,
to Napoleonic France and to Nazi Germany.59

And the late Martin Luther King Jr. felt compelled to call his government
“the great purveyor of violence in the world today.”60 For many, disap-
proval of the American role in Vietnam spilled over into scrutiny of our atti-
tude toward numerous oligarchies in Latin American, Asia, and southern
Europe. The concept of a *“Free World” devoted to “democracy” began to
look faulty, and the history of the Cold War was reassessed as a power strug-
gle rather than as a morality play.

Even the term “Imperialism,” once the exclusive property of sloganeers
of the Left and Right, gained currency as a respectable characterization of
American behavior. It was argued that we had become the world’s major
counterrevolutionary power, prepared, as Secretary Rusk announced, to in-
tervene anywhere with or without treaty commitments. The Secretary’s
exact words, spoken before the Senate Preparedness Committee on August
25, 1966, were as follows: “No would-be aggressor should suppose that the
absence of a defense treaty, Congressional declaration or U. S. military
presence grants immunity to aggression.”61 Many observers interpreted the
Secretary to be implying that no legal restraints would prevent the United
States from forcefully imposing its will on other nations to prevent internal
change. The same observers argued that this influence was being constantly
exercised already in the form of economic and military subsidies to fascist
regimes, counterinsurgency training programs, and actual infiltration of
other governments—as, for example, in the successful placing of admitted CIA
agent Antonio Arguedas in the Bolivian cabinet as Minister of the Interior.

The Domestic Scene

During the period of the Vietnam war there were other developments
within the structure of American society that gave impetus to radical dissent.
The racial polarization described in the report of the Kerner Commission
assumed frightening proportions, and was worsened by the diversion of
“Great Society” funds into war spending. The major political parties did
not prove very responsive to sentiment for peace, and when a strong third
party arose it drew strength from race hatred and sword-rattling. The
Vietnam expenditures, which had possibly averted a recession in 1965, later
contributed to a serious inflation. Moreover, critics felt that because of war
expenditures, problems of conservation, traffic and pollution were neglected.
Assassination haunted our public life, and contributed to the feeling of de-
spair and frustration which affected many in the anti-war movement. Uni-
versities, the unofficial headquarters of the peace movement, were hampered
by Federal research cutbacks and shaken by student protest which often
focused on such war related activities as the development of biological war-
fare weapons.

The anguish of many protesters was summed up in Senator Fulbright’s re-
mark that we have become a “sick society.” “Abroad we are engaged in a
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savage and unsuccessful war against poor people in a small and backward na-
tion,” he told the American Bar Association. “At home—largely because of
the neglect resulting from 25 years of preoccupation with foreign involve-
ments—our cities are exploding in violent protest against generations of social
injustice.”62

These facts and these feelings, then, provide the basis for understanding
how the anti-war movement emerged and grew—why there was great skepticism
about the war and why this skepticism might yield to frustration, anguish and
even desperation. The significance of such an alienation from the prevailing
national policy is made even more apparent when one considers that the
anti-war movement largely is composed of persons who—prior to Vietnam—
would not have been thought to hold such feelings. Thus we turn now to an
examination of the social bases of the anti-war movement.

THE SOCIAL BASES OF THE ANTI-WAR MOVEMENT

Insofar as the anti-war movement has an ongoing membership, it can best
be characterized along social as opposed to organizational lines. The most
striking fact about the movement and its most obvious handicap is that it has
had to rely largely on middle-class professionals and pre-professional students.
The worker-student collaboration that surfaced in France in the spring of 1968
seems remote from the American scene. Labor officials such as George Meany
and Jay Lovestone have taken more “hawkish” positions than the Johnson
administration, and the AFL-CIO is known to be working closely with govern-
ment agencies in such projects as the surreptitious combating of Leftism in
affiliated Latin American unions. With notable exceptions, rank-and-file Amer-
ican workingmen have not supported the peace movement, either because they
felt that the war was necessary and justified or because they disliked the style of
the most colorful protesters or because they were outside the institutions
where an anti-war consensus was allowed and encouraged, or because they had
friends or’ relations in service whom they felt they had to “support” by sup-
porting the war, or simply because they have in a fundamental way become
the most conservative of political actors—they tend to follow the lead of gov-
ernment, especially if the government is supported by the unions. Working-
men, like businessmen, were made uneasy by such side effects of the war as
inflation and high taxes, but they were largely indifferent to arguments
couched in terms of disillusionment with the Cold War or violations in in-
ternational law. To the degree that the peace movement emphasized disarma-
ment, sympathy with foreign guerillas, and self-consciously anti-bourgeois
styles of protest, it actually drove the labor movement away. The confusion
of many workers was revealed by the finding that some of them who had
supported Robert Kennedy in the 1968 primary elections intended to vote
for George Wallace in November.63

Within its middle-class and relatively well-educated base of strength, the
peace movement seems to have drawn most heavily from teachers, students,
and clergy. It would be facile to call these categories the movement’s'mind,
body, and conscience, respectively, but there is some truth to such a descrip-
tion. The teachers were instrumental in learning and making known the
history of American involvement in Vietnam and in engaging government
spokesmen in debate. Students performed this function, too, and in addition
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they provided the confrontational tactics and the sheer numbers of demon-
strators that could keep up continual pressure on public opinion. And the
clergy raised moral issues and often dramatized them with bold acts of in-
dividual protest. Each of these three groups deserves extra comment because
of their distinctive contributions.

The role of teachers and of intellectuals generally has been prominent
from the beginning of the movement. Although there was a good deal of
scattered protest in 1964, many observers feel that the movement properly
started with the spring, 1965, undertaking of college teach-ins—a tactic still
in use, but which seems to have been especially appropriate to that period
when less was known about the war and when more militant forms of pro-
test were unpalatable to many dissenters. The teach-in was by nature a form
of hesitation between respectful inquiry and protest, and its campus setting
emphasized that objections to the war were still mostly on the intellectual
plane. The failure of government “Truth Teams” to satisfy their college
audiences, and sometimes their failure to appear at all, gave a strong impetus
to the further evolution of campus protest. The enlistment of professors in
rational dialogue about the war was an ideal way of introducing them into
the movement’s work.

Although intellectuals in America are not reputed to enjoy the popular
influence possessed by counterparts in Europe, several factors favored their
prominence in the Vietnam protest movement. The movement itself con-
sisted largely of people who do pay attention to intellectuals, and the move-
ment conceived its first task to be a scholarly one: to expose the contradic-
tions and half-truths in the standard government account of the war. The
absence of widely respected left-of-center political spokesmen made for a
vacuum into which the intellectuals were drawn. Professors like Noam
Chomsky, Staughton Lynd, Franz Schurmann, and Howard Zinn not only
disseminated information but also helped define the movement’s conscious-
ness—as, for example, in Professor Chomsky’s influential essay, “The Re-
sponsibility of Intellectuals.”64 Other academics who had held high posts
within the Kennedy administration made less sweeping critiques of the war
but had a large impact on public opinion by virtue of their defection from
the official view; the same was true of former policy advisers such as Marcus
Raskin and Hans Morgenthau. And literary figures like Norman Mailer,
Mary McCarthy, and Robert Lowell became increasingly conspicuous as they
participated in significant acts of protest and shared their reflections with
readers who had followed their earlier work.

The centrality of college students to the growth of anti-war sentiment is
generally recognized, and much effort has been put into the task of explain-
ing why this should be so. Revealing investigations have been made into the
rearing, family attitudes, and social background of the student generation
which first entered American political life in the civil rights movement of
the early 60’s and then turned to agitation against the war and the universi-
ties.65 But such an emphasis should not be used to undervalue the deter-
minative influence of the war itself. While justice for blacks has been a deeply
held theme of conscience for a vanguard of middle-class white students, it
has been outside the normal scope of their lives; they have had to seek out
battlefields in the Deep South or in unfamiliar ghettos. The Vietnam war,
by contrast, has directly affected them in several respects. Most obviously,
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students have been subject to the draft; their academic studies have been
haunted by the prospect of conscription and possible death for a cause in
which few of them believe. When the manpower needs of the war eventuated
in the cancellation of many graduate deferments in early 1968, the anti-war
movement was naturally strengthened. From the beginning, however, the
war had been an on-campus reality by virtue of the presence of military and
war-industry recruiters, the extensive cooperation of university institutes and
departments with Pentagon-sponsored research, the tendency of universities
to award honorary degrees to public officials who are also official spokesmen
for the war, and of course the normal campus atmosphere of controversy and
debate. By 1968, as for example in the Columbia rebellion, it was becoming
difficult to distinguish the anti-war effort from the effort to remake the in-
ternal structure of the universities.

Clergymen have been especially prominent in the peace movement in con-
trast to their relative silence during former wars. Partly as a result of the de-
cline of abstract theology and the humanizing influence of figures like Pope
John, partly because of their experience with nonviolent protest in the civil
rights movement, but above all because they found difficulty in reconciling
the claims of religious doctrine with the demands of the Vietnam war, reli-
gious leaders have increasingly placed themselves in the opposition. As the :
most active group, Clergy and Laymen Concerned About Vietnam, declared fo
in a position paper of early 1967, por

*“Each day we find allegiance to our nation’s policy more difficult to
reconcile with allegiance to our God. . .. We add our voice to those
who protest a war in which civilian casualties are greater than
military; in which whole populations are deported against their will;
in which the widespread use of napalm and other explosives is killing
and maiming women, children, and the aged....”

Such well-known clerics as William Sloane Coffin, Robert McAfee Brown,
Philip and Daniel Berrigan, and even Martin Luther King associated themselves
with the cause of draft resistance,66 while Cardinal Spellman was picketed by
fellow Catholics for his enthusiastic support for U. S. policy in Vietnam.67
Even President Johnson could not attend church without risking exposure to
an anti-Vietnam sermon—a new vicissitude among the many burdens of the
Presidency.

Another component of the peace movement deserves special consideration,
not so much for its decisive role as for its future potential. The effort of white
radicals to enlist black Americans in their ideological ranks is a longstanding
feature of American Leftism, and has become a subject of general concern in
the wake of the serious urban uprisings of the past few years. People both
within and outside the anti-war movement would like to assess the degree to
which black political consciousness has been altered by participation in the
movement and by exposure to the war, This interest often has to do with the |
long-range prospect of black insurrection rather than with any immediate
hope of bringing the Vietnam war to an end. The question is not whether
blacks will turn out in large numbers to demonstrate and march, but whether
the issues of war protest will feed naturally into the so-called black liberation
movement, as the issue of racial integration (insofar as it concerned white
activists) to some degree laid the groundwork for the anti-war movement itself.
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There are two opposite and perhaps equally plausible interpretations. If
attention is restricted to the overt involvement of blacks in the anti-war issues
as defined by white radicals and pacifists, little evidence can be found to in-
dicate real coalition. Insofar as they are militant, black Americans are un-
sympathetic to the nonviolent ethic of the pacifists; insofar as they are eco-
nomically deprived, they desire the material goods which the radicals despise
as tokens of an unjust economic system; and insofar as movement tactics
court exposure to police billy clubs, blacks cannot work up the requisite
enthusiasm. Unlike the alienated middle-class whites, they already know what
it means to be dealing with antagonistic police on a daily basis, and they
find it difficult to appreciate the value of getting publicly clubbed so as to
expose the system’s latent violence. Nor, by and large, have blacks rushed
willingly into open and principled draft resistance. Many of them have been
willing to risk death in Vietnam in exchange for the squalor and indignity of
American ghetto life, and others who have preferred not to serve have not
cared to pass two to five years in Federal prison for this reason. Those who
are oppressed from birth onwards do not seek out occasions to prove their
oppression.

Many instances could be shown of the white movement’s failure to enlist
blacks on a mass basis. In Oakland, California, to take one example, Stop the
Draft Week (October 16-20, 1967) was planned to involve the ghetto com-
munity in “white” confrontation tactics, but the blacks ended by having
their own separate rally and by largely avoiding the planned showdown with
the Oakland police, with whom they were already well acquainted. One
should not be misled by the fact that CORE and SNCC were among the
earliest organizations to oppose the war; positions taken in those days were
usually representative of a consensus reached among black and white
activists.68 As blacks developed their own themes of protest and began
disaffiliating themselves from the white movement, it became clear that Viet-
nam was a relatively minor issue, distant from the emergency of the Ameri-
can cities although of course related to it in numerous intangible ways.

There is, however, another side to this question. The abstention of black
masses from white-sponsored rallies seems less noteworthy when one con-
siders that the white working class has also been poorly represented; it could
well be that the movement, with its dominant strain of moral outrage and
intellectuality, has neglected issues that would touch deprived Americans
generally. Certainly there have been numerous signs from prominent blacks
that Vietnam could become a major focus for ghetto discontent. Consider
the fact that the most beloved black man of modern times, Martin Luther
King, found that in order to sustain his self-respect and the momentum of
his organization (SCLC) he had to denounce the war and its racist aspects.69
Consider also that one of the most prominent black athletes of the 1960’s,
Muhammad Ali, having been denied the status of a conscientious objector,
has chosen draft resistance and faces a long prison term. And Malcolm X
whose influence was not stilled by assassination any more than Dr. King’s
was, spoke out forthrightly against the Vietnam war in 1965 and drew les-
sons from it about the guerilla’s strategic advantages over the colonizer.

There have been several highly significant instances of black anti-Vietnam
protest, but their significance seams largely to have been appreciated by
“movement” whites rather than by great numbers of blacks. A typical ex-
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ample was the appearance of Private Ronald Lockman at the New Politics
convention in 1967, where he electrified the white activists with the follow-
ing statement: :

I am to report to Oakland, California, September 13 to leave for Viet-
nam. My position on my orders is simply no. I won’t go. I can’t go.

I will not be used any longer. My fighting is back home in Philadelphia’s
ghettos where I was born and raised. I will not be sent 10,000 miles
away from home to be used as a tool of the aggressors of the Vietnam-
ese people. I feel that it is time to follow my own mind and do what

I know is right. I think most of the fellows in my company, white and
black, fear the war but they also fear the military structure. I think
most of the guys in my company support what I am doing. But they
are afraid to take a stand, so I am asking for the support of people all
over the nation and especially black people, the black brothers and
sisters, to join me and support me in my struggle.70

Private Lockman was greeted with a tumultuous ovation, and he was indeed
given extensive support during and following his court-martial. However,
despite similar individual instances, black resistance to the war has not
materialized on a large scale.

Nevertheless, there are certain moments in the history of the anti-war
movement that bear mention as possibly indicating an emergent trend for
blacks. One might add to the above instances the expressions of resentment
at Secretary of Defense McNamara’s August, 1966, ‘‘salvage” plan for ghetto
residents through military discipline, the refusal of Howard University stu-
dents to allow General Hershey of the Selective Service System to address
them in March, 1967, Eartha Kitt’s challenge to Mrs. Johnson at a White
House luncheon, and perhaps most importantly, the refusal of forty-three
black soldiers to be transported to Chicago in anticipation of possible rioting
at the time of the Democratic National Convention.7! It remains to be seen
whether resistance of this sort will spread, but there seems to be reason to
doubt that blacks will be only too happy to choose Vietnam over unemploy-
ment and discrimination at home. Black radicals from Malcolm X and Robert
Williams through Stokely Carmichael and Eldridge Cleaver have told their
brothers that they are in effect the colonized Viet Cong of America. If that
perspective is adopted by great numbers of blacks, it could well prove to be
the most serious of the Vietnam war’s domestic effects.

TACTICS AND THE QUESTION OF VIOLENCE
From Dialogue to Resistance: A Qualifying Analysis

Violence within the current anti-war movement has been a focus of con-
siderable attention on the part of reporters and analysts, and pro-movement
theorists have sharpened this attention with a good deal of talk about the
necessary passage “from dialogue to protest to resistance.” In a rough and
ready way this outline of the movement’s changes in attitude is serviceable,
but only if certain reservations are kept in mind.

First, much of what is called resistance has taken the form of nonviolent
civil disobedience by individuals or groups whose purpose has been moral
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witness. Individual draft resisters have engaged in a form of noncooperation
which has dramatized their outrage at the war but has not impeded its imple-
mentation. And nearly all the violence that has occurred in mass demon-
strations has resulted, not from the demonstrators’ conscious choice of tactics,
but from the measures chosen by public authorities to disperse and punish
them. Even after the bloody “battle of Chicago™ it can be said that the
American anti-war movement has not yet deliberately embraced violence.
Peace demonstrators are still going through a mental adjustment to the physi-
cal precariousness of protest.

It is less than the whole truth to say that the movement has been drifting
toward confrontationism. This does apply to some longstanding activists,
but many have recently given their energies to conventional electoral politics.
The McCarthy and Kennedy campaigns, the “abdication” of President John-
son on March 31, 1968, and the subsequent Paris negotiations renewed, at
least for a while, the traditional tendency of dissent to express itself through
established channels. The enthusiasm and energy with which many college
protesters joined the “Children’s Crusade” of the McCarthy campaigr should
serve as a reminder that there is nothing final about a posture of resistance.
America remains, as it has always been, a country in which genuinely revolu-
tionary or even obstructionist activity is rejected by the great majority of
dissenters. Significantly, the first serious incident of anti-war violence follow-
ing the President’s March 31 speech occurred outside the Democratic Con-
vention in August, and the Chicago Study Team’s report clearly points to the
contribution of the city administration and the police in the development of
the violence.

One must also note numerous exceptions to the apparent rule that “resist-
ance” tactics have come later than the tactics of mere protest. Significant in-
stances of draft resistance occurred as early as 1964,72 and recently some
young men who were formerly intending to refuse induction have decided to
accept it and “bore from within.”73 Examples of obstructionist action on the
part of pacifists were plentiful as early as 1965 and seem to have fallen off
somewhat in 1968. And even the pattern of developing confrontation between
street demonstrators and police is far from simple. The march on the Pentagon
on October 21, 1967, and the Chicago clashes seem to mark peaks of militancy,
before and after which the movement has adopted different stances, and even
in those instances the issue of violence is not simple. There was no planned
violence in the Pentagon march; off-limits territory was symbolically invaded,
but property and persons were not attacked, and in any case the great ma-
jority of demonstrators abstained from even this token defiance. Before the
Chicago convention, public authorities rejected permit applications for peace-
ful assembly, even though they might have known from a clash four months
previously that this would lead to violence.74 Between April and August the
demonstrators had become more willing to reach an accommodation with
city officials; it was the latter who ensured that on both occasions heads
would be cracked.?5 .

Violence Directed at Protesters

In this connection it is essential to note that, while there have been scat-
tered acts of real violence committed by anti-war activists, by far the greater
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portion of physical harm has been doné fo demonstrators and movement o
workers, in the form of bombings of homes and offices, crowd-control meas-
ures used by police, physical attacks on demonstrators by American Nazi
Party members, Hell’s Angels and others, and random harassment such as the
Port Chicago Vigil has endured. Counterdemonstrators have repeatedly
attacked and beaten peace marchers, sometimes with tacit police approval.76
Sometimes, as in the San Franciso Police Tactical Squad assault on demon- ;
strators and bystanders picketing Secretary Rusk on January 11, 1968, and in
Chicago a minority of demonstrators have provoked police violence with e
violent or provocative acts.77 In such cases the unstructured and undisciplined
nature of the demonstration unfortunately permits the confrontationists on
both sides to have their way, and both demonstrators and police have been
injured. It must be said, however, that while militant demonstrators do have
the power to ensure that brutal police tactics will be used, they do not have
the power to prevent them. Persons aware of the events of the past year in
Chicago should also be aware by now that when police are encouraged by
public officials to regard free assembly as subversive, they do not need much
provocation in order to attack even innocent by-standers. When, as at
Chicago, it appears that police provocateurs mingle among the demonstrators
and “incite” their fellow officers to violence by such acts as helping to lower
the American flag, it is even less likely that the spirit of nonviolence will
prevail.78

Rights in Conflict, the report of the Commission’s Chicago Study Team,
not only provides ample documentation for what the study group cailed the
“police riot” at Chicago; it also offers a paradigm of the way in which vio-
lence can emerge, not from the schemes of individuals, but from the volatile
mixture of elements that are drawn together in such an event. The report
makes clear that there were indeed provocative tactics on the part of some
demonstrators—tactics which were intended to “expose the inhumanity,
injustice, prejudice, hyprocrisy or militaristic repression” of the society.?9
Few, if any, demonstrators anticipated or welcomed the extent to which the
forces of law were in fact provoked to violence, and it is clear in retrospect
that such violence was inherent in the attitudes of police and civic authorities
to the demonstrators. The Chicago Study Team’s report also documents the
largely futile efforts of National Mobilization Committee leaders to arrive at
tactical ground rules that would be honored by all demonstrators.80 The
inability of leaders to give guarantees of peaceable behavior was a factor in
the denial of parade permits, which in turn was a factor in the brutal excesses
committed by the police. In retrospect, it would appear that the most critical
decision leading to violence was the denial of Lincoln Park to the demonstra-
tors. Once the police and city officials decided to clear the park of some
1500 to 2000 people, violence was a certainty.

Thus, much of what passes for the violence of the anti-war movement is
done to rather than by protesters, and much of the tactical debate within
the movement itself has not been about whether to commit violence but
whether to expose oneself to it. The issue is not whether to be violent; it is
whether non-violence shall be cooperative or provocative. The stated purpose
of those advocating this exposure is educational—to reveal the brutality and
hypocrisy of a system that has maintained democratic forms.
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Varieties of Protesters and Protest

In order to make sense of the great variety of tactics employed within the
peace movement, one must bear in mind a primary distinction between two
broad groupings of protesters: those for whom tactics are chiefly a moral
question and those who see tactics chiefly as means to political ends. Nearly
all pacifists fall into the first of these categories. For them, the ethical posture
of nonviolence is no less important than the cause for which they may be
agitating. Believing in a government of law, they insist on making themselves
liable to the law’s penalties; they hope to persuade others by the example of
their sacrifice. Most non-pacifists, in contrast, are more interested in impeding
the war than in achieving a “correct” moral posture, and they are not bothered—
or not so deeply bothered—by the idea of tactics which “hurt the enemy”’ while
enabling the protester to avoid arrest. This is not to say that this group’s tac-
tics actually are more politically effective than the pacifists’; that is a matter
of continual debate within the movement. The point is that in studying the
movement’s tactical evolution we must recognize the influence of a serious
philosophical disagreement which prevents that evolution from being simple
or wholly explainable in pragmatic terms.

The difference was epitomized in Stop the Draft Week of October 16 to
20, 1967. The organizers of this series of demonstrations found that they
could not agree among themselves on the best means of “shutting down the
Oakland Induction Center.” As a result, October 16 and 18 were given over
to those of pacifist orientation, who sat in the doorway of the Induction
Center in small, orderly groups, and allowed themselves to be peaceably
arrested, while October 17 and 20 were given over to the mass-mobile tactics
of the “militants.” These demonstrators, along with newsmen and spectators,
were severely beaten and sprayed with MACE as they blocked the arrival
of busloads of inductees, and they retaliated with harassing tactics. They at-
tempted, on the whole successfully, to avoid arrest, although their leaders
were later prosecuted for “conspiracy to commit misdemeanors.” The pac-
ifists were more successful in literally preventing the induction center from
functioning, but the militants argued that their operation made a greater im-
pact on the public. Assuming, however, for the purposes of argument that
both sides could agree on the superior effectiveness of one approach or the
other, it is still unlikely that the two groups would than have coalesced. Rad-
ical militants are as averse to the posture of meekly courting arrest as the pac-
ifists are to hit-and-run vandalism. Both parties, therefore, are inhibited by
their life-styles from adopting a certain range of tactics, and their means of
protest are bound to diverge.

There are, of course, many tactics that both groups can agree on, such as
peaceful marches, mass rallies, ballot initiatives, picketing, agitation against
the draft, and community-organizing projects like Vietnam Summer. Recog-
nizing this, movement coordinators have increasingly turned to unstructured
demonstrations in which ideological lines are not insisted upon and protesters
are free to take the sort of action that suits them individually. The movement
as a whole has been singularly relaxed in this respect, drifting with events in-
stead of following a fixed timetable, placing more reliance on a developing
consensus of anti-war feeling than on the adoption of a “correct” political
line. There have been quarrels and tensions, but they have been minor in
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consideration of the vast differences that would appear within the movement
if it ever had to set forth its positive vision of the good life.

There can be no simple equation of militancy and violence or of pacifism
and nonviolence. The truth is that neither wing of the peace movement has
been violent in comparison with comparable movements in other times and
countries. Surprisingly, the tactics of obstruction have been most richly ex-
plored by the pacifists, whose record of personal and small-group confronta-
tion with the military extends back into the days of Pacific nuclear testing,
before Vietnam was an issue. Sitdowns before the White House and the
Senate and war factories, the tying of canoes to troopships and munitions
ships, the boarding of destroyers, the chaining of demonstrators to AWOL
soldiers, the destruction of draft files, the sailing of medical supplies into
Haiphong harbor under American aerial bombardment—these gestures have all
been conducted by pacifists. No “militant,” furthermore, has done anything
5o extreme as the Quaker Norman Morrison’s self-immolation before the
Pentagon on November 2, 1965.81

The attention of public authorities is nevertheless concentrated on the
non-pacifist militants, and understandably so, for they are the ones who are
not prevented by ethical scruples from passing into a more “revolutionary”
phase. Like the blacks, they arouse interest more for what they might later
decide to do than for anything that has happened yet. Within this grouping
there has certainly been a development—haphazard and halting and always
subject to reconsideration—toward confrontationism. This trend, moreover,
should not be obscured by the fact that confrontation tactics could be found
quite early, as in the blocking of troop trains in Oakland and Berkeley in Au-
gust, 1965. That action grew out of the peculiarly radical traditions of the
Berkeley campus and the San Francisco Bay Area, whereas later militancy has
sprung up in every section of the country, with new recruits each year. This
is especially evident in campus protest, which began at Berkeley but rapidly
spread across the country, affecting small private schools and large public uni-
versities alike. Today the antiwar movement is still not wedded to confronta-
tion as a favorite style of action, but the number of protesters who find it

_philosophically acceptable and politically meaningful has been increasing.

The reason for this trend is plain. The movement at its best has only suc-
ceeded in producing negative effects, such as President Johnson’s announce-
ment, two days before the Wisconsin primary, that he would not stand for
reelection. The snubbing by government spokesmen, the accusations of cow-
ardice and betrayal, the relative unresponsiveness of Congress to anti-war senti-
ment, and especially the clubbings by constituted law enforcement officials
have bred desperation. It is safe to say that by now the only effective counter-
measure against the bitterness that leads to violence would be a termination of
the war in Vietnam. Until that occurs, the more moderate element within the
movement will find itself increasingly out of touch with the small minority who
actually seek violence and can claim that milder tactics have proved unsuccess-
ful. Curiously enough, the very achievement of the movement in finally ob-
taining majority support for peace has played into the hands of the super-
militants, who point out that the warmakers have not capitulated merely
because of public opinion. In the eyes of many of those opposing the Viet-
nam war, recent events—such as the nomination of two champions of President
Johnson’s war policy—point to a serious defect in the democratic process. As
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in the “black liberation” movement, time may be running out for those who
counsel prolonged patience and trust.

It must be stressed, however, that even when movement spokesmen have
counselled “resistance,” they have not meant such things as the bombings of
draft boards and ROTC buildings, but rather acts of obstruction such as mill-
ins, the blocking of traffic, the temporary and symbolic “seizure’” of university
buildings, the “imprisonment’ of CIA or Dow recruiters, the granting of
“sanctuary” to discontented soldiers, and the harassment of pro-governmnet
speakers. One can disapprove of such acts and still recognize that they do not
constitute the instrumental use of force to conquer political opposition. They
have a symbolic and expressive character that is less violent than the use of
nightsticks and MACE and rifle butts. This has been true even of the most
colorful acts of defiance, such as pouring blood on draft files or even napalm-
ing them, as was done by the “Milwaukee Fourteen™ and the “Catonsville
Nine.”82 These religious activists were willing to mutilate some pieces of
property and incur long prison terms to raise moral issues about the violence
of the Vietnam war. They were not literally attacking an enemy, but drama-
tizing what they felt to be the intolerable savagery of the military system.

By far the greater part of movement obstructionism has been conducted
by college students, usually on their own campuses and in response to uni-
versity cooperation with the war effort. Significantly, most of the agitation
has had to do with the draft, first over the question of releasing class ranking
to the Selective Service System, then over the punitive reclassification of pro-
testers, and then over the cancellation of whole categories of deferment. Other
draft-related activities, such as protests at induction centers and the organizing
of “Vietnam Commencements” to dramatize. the plight of graduating seniors
who were to be conscripted into a war they found abhorrent, were fed by
discontent with the entire draft structure and its announced purpose of “chan-
neling” deferred men into defense-related work.83 Similarly, a general malaise
over the gradual militarization of national life contributed to the obstruction-
ist mood that prevailed on dozens of campuses in the 1967-68 harassment of
Dow and CIA recruiters. Students justified their tactics by referring to the
violence of the war and their inability to stop that violence through ordinary
means.84 Many people within the movement, including non-pacifists, thought
that the students were jeopardizing their own academic freedom in resorting
to abridgements of free assembly and speech, but the students replied that
university and national administrators had shown themselves indifferent to
more decorous forms of dissent.85

For many protesters the phrase “from protest to resistance” has nothing
to do with physical obstruction of any sort; it means instead that individuals,
having exhausted normal channels of dialogue and petition, feel they must
take a personal stance of noncompliance with the war. Tax refusal, the dec-
laration of medical students that they would refuse to serve, the turning
down of government grants and prizes and invitations to the White House are
all examples of such resistance. The overridingly important categories, how-
ever, have been draft resistance and the association of draft-ineligible persons
with draft resisters. It is reasonable to suppose that this has been the point of
maximum common focus between the peace movement and its antagonists.
Nothing has aroused greater anxiety and outrage among people outside the
movement than the burning of draft cards and the willingness of eminent
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citizens to stand beside resisters and applaud their patriotism. The Justice
Department and local grand juries and prosecutors have been similarly ab-
sorbed in this aspect of the peace movement; perhaps the most widely noticed
and debated event in the movement’s history has been the Boston trial of Dr.
Benjamin Spock, Rev. William Sloane Coffin, Jr., Marcus Raskin, Mitchell
Goodman, and Michael Ferber for “conspiracy” to aid draft resistance.

In a technical sense the “Spock trial” has so far been a success; four of the
five defendants were convicted. If, however, the main purpose of the trial was
to prevent draft resistance and its adult support, the effect produced was ex-
actly the opposite. The Spock case became a rallying-point for the entire
movement, an inducement for thousands of wavering dissenters to throw in
their lot with the defendants by declaring their “complicity,” and a subject of
national misgiving over the use of a figurative notion of conspiracy to inhibit
acts thought by many to be real and symbolic speech. The second thoughts
inspired by this trial were best summarized by one of the jurors, Frank Tarbi,
who later wrote:

How and why did I find four men guilty? All men of courage and in-
dividuals whom I grew to admire as the trial developed. AsI searched
my conscience, I had to admit I profoundly agreed with these de-
fendants. ... Just as a gang of dissenters dumped a cargo of tea into
the drink and were declared patriots for their action, so were these
men protesting against a war they termed unjust and brutal. . . . These
four men were trying to save my sons whom I loved dearly. YetI
found them guilty. To hell with my ulcer. After four or five stiff
hookers (I lost count) I began to cry bitterly, locked up in my room.
Maybseﬁit was temporary insanity? Or was it remorse for a world gone
mad?

Another lengthy quotation, from one of the defendants, spoken before
the indictments were handed down, will perhaps help to explain why the
“Boston Five” acted as they did and why neither they nor their supporters
have abandoned a posture of resistance:

If there is such a thing as a just war, then there is such a thing as an
unjust war; and whether just or unjust is finally a matter of individual
conscience, for no man can properly surrender his conscience to the
State. Our Puritan fathers came to these shores because they were
committed to this principle. At the Nuremberg trials we faulted an
entire nation for not accepting it.

Now let us suppose that a man has conscientiously done his home-
work on the war in Vietnam, and that his homework has led him to
the following conclusions: that while it is true that we are fighting
communists, it is more profound to say that we have been intervening
in another country’s civil war; that despite the billions of dollars of
aid, the heroic labor and blood of many Americans, the Saigon govern-
ment from Diem to Ky has been unable to talk convincingly to his
people of national independence, land reform, and other forms of
social justice; that the war is being waged in a fashion so out of
character with American instincts of decency that it is seriously under-
mining them (which is not to say the V.C.’s are Boy Scouts, which
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they clearly are not); that the strains of the war have cut the funds
that might otherwise be applied to anti-poverty efforts at home and
abroad (which is the intelligent way to fight communism); and finally,
that the war would have a good chance of being negotiated to an end
were we to stop the bombing in North Vietnam.

If a man’s homework leads him to these conclusions, then surely it
is not his patriotic duty to cheer or stand silent as good Americans die
bravely in a bad cause. )

Surely, too, he does not engage in civil disobedience—not as a first
resort. Rather he speaks out, writes letters, signs petitions, attends
rallies, stands in silent vigils—all in the best American tradition. But
not let us suppose he has done all this, many times and for years. Does
he then tuck his conscience into bed with the comforting thought,
“Well, I have done my best, the President continues to escalate the war,
and the law of the land is clear?” Or does he decide that having chosen
the road of protest he has to choose to pursue it to the end, even if this
means going to jail?

Which decision he makes clearly depends on how wrong he thinks
the war is and how deeply he cares.

My own feeling is that the war is so wrong, and that we are so wrong
in not seeking to end it by the serious bombing pause suggested by
Senator Kennedy, that it is time for those of use who feel this way to
come out from behind exemptions and deferments, take our medicine
like men, or as the more recent expression goes, “put our bodies on the
line.”

I feel this is particularly true of religious people, who have a particu-
lar obligation to a higher power than that of the State. I therefore pro-
posed in Washington on February 21 that seminarians and younger
clergy opposed to the war surrender their 4-D exemption and declare
themselves Conscientious Objectors to this war, which is against the
present law of the land. I further proposed that older clergy publicly
advocate their doing so that all might be subject to the same penalties.
Finally, [ suggested that students opposed to the war consider organiz-
ing themselves to do likewise.

Now let us be very clear: this is not to advocate violence. 1 am
against violence, as I am against draft card burning, which I consider
an unnecessarily hostile act. This is also not to advocate anarchy, for
when a man accepts the legal punishment he upholds the legal order.
This is not even to advocate withdrawal. I am against withdrawal, for
negotiation. )

But this is to advocate—as a last resort—a form of civil disobedience
which I view as a kind of radical obedience to conscience, to God, and
I would add to the best traditions of this country which won for us the
respect of allies we no longer have in this venture. So if in the eyes
of many this be subversion, then may it at least be understood as an
effort to subvert one’s beloved country into its former ways of justice
and peace.

Finally, let me say that I would hope that such an action would stir
the uninformed citizens of today to become better informed citizens
tomorrow. For this war is not being waged by evil men. In our time all
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it takes for evil to flourish is for a few good men to be a little bit wrong
and have a great deal of power, and for the vast majority to remain
indifferent.87 ’

Resistance within the military services has also been of growing importance
to the anti-war movement. Considerable support has been mustered for non-
cooperators like “the Fort Hood Three,” Private Lockman, and Captain
Howard Levy. Court-martialed and sentenced to military prison, these men
are nevertheless heroes to the movement—all the more so because they stood
up to the system after they had foregone the protection of civilian law. Re-
pugnance for the war has become so strong that retired officers like Admiral
Arnold True and former Marine Corps Commandant, General David M. Shoup,
have spoken freely against it; and veterans have been prominent in anti-Vietnam
activities.88 Deserters in Sweden and elsewhere have been greeted with sym-
pathy, reservists have made legal challenges to their activation, AWOL soldiers
have been given sanctuary in churches and universities, and others have par-
ticipated in pray-ins and peace marches as well as flocking to “GI coffee
houses” and reading anti-war newspapers sponsored by the movement. These
acts hardly constitute an insurrection agairst American policy. They do, how-
ever, indicate that it is becoming increasingly difficult to instill a “proper”
attitude of unthinking obedience into American conscripts.

The Future of the Anti-War Movement

This raises the large question of where the peace movement is heading next.
Everything that has been said here should inspire caution on this matter, for
we have seen that the movement’s options have been continually defined by
unanticipated events, and this will surely remain the case. The most one can do
is extrapolate from recent tendencies and add that American society at large—
and especially the makers of national policy—will finally determine whether
the movement’s desperation will be accentuated or overcome. As in the past,
the movement can be counted on to respond more according to its temporary
mood than according to ideology or a strategic plan.

Having made that caveat, we can perhaps suggest that two lines of develop-
ment within the peace movement are especially likely to flourish. One is the
increasing preference for structural analysis as opposed to moral protest.

After a certain number of months and years of begging their elected leaders
to take mercy on the people of Vietnam and to meet the crisis at home, pro-
testers inevitably begin asking themselves whether they have been conceiving
the problem truly. Why, protesters, ask, has the United States become, in
Robert Hutchins’ words, “the most powerful, the most prosperous, and the
most dangerous country in the world”?89 Is it possible that our Vietnam in-
volvement is “not a product of eminent personalities or historical accidents,
[but] of our development as a people”?90 Many protesters are questioning
whether the war might not be a natural result of the bureaucratic welfare state,
with its liberal rhetoric, its tendency to self-expansion, its growing military
establishment, and its paternalism toward the downtrodden. Doubts like
these have been gradually eroding party loyalties and creating a broad public
for radical thought and dialogue. The result will not necessarily be a swell-
ing of the ranks of Marxists, but almost certainly a thorough questioning of
current institutions and political style. As John McDermott has remarked,
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the movement’s own tactics have produced “a growing appreciation of the
creative role of social conflict, and accordingly a growing rejection of the
pluralist consensus views which have dominated American political and
social theory for so long.”91

The second development has to do with the question of violence versus
nonviolence. A minority of alienated activists may flirt with terrorism, but
they are unlikely to cause serious damage to the “war machine” or even to
gain the support of other dissenters. There seem at present to be built-in
limitations on the possibilities for effective movement-initiated violence;
American society is simply unready for revolutionary bloodshed. Nonvio-
lence, on the other hand, has been making some unexpected converts within
the peace movement, not because of a rising tide of pacifism, but because
activists have begun to understand that their first target must be the psy-
chology that acquiesces and delights in war. The use of “guerilla theater”—
radical sentiments expressed in songs and skits—and the bringing of anti-
military culture to American soldiers in the form of coffee houses and
newspapers and “GI teach-ins” thus have an importance beyond their current
degree of effectiveness; they suggest that major figures in the peace move-
ment are turning from despairing gestures to attempts to convert those
who must be converted if the movement is to grow. In David Dellinger’s
words:

We will come closer to achieving our goals of subverting an inhuman
system and undermining its ability to rely on fascist methods when
we conduct teach-ins for the police and soldiers and fraternize with
them rather than insulting them by calling the “pigs” or raising their
wrath by stoning them. We must make a distinction, both philosoph-
ical and tactical, between institutions and the people who have been
misled into serving them . . .. The traditional pacifist has been misled
by the gentility and gentleness of the men who order out armies,
napalm, bombs and Mace. The unthinking revolutionist is misled by
the crudity of the actions that police and soldiers can be conditioned
into performing.92

There is nothing to guarantee that the peace movement will evolve further
in the directions pointed here, and there is a residue of bitterness which noth-
ing will casily erase. Yet if the Vietnam war is sustained by policymakers in
the face of worldwide indignation and the apparent apathy of the soldiers
who must fight it, it seems reasonable to suppose that the movement’s cur-
rent mood of disenchantment with existing institutions will both generate
new forms of militancy and spread into new segments of the American
public, creating possibilities for social changes which neither the movement’s
supporters nor its opponents have yet imagined. The anti-war movement is
tied inextricably to the student and black protest movements, even as its
historical roots lie with the symbolic confrontations of the pacifists. And
as we will discuss in the next two chapters, the war has been a significant
spur to each of these movements—it has become a primary rallying point of
campus protest; and it has compounded the difficulties of fulfilling promises
of progress made to the black communities of America carlier in the decade.
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New York Times, December 5, 1965, p. 1.

An early and significant example of black anti-war protest was the leaflet cir-
culated in McComb, Mississippi, and printed in the Mississippi Freedom Demo-
cratic Party newsletter of McComb on July 28, 1965. The leaflet set forth
“five reasons why Negroes should not be in any war fighting for America.”

1t is reprinted in J. Grant (ed.), Black Protest, pp. 415416.
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York Times, September 8, 1968, p. 47. -

New York Times, March 6, 1964, p. 11.

See, for example, San Francisco Chronicle, November 13, 1968, p. 10.

For a detailed narrative of the permit negotiation for the August events, see
Daniel Walker, Rights in Conflict, a report prepared for this Cc ission
November 18, 1968, pp. 31-42.

See New York Times, April 22, 1968, p. 16; Dave Dellinger, “Lessons from
Chicago,” Liberation, October, 1968; and the investigation by civic leaders
called Dissent and Disorder: A Report to the Citizens of Chicago on the

April 27 Peace Parade.

An early example was the failure of the Oakland Police to interfere with the
Hell’s Angels who violently attacked the Vietnam Day Committee march of
October 16, 1965. Their strange passivity is indicated by the New York Times
report that “The attackers carried off a big banner and took it back to the
Oakland police line to shred it. Then they charged in again” (Wew York Times,
October 17, 1965, p. 43). It should be noted that the Berkeley police (the
incident occurred at the Berkeley-Oakland city limits) moved in to end the
violence and arrested six Hell's Angels. In doing so one Berkeley police officer
suffered a fractured leg.

The New York Times account of the San Francisco incident makes it clear that
“A few of the demonstrators threw bricks, bottles, and balloons filled with
animal blood” (January 12, 1968, p. 9; emphasis added). Some fifty speciaily
trained police, “provoked by the missiles,” then indiscriminately attacked the
400-0odd demonstrators with clubs, in accordance with a prearranged strategy.
“‘At least 60 persons were arrested.”

The flag-lowering incident is summarized as follows in Walker, Rights in Con-
flict, p. 24: “Some of those present claim that the actual flag lowering was the
work of police undercover agents. The Chicago Tribune reported that Robert L.
Pierson, who as ‘Big Bob’ Lavin served in an undercover capacity as Jerry Rubin’s
bodyguard, was ‘in the group which lowered an American flag in Grant Park.’
Pierson has said, however, that he had no part in lowering the flag.”

Walker, November 18, 1968, p. 4.

Walker, November 18, 1968, pp. 1-30.

For other examples of attempted self-immolation see New York Times, Novem-
ber 12, 1965, p. 3; April 11, 1966, p. 4; August 20, 1967, p. 31; October 16,
1967, p. 11; and December 4, 1967, p. 20. ’

For the Catonsville incident of May 17, 1968, see Facts on File, 1968, p. 263.
For the Milwaukee incident of September 24, 1968, see the New York Times,
September 25, 1968, p. 5. In the first incident 600 draft files were burned; in
the second, considerably more.
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Chapter III
STUDENT PROTEST

The Berkeley student rebellion of 1964 sent shock waves through the
academic community and puzzled the nation. Today, campuses throughout
the country have been rocked by student protest, and the major campus that
has not experienced a certain amount of turmoil and disruption is the excep-
tion. According to the National Student Association, during the first half of
the 1967—68 academic year there were 71 separate demonstrations on sixty-
two campuses—counting only those demonstrations involving thirty-five more
students. By the second half of the year, the number had risen to 221 demon-
strations at 101 schools. On several campuses, massive student demonstrations
have become a familiar and almost banal occurrence. Moreover, there has
been a discernible escalation of the intensity of campus conflict, in terms of
both student tactics and the response of authorities. Indeed, the early months
of 1969 have been characterized by a hardening of official response to student
protest on many campuses, as evidenced by the presence of bayonet-wielding
National Guard troops at the University of Wisconsin and the declaration of
a “‘state of extreme emergency” at Berkeley.2

Further, student protest now involves a wider range of campuses, and a
wider range of students. The past few months have seen the rise of intense
protest by black and other third-world students, on both “elite”” and “com-
muter” campuses.

The scope and range of contemporary student protest make certain kinds
of explanation grossly inadequate. To explain away student protest as the
activity of an insignificant and unrepresentative minority of maladjusted
students is inaccurate on two counts. First, as a recent Fortune magazine
survey suggests, roughly two-fifths of the current college-student population
expresses support for some “activist” values.3 Second, fact-finding commis-_
sions from Berkeley to Columbia tend to present a rather favorable group
portrait of student activists. In the words of the Cox Commission report on
the Columbia disturbances:

The present generation of young people in our universities is the best
informed, the most intelligent, and the most idealistic this country has
ever known. This is the experience of teachers everywhere.

It is also the most sensitive to public issues and the most sophisti-
cated in political tactics. Perhaps because they enjoy the affluence to
support their ideals, today’s undergraduate and graduate students ex-
hibit, as a group, a higher level of social conscience than preceding
generations.

The ability, social consciousness and conscience, political sensitivity,
and honest realism of today’s students are a prime cause of student
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disturbances. As one student observed during our investigation, today’s
students take seriously the ideals taught in schools and churches, and
often at home, and then they sec a system that denies its ideals in its
actual life. Racial injustice and the war in Vietnam stand out as prime
illustrations of our socicty’s deviation from its professed ideals and of
the slowness with which the system reforms itself. That they seemingly
can do so little to correct the wrongs through conventional political
discourse tends to produce in the most idealistic and energetic students
a strong sense of frustration.4

Empirical research into the personalities and social backgrounds of student
activists tends to confirm this portrait. These studies recurrently find student
activists to have high or at least average grades, to come from politically lib-
eral families whose values can be described as “humanist,” and to be better
informed about political and social events than non-activists.5

The dimensions of student protest must be understood as part of a world-
wide phenomenon. At the same time, the American student movement devel-
oped in the context of American institutions in general and of the American
university in particular. Accordingly, in the first section of this chapter, we
examine American student activism in international perspective. Next, we
trace the development of student activism in America in the 1960’s, giving
special attention to the rise of the Students for a Democratic Society; and
briefly, to black and Third World student protest. We then consider the orga-
nization of colleges and universities in the United States in relation to campus
conflict. Finally, we consider some implications of our analysis for adminis-
trative response.

American Student Protest
in International Perspective6

Our understanding of the current American student movement can perhaps
be advanced by analyzing some of the ways in which it resembles or differs
from student movements in other nations.

To the casual observer it is clear that student protest is now a world-wide
phenomenon. In 1968 alone, student demonstrations and strikes paralyzed
universities in nations as far apart, geographically and culturally, as Japan,
France, Mexico, West Germany, Czechoslovakia, Italy, and Brazil. Indeed, a
recent study commissioned by the United Nations estimated that those in the
12-25 age group now number 750 million and will total a billion by 1980.
At that time, the study predicted, “Youth of the world will begin to predom-
inate in world affairs.

“World opinion is going to become increasingly the opinion of the world’s
youth and the generational conflict will assume proportions not previously
imagined.

“Young people in all walks of life,” they add, “are prepared to march, to
demonstrate and to riot if necessary in support of views which may not be
those of the electorate, nor of the majority; nor yet of the government.”7

Conventional wisdom is much given to the view that youth is “naturally”
rebellious. We are not surprised when young persons experiment with adult
ways and criticize those who enforce constraints, because we know that youth
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is “impatient.” Nor are we unduly shocked when young persons protest the
failure of adults to live up to their professed values, since we know that youth
is “idealistic.” Such views, whatever their ultimate truth, have the virtue of
providing comfort for adults and, no doubt, for many young people. Such
views assume that young people will outgrow their impatience and will expe-
rience the difficulties of actualizing ideals. Moreover, adults who hold these
views need fecl no special responsibility or guilt over the rebelliousness of
youth, since it is “inevitable.” And, equally incvitably, it will pass away. As
S. M. Lipsct has pointed out, nearly every country has a version of the saying:
“He who is not a radical at twenty does not have a heart; he who still is one
at forty does not have a head.”8

Unfortunately, conventional wisdom neglects the salient fact that wide-
spread student movements, such as we are witnessing in the United States
today, do not occur at all times and places, nor do they exhibit the same
characteristics and orientations everywhere.

First, student idealism has not always been revolutionary. Students were
very active in the right-wing movements that led the rise of fascism in Western
Europe in the 1930’s. Far from demanding basic social change, they were
concerned with the defense of tradition and order against the threats and
insecuritics of change.

Second, even where they are oriented toward progress and change, student
movements do not always express an autonomous rebellion against the larger
society. A good example is the contemporary Czechoslovakian student move-
ment, which is more directly linked to liberalizing movements in Czechoslo-
vakian society as a whole, than to any distinct student radicalism.

Third, historically the phenomenon of revolutionary student movements
has been primarily a feature of transitional societies—that is, societies in
which traditional, agrarian-based cultures were breaking down and modern
values congenial to industrialization were becoming influential. Thus, student
tevolutionary activity was a constant feature of Russian life during the nine-
teenth century; it played a major role in the revolutions of 1848 in Central
Europe; the Communist movements in China and Vietnam grew out of mili-
tant student movements in those countries; and, in Latin America, student
movements have been politically crucial since the early part of this century.

Such societies tend to promote the formation of autonomous student
movements for several reasons. First, traditional values, transmitted by the
family, are increasingly irrelevant to participation in the emergent industrial
occupational structure. Students are acutely aware of this irrelevance in the
relatively cosmopolitan atmosphere of the university and in their training for
occupations which represent the emerging social order. Second, although
students are ostensibly being trained to constitute the future, more modern
elite, it is usually true that established elites continue to represent traditional
culture, resist modernizing reform, and refuse to redistribute power. Para-
doxically, established elites typically sponsor the formation of the university
System to promote technical progress while simultaneously resisting the polit-
ical, social, and cultural transformations which such progress requires. In this
§ituation, students almost inevitably come into conflict with established
institutions.

If any generalization can be made, it would be that student movements
arise in periods of transition, when, for example, the values inculcated in
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children are sharply incompatible with the values they later need for effective
participation in the larger society, or when values which are prevalent in uni-
versities are not supported by established political elites in the larger society.
As Seymour Martin Lipset writes:

Historically . . . one would learn to expect a sharp increase in student
activism in a society where, for a variety of reasons, accepted political
and social values are being questioned, in times particularly where
events are testing the viability of a regime and where policy failures
seem to question the legitimacy of social and economic arrangements
and institutions. And more observation shows that in societies where
rapid change, instability, or weak legitimacy of political institutions is
endemic, there is what looks like almost constant turmoil among
students.?

In other words, the formation of student movements in general may be a
reflection of technological, cultural, and economic changes that require new
forms and mechanisms for distribution of political power. Political expres-
sions of discontent arise if political authorities are identified as the agents of
the status quo. Intellectuals and students are most likely to criticize estab-
lished authorities because they, more than any other stratun of society, are
concerned with the problem of creating and articulating new values. When an
existing political order loses its legitimacy, the young intellectuals search for
alternative forms of authority, new grounds for legitimacy, and ideological
rationales for their attack on the established order. Characteristically (and
both the “classical” and “new’” student movements are similar in this respect),
the emergent ideology of the student movement is populist, egalitarian, and
romantic. That is, it justifies its attack on established authority by asserting
that the true repository of value in the society is the people rather than the
elites; it seeks to undermine deferential attitudes toward authority by assert-
ing anti-hierarchical and democratic principles; it defends the rejection of
conventional values by celebrating the idea of free expression and individual-
ism; and it provides inspiration to its participants by emphasizing that the
conflict of generations must be won by the young, since the old must die.

This analysis might lead one to expect that advanced industrial societies of
the West would be the least likely places for radical student movements to
emerge. In these societies, it is said, the move to modernity has been made,
and sharp value conflicts are absent; western nations are not ordinarily seen as
“developing” or “in transition.” Yet such movements have appeared with
increasing frequency in western sociefies during the past decade. How can we
understand this? The American situation differs from classical ones in that it
does not arise from the standard problems of modernization. But the exist-
ence of a student movement in American and other advanced industrial soci-
eties forces on us the conjecture that these societies, too, are “transitional”—
not in the same terms as developing countries, and perhaps more subtly, but
just as meaningfully. While educated youth in developing countries experi-
ence the irrelevance of traditional, religious, pre-scientific, authoritarian
values for modernization, industrialization, and national identity, educated
youth in the advanced countries perceive the irrelevance of commercial,
acquisitive, materialistic, and nationalistic values in a world which stresses
human rights and social equality and requires collective planning, Politicized
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young people in the developing countries were usually absorbed by socialist,
communist, or other working-class movements, since these appeared to be
offering opposition to the old society and culture and to be addressing the
problems of modern society. But in advanced industrial societies, the orga-
nized left has moved toward integration into the established political system
and abandoned its radical vision. In the United States the labor movement
became similarly integrated, purged itself of radical influence, and organized
radicalism slid into obscurity. Thus it has devolved upon students in the West
to reconstitute radical political action and ideology. In so doing, they adopt
the populist, egalitarian, romantic, and generational rhetoric and style which
characterized the classical student movements in the early stages of their
development. But they also reject the ideological orientations and modes of
action that were characteristic of the revolutionary left in earlier phases of
industrialization and modernization.

Of all the new student movements, that among white American students
shows the least resemblance in its origins to the classical model. The French
student movement, although it probably has some of the same roots as the
American, resembles the classical case in some respects: it is in part a call for
modernization, and a rebellion against traditional culture and the archaic
forms of authoritarianism that still pervade French society and the organiza-
tion of its universities.

West Germany’s student movement has similar characteristics. On the one
hand, West Germany, like the U.S., is dominated by giant corporate bureauc-
racies, by increasing centralization of political life, by an absence of organized
and effective political opposition to corporate capitalism, and by militariza-
tion; on the other hand, it is also marked by a greater persistence of tradi-
tional cultural and political values. Like its American counterpart, the
German student movement appeals to an idealized conception of democracy
in modern society; it differs in its emphasis on the rejection of the archaic
forms of authority and status distinctions Europe has inherited from its feudal
past. It is aware that many of the cultural and political factors which con-
tributed to Hitlerism have not been eradicated, while it is itself imbued with a
profound hatred of the legacy of Nazism.

Thus the current wave of student protest throughout the world is, in part,
the result of coincidence: on the one hand, the student movements in Latin
America and Asia continue to function as part of a relatively long tradition of
student activism; on the other hand, new student movements in the West
have emerged in response to rather different problems and issues. Despite the
differences among student movements in developed and underdeveloped
countries, however, it is clear that a process of mutual influence is at work
among them. For example, the white student movement in America received
inspiration in its early stages from dramatic student uprisings in Japan,

Turkey and South Korea. More recently, American activists have been influ-
enced by street tactics learned from Japanese students and by ideological
expressions emanating from France and West Germany. The French students
were certainly inspired by the West Germans, and the Italians by the French.
The symbols of “alienated” youth culture, originating in Britain and the U.S.,
have been adopted throughout Eastern and Western Europe. The spread of
ideology, symbols, and tactics of protest is, of course, powerfully aided by TV
and other mass media and also by the increased opportunities for interna-
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tional travel and study abroad available to European and American students.
The increasing cross-fertilization and mutual inspiration which are certainly
occurring among student movements are, then, the outcome of mass commu-
nication and informal contact. Whatever similarity exists among student

movements around the world is therefore neither completely spontaneous nor

centrally coordinated.
American Student Activism in the 1960’s

Those who believe that disorder and conflict are unique to the campuses of
the 1960’s are unacquainted with the history of American colleges. Dormi-
tory life in the nineteenth-century America was marked by violence, rough
and undisciplined actions, and outbreaks of protest against the rules and regu-
lations through which faculties and administrations attempted to govern
students.10 Although collegiate life became more peaceful after the turn of
the century, protest, activism, and collective action continued to be part of
college life. The depression of the 1930’s and the pre-World War II period of
the 1940’s were marked by protest, often of a political character. An exami-
nation of college and university disruption even during the 1950’s provides a
notable record of activity.

Student activism during the 1960’s appears, however, to have unprece-
dented qualities. Compared to earlier activism, that of the 1960’s involves
more students and engages them more continuously, is more widely distrib-
uted on campuses throughout the country, is more militant, is more hostile
to established authority and institutions (including radical political organi-
zations), and has been more sustained. Such activism seems better considered
as part of a student movement, something largely unknown before in the
United States, rather than as a collection of similar but unconnected events.
And although it involves issues of special interest to students, the movement

has usually integrated student concerns with political issues of wider currency.

The emergence of such a movement in the 1960’s is particularly striking.
The ten previous years—despite outbreaks of campus disruption—were notable
mainly as a period of political indifference or privatized alienation among
students.11 Campus observers at that time remarked on student conformity
to conventional values and private goals. Social scientists hardly anticipated
that large numbers of students would become engaged in substantial social
action.

Still, the student movement in the sixties does have some roots in the
previous decade. During the late 1950’s, liberal and radical dissenters became
increasingly active at several universities. At Berkeley a campus political
party, SLATE, challenged the domination of student government by more
conservative, fraternity-oriented students. In particular, SLATE expressed
opposition to restrictions of freedom of speech and argued for student par-
ticipation in off-campus political activity.12

Although SLATE’S activity seems prophetic of what was to happen nation-
ally, it had little impact beyond the Berkeley campus. In February of 1960,
however, Negro students began to attack segregation in public facilities by
“sitting-in” at segregated Southern dime-store lunch counters. Northern
students supported these demands by picketing and boycotting Northern
branches of Woolworth’s and Kresge’s. The success of the Southern sit-ins
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led to the formation of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee
(SNCC). Northern white student groups formalized their organizations to
support the Southern movement. .

At the same time, other issues emerged. At Berkeley, students demon-
strated to protest the execution of Caryl Chessman. In a particularly dra-
matic instance, Bay Area students protested hearings of the House Un-
American Activities Committee in San Francisco. The anti-HUAC demon-
strations received national publicity. HUAC itself publicized a film of the
protest, intended to expose “Communist influence” among the youth. In-
stead, the film turned out to be a self-caricature and dramatized to many
students that demonstrations and direct action could have positive effects in
challenging hostile authority.

By late 1961, students consciously began to use civil rights techniques of
nonviolent direct action—marches, vigils, and pickets—to protest aspects of
American foreign policy. Student concern over the nuclear arms race, nuclear
testing, and civil defense prompted the first national student demonstration
in several decades—the Washington Peace March of February, 1962.13

Students who participated in these activities saw them primarily as moral
responses to specific issues, yet some began to perceive general political im-
plications. Most activists read widely, and they were influenced by radical
social criticism in the United States and Western Europe. The work of C.
Wright Mills on the power elite and the cold war was especially influential.
By 1962, “little” student magazines critically examined the classic doctrines
of radicalism.14 They called for a new radical ideology, stressing links be-
tween civil rights, disarmament, and poverty. Meanwhile, in England, univer-
sity-based intellectuals formed what they called a “‘new left,” that broke
with communist and social democratic orthodoxies and sought to regenerate
socialist thought.

According to data collected by Richard Peterson of the Educational Test-
ing Service, there were, in 1965, “student left” organizations on 25 percent
of American campuses; by 1968, the number had grown to 40 percent.15
Students for a Democratic Society has become the most widely publicized
and perhaps the most influential of student political groups formed in the
early 1960’s. SDS now claims about 7,000 “national” (i.e., dues-paying)
members, and at least 35,000 members in its several hundred local chapters.16
SDS began in competition with other new and old left groupings; by now,
however, SDS vastly overshadows in size and reputation the other left-wing
groups (such as the DuBois Clubs, the Young Socialist Alliance, and Progres-
sive Labor).

From its inception, SDS’s primary purpose was to develop a new radical
movement to significantly affect American politics. Although its founders
and members were students, their ultimate concern was not with student
}ssues as such, but rather with the organization of students for social change
in the larger society. To this end, SDS envisioned an invigoration of the
dﬁmocratic process in America. This could result, they believed, if univer-
sities could become centers of controversy and arenas for active discussion of
alternatives to present policies; if the civil rights and anti-war movements
could succeed in activating large numbers of people at the grass-roots level;
and if established reform groups, such as the labor movement, liberal organ-
izations, and religious bodies, would join forces with the civil rights, peace,
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and student movements to offer new alternatives to the electorate at the local
and national levels.

A major hope of many members of SDS was for a political “realignment”
in which the Democratic Party would become the voice of the rising social
movements. Under these conditions, they hoped, a majority coalition could
be constructed to move the country away from its commitment to the cold
war and toward a policy of disarmament, relaxation of international tensions,
and a domestic program aimed at ending poverty and racial inequality.

In addition to these short-range political goals, SDS, at its convention at
Port Huron, Michigan, in June, 1962, announced a further vision—a society
based on “participatory democracy.” In a society that was becoming in-
creasingly centralized, SDS leaders argued, men were less and less capable of
controlling decisions affecting their lives. Technological development and
mass education could, however, create new forms of decentralization and
local democracy in neighborhoods, factories, schools, and other social organ-
izations. SDS urged disenfranchised and powerless people to organize them-
selves and press their interests in opposition to the already powerful. Such
local insurgency should have two effects: immediately, to generate a climate
for reform of national policy; in the longer run, to teach the possibility and
meaning of participation.l7

As this brief history suggests, the emerging thrust of the student move-
ment in the early Sixties was toward the reform of society rather than the
university as such. Even prominent “on-campus” issues show this impulse:
there were rallies and protests concerned with removing university restraints
on political expression and activity, such as bans on controversial speakers.
(In 1956, for example, Adlai Stevenson was not permitted to speak on the
Berkeley campus under the then prevailing interpretation of political “neu-
trality.”) So-called “‘campus”concerns also had broader meaning. Students
saw that protest against racial and ethnic discrimination in fraternity systems
and against compulsory ROTC had a wider political significance. By and
large, the university itself remained a neutral, or even positively valued, base
of operations. For many student activists, the university represented a qual-
itatively different kind of social institution, one in which radical social criti-
cism could be generated and contructive social change promoted.

It should also be noted that between 1960 and 1964, student campaigns
either employed such “normal channels” as student government or invoked
such conventional protest techniques as petitions, picketing and public meet-
ings. Although many students sympathized with the use of civil disobedience
and other forms of direct action in behalf of racial equality and peace, the
use of these techniques on campus during the period was decidedly uncom-
mon, and student radicals regarded them as means of bringing issues to the
attention of persons who would then pursue them through conventional
political processes. It seems evident that, on balance, the student movement
began with a firm commitment to nonviolence and with considerable optimism
regarding the responsiveness of authorities.

The summer of 1963 marked a high point of optimism. The signing of a
nuclear test-ban treaty and a pending civil rights march on Washington augured
well for passage of significant legislation. Student activists projected new civil
rights work, particularly in the area of voter registration. In addition, such
books as Michael Harrington’s The Other America had developed in young
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activists an awareness of economic as well as racial inequality. During that
summer, SDS began to mobilize students for community organization among
poor whites and other minorities, in much the same way as the Southern civil
rights movement had been working among poor Negroes. This new commit-
ment to off-campus work in poverty areas was undertaken in a relatively opti-
mistic spirit: if the poor could be organized in their own interest, then the
national climate of reform could be moved beyond the issue of segregation
and voting rights to an effective attack on poverty and unemployment.18

The period of optimism began to wane with the assassination of President
Kennedy in November, 1963. Still, in 1963-1964, the student movement
engaged in an effort to draw students into volunteer and full-time work in
the Southern black belt, Appalachia, and Northern urban slum areas. By the
summer of 1964, thousands of students were involved in such activities, their
legitimacy bolstered by President Johnson’s announcement of a “war on
poverty.” In Mississippi, nearly one thousand volunteers aided in the effort
to build the Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party.

The Mississippi experience was an extraordinary one for many of its
participants. Three young men were murdered, and many others saw at first
hand the character of Southern repression.19 The experience intensified feel-
ings of urgency about justice, social and legal, for Negroes; it demonstrated
the complicity of the legal order in perpetuating repression of Negroes; and
it produced profound discontent with the indifference and superficiality of
white middle-class life, including collegiate life. Many returned to campus
with strong convictions about the necessity of direct action and confrontation
for bringing change.

The Mississippi summer culminated with the Freedom Democratic Party’s
effort to unseat the segregationist Mississippi delegation at the Democratic
Party National Convention in Atlantic City. Their failure, particularly the
refusal of white liberal Democrats to support wholeheartedly the Mississippi
challenge, proved deeply disillusioning to the leaders of SNCC and to their
black and white supporters. The Atlantic City compromise seemed of a
piece with the reluctance of the federal government to enforce existing laws
protecting civil rights workers in the South. The events of that summer in the
South led SNCC to a profound re-evaluation of its commitment to building a
nonviolent grass-roots protest movement, since that commitment depended on
the belief that the national authorities would be responsive to and supportive
of the movement. Just as SNCC’s initial program had helped spark the white
student movement in the North, so its disillusionment deeply affected North-
ern students.20 Despite these events, SDS in the fall of 1964 announced that
it supported Lyndon Johnson in preference to Barry Goldwater and issued a
button, “Part of the Way with LBJ,” which signified its continued though
partially disillusioned connection to conventional political processes.21

Shortly after classes began at Berkeley in the fall of 1964, the campus was
rocked by a series of massive protest demonstrations, culminating in December
in a large-scale sit-in at the administration building, mass arrests, and a strike.
The Free Speech Movement began, conventionally enough, over suddenly im-
posed restrictions on students who used the campus “to support or advocate
off-campus political or social action.”22 Although removal of these restric--
tions remained a prominent issue, as the struggle on campus developed, a
larger issue, with strong ideological overtones, took prominence: the Berkeley
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demonstrations became not simply a protest against particular violations of
students rights, but rather an expression of an underlying conflict between
students as a class and the “multiversity” and its administration—a struggle be-
tween two fundamentally opposed interests in and orientations toward higher
education.

The Free Speech Movement had a special importance in the history of the
student movement. Although there were precedents—for example, University
of Chicago students held a sit-in at the administration building to protest al-
leged discrimination against Negroes in the rental of university-owned housing,
and New York City College students staged a strike to protest a ban against
communist speakers on campus, both before 1964—the Berkeley protest,
which was widely publicized, demonstrated the feasibility of involving large
numbers of students in direct action techniques on campus. It also suggested
that such techniques might be necessary to effect campus reforms—and that
they might be successful for this end.23

Moreover, Berkeley events focused attention on the policies, programs and
organization of the university—both internally and in its connections with the
larger society. Student activists, before the Free Speech Movement, had
viewed campus issues as trivial compared to the civil rights struggle. The only
way for white students to display their commitment to social change, to put
themselves “on the line,” was to move off the campus. The Free Speech
Movement showed how the campus itself might become a front line. Students
now saw that what happens on campus could really matter politically, and
that a local campus uprising could have national and international importance.

It seems fair to say that the Free Speech Movement at Berkeley in 1964
marked a turning point in the American student movement. Other events,
of course, contributed to the change. By 1965, the era of white student
participation in the Southern civil rights movement was drawing to a close.
The period of concern with nuclear war had culminated in an apparently firm
agreement between the U.S. and the Soviet Union to stop atmospheric un-
clear tests, relax tensions, and control the pace of the arms race. President
Johnson had been elected with a massive mandate to avoid expanding the
war in Vietnam and to preserve and enlarge the welfare state program. The
Berkeley uprising gave the student movement a new prominence and evoked
a new interest among students and others in university reform and educational
innovation.

In this atmosphere, SDS and other activist groups searched for new program-
matic directions. These groups preferred to work in local urban situations in
grass-roots community organization among the poor; the involvement of
students in this kind of action rose steadily, but the war in Vietnam became
increasingly important. In December, 1964, SDS abandoned its practice of
concentrating only on domestic issues by deciding to call for a national stu-
dent march in Washington against the war, to be held in April, 1965. Six
weeks later, the bombing of North Vietnam began; the Administration reit-
erated its refusal to negotiate an end to the war; and support for the April
march began to build rapidly. Some 20,000 students and others participated
in the first nationally visible protest against U.S. policy in Vietnam. SDS was
catapulted to national prominence, receiving wide coverage in the media; its
membership grew rapidly, and by the end of the school year it had achieved
wide recognition as the nationally organized expression of the student move-
ment.24

9
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After the April, 1965, march, hundreds of campuses witnessed “teach-ins”
and other organized activities concerning Vietnam; during this period no sector
of the American public received as much information about and analysis of
the war as the student body. Vietnam soon became the central, overriding
preoccupation of activist students. New waves of demonstrations were held
in the fall, largely at the initiative of the Berkeley Vietnam Day Committee;
they were organized locally by SDS chapters and by the scores of ad hoc
“committees to end the war in Vietnam™ which had sprung up around the
country in the preceding months.

Early anti-Vietnam war activity was characterized by the use of con-
ventional forms of protest and by the encouragement of debate and discussion.
through such forms as the teach-in. Some draft-cards were burned, and some
Berkeley students tried to block troop trains in September, 1965, but, gener-
ally, “legal” techniques of opposition were used, or civil disobedience was
employed in order to dramatize the movement’s cause. The majority of SDS
members even refused to endorse a national program of opposition to the
draft, the aim of which was merely to increase the number of young men seek-
ing conscientious objector status.

But there was increasing disillusionment during the year with the efficacy
of such protests; each major march had more participants but was shortly
followed by some new escalation of the war. Many disillusioned students
argued that the main function served by peace marches was to maintain Amer-
ica’s image as democratic society permitting dissent, so that the war effort
could continue without significant internal or external opposition. Mean-
while, depictions in the media of the effect of the war on civilians in Vietnam,
of the corrupt and unrepresentative character of the South Vietnamese regime,
of Administration failure to seize opportunities for negotiation, and of the
ways in which the rising costs of the war hampered domestic reform programs
in the U.S. were widely discussed on the campus and heightened the urgency
of the student protests.25

In the spring of 1966, General Lewis Hershey announced that some stu-
dents would have to be drafted, and that student deferments would be termi-
nated for those whose class standings were poor or who failed to reach a cer-
tain level of performance on a soon-to-be administered Selective Service
Qualification Test. The reaction on the campus was sharp and immediate.
Professors protested against the use of grades for Selective Service purposes.
There was rising tension at many schools; some students became anxious
about the possibility of being drafted, others upset about competing with their
beers to avoid the draft;students and faculty resented the cooperation of uni-
versities with the draft in supplying class standings and facilities for the ad-
ministration of the test.

At several schools, SDS chapters demanded that universities withhold such
cooperation. At the University of Chicago, 500 students, led by SDS, staged
asit-in at the administration building, seized control of the building for three-
and-one-half days. Similar seizures and sit-ins occurred at Wisconsin, City
College of New York, Oberlin College, and other institutions. The Chicago
action was the first successful closing of a university administration building
and the first time that SDS had undertaken a direct confrontation with a
university administration. The “anti-ranking” protests thus signified the
spread of the *“Berkeley situation™ to other campuses. As at Berkeley, the
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confrontation developed when student activists perceived university admin-
istrators as cooperating actively with outside agencies in opposition to student
interests and democratic values, and undertaking such cooperation without
prior consultation of students. As at Berkeley, the Chicago students had at-
tempted to use regular channels to change policy before resorting to a sit-in.
As at Berkeley, widespread support for the demands of the protest was evident
among non-participating students. And, as at Berkeley, the Chicago and other
anti-ranking protests won immediate, widespread attention from the mass
media.

The Chicago sit-in did not elicit punitive action by the University admin-
istration, and the students eventually abandoned the building. Nor did it have
an immediate effect on University policy concerning the draft (although the
faculty senate voted to support punitive action in the event of further dis-
ruptive protest, and a year later the faculty council voted to end the trans-
mission of “male class ranks™ to draft boards). But the anti-ranking actions -
at Chicago and other universities did spark a nation-wide debate on the draft,
did lead some schools to refuse to send class rank information to draft boards,
and did help popularize the concept of refusing to cooperate with the draft
as a means of resisting the war.26

For SDS, these sit-ins provided a new strategic orientation and a new phase
in its development. This new phase was inaugurated at an SDS convention in
June, 1966. At that meeting, a new generation of leadership came into office.
For the first time since its formation, SDS was to be run largely by people
without ties to the original founders of the organization. The “new guard”
were students who had joined SDS after the inception of its anti-Vietnam pro-
gram, and who came from schools without much tradition of student activism.
They tended to conceive of SDS as a student organization, and they believed
its greatest promise lay in reaching uncommitted students on issues which
concerned them, rather than in simply working against the war or working on
general political programs without specific relevance to the campus. The new
thrust was at first called “student syndicalism,” a term borrowed from the
European student movement and its tradition of organizing students along
trade unionist lines. The new orientation demonstrated a desire to build on
the experience of Berkeley, the anti-rank protests, and similar confrontations,
by working for what eventually came to be called “student power”’—that is,
organized student unions or parties working for such reforms as the abolition
of grades, smaller classes, and greater student participation in shaping curricula.

It was not a program to disrupt the universities, but rather an effort to in-
crease the *“class-consciousness” of students and break down what SDS saw
as the bureaucratic quality of university life, the paternalistic treatment of
students, and the authoritarian pattern of education, which, they alleged, was
a source of student discontent and also produced widespread political apathy
and passivity. To implement this program, SDS created a team of traveling
campus organizers who were to assist in the formation of chapters, and, as the
year wore on, various forms of “student syndicalist” activity emeérged. On a
number of campuses, SDS leaders, running on platforms advocating “student
power,” were elected as student body presidents. Across the country, there
were more and more demands for liberalization of dormitory rules and of
the grading system, for free speech, and the like. These demands had been
building up before SDS’s new programmatic thrust; probably the main effect
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of SDS was to enhance the skill with which these demands could be
made.27

But “student syndicalism” was not a stand which SDS could maintain for
very long. Although demands for student power were consonant with SDS’s
orientation to participatory democracy, they were not well suited to deal
with the general political situation, particularly the continued escalation of
the war and the intensification of black rebellion in the cities. Besides, many
SDS members were convinced that university reform was futile, that the uni-
versities could not be substantially changed until there was basic change in
the society as a whole.

Then, in December, 1966, Berkeley activists tried to set up an anti-draft )
literature table next to a Navy recruiting table in the Student Union. A mas-
sive sit-in and student strike ensued as a result of efforts by the administration
to eject the protesters from the Student Union and to defend the ejection on
the grounds that, as a state university campus, Berkeley had to offer govern-
ment agencies the special privilege of setting up recruiting tables in areas of
the Student Union were students were forbidden to set up their tables. A
month later, SDS members at Brown University organized the first protest
against Dow Chemical Company recruiters. During the following spring,
scores of demonstrations and sit-ins occurred protesting the presence of mil-
itary, CIA, and Dow recruiters on the campus. At Columbia, SDS and its
followers engaged in physical battle with other students as a result of their
protests against Marine recruiters.

The anti-rank sit-ins and the anti-recruiter demonstrations provided a way
for SDS to combine its opposition to the war and to militarism with its inter-
est in approaching students on their own ground. On the one hand, these
demonstrations had some disruptive effect on the military machine by im-
pairing the ease of its relations with the university. On the other hand, un-
like general protests against the war, these demonstrations could more easily
affect uncommitted students, since they protested a war that was increasingly
relevant to the student body as a whole. Moreover, such demonstrations
could be linked to student power concerns, since the university-military con-
nections were undertaken without consulting students.

Similar strategic considerations underlay the even more militant anti-Dow
demonstrations in the fall of 196728 and the SDS-led protests against univer-
sity involvement in the Institute for Defense Analyses which culminated in
convulsive rebellion at Columbia in the spring of 1968. By 1967-68, the or-
ganization of on-campus confrontations, especially those concerning univer-
sity involvement with military agencies, became a central purpose of SDS.
After several years of oscillating between university reform and student power
vs. general political issues, SDS had at last found an issue—the military con-
nections of the university—that could mobilize both students primarily con-
cerned with campus reform and students primarily interested in general politics.

But the reason for SDS’s turn toward confrontation with university author-
ity lay deeper than its discovery of new strategic and tactical possibilities.2%
The history of the student movement in general and SDS in particular reveals
that underlying the changes in strategies and tactics and the shifts in the issues
which motivated protest were more fundamental changes in the way student
activists perceived authority in the nation and in the university and in the way
they defined their relation to it. What happened in the eight years we have
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just briefly reviewed was a precipitous decline in the degree to which active
participants in the student movement attributed legitimacy to national au-
thority and to the university.

The two general phases of the movement—before and after 1965—may be
viewed as follows: In phase one, the student movement embodied concern,
dissent, and protest about various social issues, but it generally accepted the
legitimacy of the American political community in general and especially of
the university. In those years, many students believed that the legitimacy of
the existing political structure was compromised by the undue influence of
corporate interests and the military. They made far-reaching criticisms of the
university and of other social institutions, but their criticisms were usually
directed at the failure of the American political system and of American in-
stitutions to live up to officially proclaimed values. Thus, despite their com-
mitment to reform and to support for civil disobedience and direct action,
the student activists in the first half of this decade generally accepted the basic
values and norms of the American political community. And despite their dis-
content with the university, they usually operated within the confines of aca-
demic tradition and felt considerable allegiance to the values of the academic
community.

In phase two of the student movement, a considerable number of young
people, particularly the activist core, experienced a progressive deterioration
in their acceptance of national and university authority. The ideology of this
phase of the movement was recently stated by Mark Rudd, leader of the local
SDS during the Columbia crisis:

Many have called us a “student power” movement, implying that our
goal is student control over the “educational process,” taking decision-
making power away from the administrators and putting it in the hands
of “democratic” student groups. . . . Student power used to be the goal
of SDS, but as our understanding of the society has developed, our
understanding of the university’s role in it has also changed.

We see the university as factory whose goal is to produce: (1) trained
personnel for corporations, government and more universities, and (2)
knowledge of the uses of business and government to perpetuate the
present system. Government studies at Columbia, for example, attempt
to explain our society through concepts of pluralism and conflicting
group interest, while the reality of the situation is quite different.

In our strike, we united with many of the people who have been af-
fected by the university’s policies—the tenants in Columbia-owned
buildings, the Harlem community, the university employees. Many
other people throughout the world saw us confront a symbol of those
who control the decisions that are made in this country.

In France, the workers and students united to fight a common enemy.
The same potential exists here in the United States. We are attempting
to connect our fight with the fight of the black people for their freedom,
with the fight of the Mexican-Americans for their land in New Mexico,
with the fight of the Vietnamese people, and with all people who be-
lieve that men and women should be free to live as they choose, in a
society where the government is responsive to the needs of all the people,

Student Protest 77

and not the needs of the few whose enormous wealth gives them the
political power. We intend to make a revolution.30

The process of “delegitimation” and “radicalization” was gradual, and it
may be useful to suggest key events and experiences contributing to it.

1. The Nonviolent Southern Civil Rights Movement. The treatment of
civil rights workers and Negroes seeking to exercise constitutional rights by
Southern police officials and racist groups was seen as brutal by civil rights
organizers and their student allies, and as never adequately responded to by
federal authorities. Instead, the latter were thought to be primarily interested
in “cooling off”” the movement rather than achieving full implementation
of political rights. These events marked the beginning of the sharp split be-
tween the student left and established liberal leadership and organization, and
disillusionment with the idea that the federal government could be a major
agency for protection of rights and promotion of equality and welfare. This
disillusionment increased with the failure of the Democratic Convention to
grant recognition to the Mississippi Freedom Democrats, and the associated
unwillingness by prominent liberal Democrats to wage a floor fight in their
behalf.

2. The “War on Poverty.” Young people saw the rhetoric of public
officials as overstated and unfulfilled. Young poverty workers alleged that
political machines and other established agencies used Federal funds to pre-
serve existing power relationships, saw the erosion of the promise of “maxi-
mum feasible participation by the poor” as a basic element of the new pro-
grams, regarded public bureaucracies as callous toward the poor, and saw
local police being used to attack legitimate protest activity by indigenous
organizations of the poor. SDS and other student groups that had embarked
on anti-poverty activities had hoped that the new Federal programs signified
the beginning of significant reform efforts, and that the new programs would
facilitate the political organization of deprived groups. The failure of these
expectations was a severe disillusionment.

3. The Events at Berkeley. These marked a change in the perception
of university administrators by campus activists. Administrators came to be
seen as actively interested in preventing students from effectively organizing
for off-campus protest, as more responsive to political pressure from con-
servative interests than to student concerns or traditional principles of civil
liberties, and as devious and untrustworthy in negotiating situations. More-
over, President Clark Kerr, in his book The Uses of the University, supplied
ideologically-oriented activists with an image of the university as fundamen-
tally hostile to humane values, to undergraduate education as such, to internal
democratic functioning—and as necessarily involved in servicing the needs of
powerful interest groups. The combination of actual experience with univer-
sity authority at Berkeley with exposure to administrators’ self-proclaimed
values helped to change students’ perception of the university from an es-
sentially congenial institution—needing reform—to an institution whose pri-
mary functions were directly opposed to the needs, interests and values of
activist and intellectual students.

4. The Escalation of the War in Vietnam. Escalation occurred despite
campaign promises of President Johnson. Peaceful protest activity had no
discernible impact on policy, which continued to harden while students be-
came increasingly aware of the diverse moral, legal and practical arguments for
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disengagement from Vietnam. Administration officials often refused to par-
ticipate in campus debates on the war; when spokesmen for the President’s
policy were present, their arguments were often based on historical and po-
litical grounds which many students and professors regarded as questionable.
Particularly damaging were the frequent instances of deceitfulness on the
part of Administration spokesmen—the mass media providing much docu-
mentation for the view that the Administration was misrepresenting the facts
about the war and the diplomatic situation. Many students were as deeply af-
fected by the “credibility gap” as they were by the war itself.

5. Cooperation by Academic Institutions With the War Effort and with
Military Agencies Generally. An early revelation was the fact that faculty
members at Michigan State University had worked with U.S. intelligence
agencies in South Vietnam to bolster the regime of Ngo Dinh Diem. Shortly
thereafter, an extensive research operation concerning biological warfare was
publicized at the University of Pennsylvania. Finally, there were widely-
publicized revelations of the covert sponsorship of research by the Central
Intelligence Agency, operating through a variety of bona fide and “paper”
foundations, and the concomitant subsidy by the CIA of various student,
labor, religious and educational organizations in their overseas operations.
These revelations, plus the obvious fact that major universities depended on
Defense Department funds for large portions of their budgets, raised deep
questions in the academic community about the intellectual independence
of universities, and of the scholarly enterprise in general. For student activists,
they provided further evidence of the untrustworthiness and bias of the univer-
sities, and provided easy targets for politically effective protest against univer-
sity authority. The involvement of the universities and the scientific and
scholarly disciplines in the war effort and with the defense establishment,
while continuing to proclaim their “non-partisanship,” “neutrality,” and in-
sistence on academic values, has been a severe and continuing reason for the
erosion of university authority for many students and academics.

6. The Draft. Student immunity from the draft began to weaken in
1966, with General Hershey’s announcement of restrictions on student de-
ferments. This announcement focussed students’ attention on the possibility
that they themselves would have to participate in the war; it also made them
aware of the fact that young men were in competition to avoid the draft, and
that their student status had provided them with a special privilege—one that
was not available to lower-income, non-college youth. Many students enter-
tained doubts about a system of compulsory service in a society which cele-
brated individualistic and voluntaristic values: many had doubts about the
use of conscription for a war which had not been declared and for which no
general mobilization had been undertaken. Of course, many had strong moral
objections to participation in or support for the war in Vietnam in particular,
Or to war in general; the Selective Service law’s narrow definitions of conscien-
tious objection, however, prevented most pacifists and other moral objectors
from achieving exemption for their claims of conscience. Moreover, the legiti-
macy of the draft was weakened by the frank admission by Selective Service,
in a widely circulated document, that the threat of the draft was useful in
“channeling” young men into “socially useful” careers, that avoiding the draft
by legitimate means involved a considerable amount of self-deception as well
as deception of others, that in fact the very course of one’s youth and young
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adulthood was shaped and distorted by either the fear of the draft or officially
encouraged calculation to avoid it. At the same time, many middle class stu-
dents deeply resented the interruption of career and the frustration of plans
and aspirations which the draft represented, especially if they felt that no ade-
quate justification for this interruption had been provided. Considerable cyni-
cism about the operations of the system prevailed as a result of widely dis-
seminated folklore about techniques for evading the draft through the faking
of disabilities. Finally, many young people resented the imposition of the
draft by a political system in which they had no voice or representation and
which seemed entirely unresponsive to their opinions regarding the war. Fur-
ther resentment was encouraged by the use of the draft to punish anti-war
dissenters.

7. Race, Poverty, and Urban Decline. The failure of the political system
to deal effectively with these problems has been a continuing source of student
disaffection. Students in large numbers saw the war as a major barrier to ef-
fective action on domestic problems; in addition, they saw considerable hy-
pocrisy in the efforts of the government to “preserve freedom” in and “pacify”
a remote country when these goals could not be achieved in America’s cities.
For white activists, whose original interest in social action had been sparked
by the civil rights movement, the increasing militance of black youth created
new problems, especially when ghetto rebellions were met with massive police
repression. For many white activists, the moral and political choices had
narrowed to that of siding with black revolutionaries or remaining identified
with white authority, which was increasingly defined as “colonial’® in nature.
Black militants constantly, and understandably, challenged the commitment
and seriousness of whites who claimed to be their allies; in this context, tactics
of aggressive resistance seemed the only morally commensurate response for
white radical students. Thus, for example, at Columbia, the SDS-led protest
turned into a serious effort to seize control of university buildings only after
black students openly expressed doubt that the white students were prepared
to take serious action. Similar events occurred on many campuses.

8. Police on Campus. Unquestionably, a major source of disaffection—
perhaps especially for moderate or previously uncommitted students—has
been the nature of campus encounters with the police. Even commentators
who are unsympathetic to the goals of the Columbia SDS have agreed that
police violence contributed greatly to the radicalization of the Columbia
student body during the 1968 crisis. Daniel Bell, for example, describes this
process as follows:

In all, about a hundred students were hurt. But it was not the violence
itself that was so horrible—despite the many pictures in the papers of
bleeding students, not one required hospitalization. It was the capri-
ciousness of that final action. The police simply ran wild. Those who
tried to say they were innocent bystanders or faculty were given the
same flailing treatment as the students. For most of the students, it
was their first encounter with brutality and blood, and they responded
in fear and anger. The next day, almost the entire campus responded
to a call for a student strike. In a few hours, thanks to the New York
City Police Department, a large part of the Columbia campus had be-
come radicalized.31
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Thus, however one may criticize the strategic and tactical responses of the
student radicals, their ranks are characteristically enlarged by a sense of moral
outrage at what students take to be the ineffectiveness, insincerity and, finally,
tactics of harsh repression on the part of the authorities. Therefore, a “poli-
tics of confrontation” has become the most effective strategic weapon of
student radicals, thrusting such groups as SDS into positions of campus
leadership when they can develop a sense of outrage in students and faculty,
and isolating them, in numerous instances, when they cannot.

The Politics of Confrontation

During the past three years, “resistance” and “confrontation” have come
to occupy an increasingly prominent position in the strategy and tactics of
the the student movement. “Resistance” and “confrontation” refer to such
forms of direct action as: deliberate disruption of or interference with normal,
routine operations of persons or institutions by large masses of persons; delib-
erate violation of authoritative orders to disperse; forceful retaliation against
police use of clubs, chemicals, or other force; the use of barricades or “mobile
tactics” to prevent or delay police efforts to disperse a crowd; the use of ridi-
cule, rudeness, obscenity, and other uncivil forms of speech and behavior to
shock, embarrass, or defy authorities; refusal to comply with orders or to ac-
cept authoritative commands or requests as legitimate.

Even so, confrontations arranged by students have been usually more
“symbolic” than “disruptive” or “destructive.” Much rhetoric flows in uni-
versity circles, and elsewhere, about “interference with institutional function-
ing.” Whatever the intent of radicals, however, they have usually not been
successful in disrupting the routines of most university members—until mas-
sive police formations were called to campus.

Doubtless some student radicals hope for physical confrontations with the
police. But there is little evidence that such a hope is widespread. Further,
there is little evidence that many students are willing (much less able) to dis-
rupt functioning, attack persons, or destroy property in the university. But
they are willing to engage in symbolic protest—to symbolically “throw their
bodies on the machine.” This leads to showdowns with the police, and then
to violence from the police—and retaliation by some students.

Many observers who have tried to understand the student movement and
who express sympathy for many of its objectives find the turn toward con-
frontation, disruption, and incivility highly irrational and self-destructive. In-
creasingly, SDS and the “new left” are criticized for the style of their actions
and rhetoric. Although many such critics can understand the frustration which
contributes to extreme militancy, they argue that the strategy of confronta-
tion serves only to defeat the aims of the movement, and that student radicals
ought to exercise self-restraint if they sincerely wish to achieve their political
and social ends. For example, it is frequently argued that confrontation
tactics accomplish little more than the arousal of popular hostility, thus fuel-
ing the fires of right-wing demogoguery and increasing the likelihood of govern-
ment repression. Confrontation tactics in the university, the critics argue, do
not promote reform; they mainly achieve the weakening of the university’s
ability to withstand political pressure from outside, and consequently they

threaten to undermine the one institution in society which offers dissenters
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full freedom of expression. Some critics conclude their arguments by assum-
ing that since in their view the main effect of new left activity is to create dis-
order, intensify polarization, increase the strength of the far right, and weaken
civil liberties, then these must be the results actually desired by the student
radicals.

We have interviewed new left activists in an effort to understand the basis
for their actions from their point of view. The following is an attempt to
present the case for confrontation tactics as the militants themselves might
make jt.32

1. Confrontation and miilitancy are methods of arousing moderates to
action. The creation of turmoil and disorder can stimulate otherwise quies-
cent groups to take more forceful action in their own ways. Liberals may
come to support radical demands while opposing their tactics; extreme tactics
may shock moderates into self re-examination. Student radicals can claim
credit for prompting Senator McCarthy’s presidential campaign, for increased
senatorial opposition to the Vietnam war, and for the greater urgency for re-
form expressed by such moderate bodies as the Kerner Commission.

) 2. Confrontation and militancy can educate the public. Direct action is not
mten.ded to win particular reforms or to influence decision makers, but rather
to bring out a repressive response from authorities—a response rarely seen by
most white Americans. When confrontation brings violent official response
uncommitted elements of the public can see for themselves the true nature ())f
the “system.” Confrontation, therefore is a means of political education.

3. Confrontation, militancy and resistance are ways to prepare young
mc{icals Jfor the possibility of greater repression. If the movement really
seriously threatens the power of political authorities, efforts to repress the
movement through police state measures are inevitable. The development
of resistant attitudes and action toward the police at the present time is a
necessary preparation for more serious resistance in the future. Facism is a
real possibility in America; and we don’t intend to be either “Jews” or
“good Germans.”

4. Combative behavior with respect to the police and other authorities,
dlthough possibly alienating “respectable” adults, has the opposite effect ;)n
the movement’s relationships with non-student youth. Educated, middle-
class, non-violent styles of protest are poorly understood by working-class
youth, black youth, and other “drop-outs.” Contact with these other sectors
of the youth population is essential and depends upon the adoption of a
tough and aggressive stance to win respect from such youth. Militant
Street actions attract a heterogeneous group of non-student youth participants
)'vho have their own sources of alienation from middle-class society and its
institutions.

5. The experience of resistance and combat may have a liberating effect
on young middle-class radicals. Most middle class students are shocked by
aggressive or violent behavior. This cultural fear of violence is psychologically
damaging and may be politically inhibiting. To be a serious revolutionary
one must reject middleclass values, particularly deference toward authorit;l.
Mﬂxtant confrontation gives resisters the experience of physically opposing
Institutional power, and it may force students to choose between “respectable”
mt:]ellec.tual radicalism and serious commitment to revolution, violent or
otherwise.
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6. The political potency of “backlash” is usually exaggerated. Those who
point to the possibility of repression as a reaction to confrontation tactics
wish to compromise demands and principles and dilute radicalism. Repression
will come in any case, and to diminish one’s efforts in anticipation is to give
up the game before it starts.

Some movement spokesmen would add that the possibilities of polariza-
tion, repression, and reaction do require more careful attention by the move-
ment if it wishes to win support and sympathy among middle-class adults.
They would argue that such support can be obtained, even as militant action
is pursued, by concerted efforts at interpretation and education of such adult
groups. The Chicago convention demonstrations are cited as an instance in
which adult moderate and liberal sympathy was enhanced by militant action,
because some care was taken to maintain good relations with these groups,
and because the actual events in the street were directly observable by the
general public.

We have no way of knowing how many participants in such actions share
these perspectives; many rank and file participants may engage in militant or
violent action for more simple and direct reasons: they have been provoked
to anger, or they feel moral outrage. The rationale we have tried to depict is
at least partly the result of student outbursts rather than the cause—after an
event (e.g., Columbia), movement stategists try to assimilate and rationalize
what occurred. Nevertheless, when movement participants maintain that
confrontation and resistance are politically necessary, the arguments described
above are those most frequently used.

To a large extent, acceptance of the moral or practical validity of these
arguments depends on one’s view of the nature of American society and of
the university as an institution. Radical activists base their commitment to
a politics of confrontation on a kind of negative faith in the repressive and il-
liberal character of American institutions, including the university. These
perceptions have been augmented by an increasing sense that the American
university is deeply implicated in the perpetuation of racial injustice. The
increasing protest of non-white students has brought the issue to the fore-
ground of campus conflict in recent months.

Black and Third World Student Protest

Without doubt, the most far-reaching challenge to the moral authority of
the university has begun to emerge from nonwhite students. We have had
little to say about this phenomenon.33 It is of recent origin and is not ordi-
narily understood as coextensive with the student movement, although the
latter, as we have suggested, emerged in part as an effort to extend the gains
of Southern black student civil rights activists. Black Student Unions and
Afro-American Associations exist on most campuses that have significant
numbers of black students. Until a few years ago, black students tended to
be individualistic, assimilationist, and politically indifferent; the drive for
black power, however, has offered a clear opportunity for educated blacks to
give collective expression to their grievances and to identify with the black
community.

. Black student protest cannot be understood outside the framework of the
historical status of the black man in American society or without reference to

Student Protest 83

contemporary protests against that status burgeoning within the black com-
munities of America. In the following chapter we examine these issues. Yet
any speculation on the origins of black student protest must look to two
sources that have increasingly been converging. One important source has
been the Negro colleges in the South. In a recent book tracing the history of
the black liberation movement, James Forman has shown how the original
Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee began as a response by middle-
class, young, Southern black men and women against what they perceived to
be their social distance from the black lower classes and the complacency
evidenced by their own parents. 34 (In this respect, the black student move-
ment seems akin to features of generational criticism characteristic of white
radicals.) Moreover, as the civil rights movement became an increasingly
“black” movement, rejecting first the leadership and then the companionship
of whites, black students in the movement also became increasingly conscious
of paralle]l movements of protest within the urban black communities of

the North. Thus there seem to be two streams feeding into contemporary
black student protest. One is from the middle classes of the Southern black
community; the second, and increasingly rmore dominant stream, is from the
urban ghettos of the North. In recent years, both sources of black protest
have converged and found a congenial response among high school youth. It
is these youth, with roots in the urban black communities, steeped in the ideas
and ideals of black militancy, who are now beginning to attend the univer-
sities and colleges of America in greater numbers.

Black student spokesmen are at least as militant as white radicals, especially
in the tactics they advocate and use. But black student organizations have
been more oriented toward negotiating specific reforms and concessions than
have white radicals. At the same time, the militant stance of black students
has been a factor in increasing the militancy of white students, whose expres-
sions of commitment to justice and equality are often greeted with skepticism
and derision by blacks.

At San Francisco State College, black militants and students of Asian and
Mexican-American background have joined together to form a “Third World
Liberation Front,” reflecting the identification with Africans and Asians that
is increasingly coming to characterize nonwhite university students. 35 A
Third World Liberation Front is also pressing a list of demands at the Univer-
sity of California at Berkeley.

Nonwhite student protest—with its demands for an autonomous nonwhite
faculty, curriculum, student body and self-governed standards of admission—
constitutes at least symbolic protest from nonwhite communities as a whole,
and thus involves wider interests and concerns than the campus. Presumable,
2 university embodies and transmits the fundamental traditions and values of
the society. At its heart, militant black and Third World student protest chal-
lenges those values and ideas as they are currently embodied in curricula,
admissions, and hiring practices, and accordingly demands a separate line of
authority over resources to develop its own distinctive values and traditions.
In effect, it questions the fundamental and unstated assumption underlying
much of higher education: the cultural superiority of Western civilization.

Ultimately, black and Third World student protest demands that the
University reassess its currently institutionalized aims and purposes, and main-
tains that its present goals are not relevant to the needs of modern urban
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society. With this in mind, we turn to a brief examination of the structure of
the contemporary American university.

Colleges and Universities in Crisis

Student protest has turned many American campuses into arenas of
political conflict. To many people both in and out of the universities, the
very idea of the politicization of the campus is abhorrent, for it conflicts
sharply with a cherished image of the university as a forum for free inquiry,
academic values, and “civility”: in short, an institution whose fundamental
concerns transcend politics. The conception of the university as a community,
sharing common values and culture and standing apart from both internal
political conflict and external political influence, is imbedded in academic
tradition and, not infrequently, in law. Tradition has conferred a kind of
sanctity on the special character of the university as an institution. To many
people concerned with the university, the character of student protest in the
1960’s marks an unwarranted and inappropriate assault on this sanctity; an
injection of profane concerns into what is felt to be a sacred institution.

Indeed, an insistence on the profane character of the university character-
izes contemporary student activism, and, as we have suggested, is basic to the
radical tactics of the late 1960’s. The radical image of the university is that
of an institution which functions as an integral part of the “system,” providing
that system with the skilled personnel and technical assistance required for
the furthering of its political objectives.

In fact, most universities and colleges can best be seen as falling somewhere
between these two conceptions. The university has long since ceased to be—
if indeed it ever was—purely a community of shared values; on the other hand,
it has become deeply involved in the larger political community without con-
scious direction and occasionally without intent, and without careful consider-
ation of the problematic character of its enlarged commitments. This is the
context of its current crisis.

The Changing Role of Higher Education

In 1900, approximately one percent of the college-age population attended
academic institutions; by 1939 this had grown to fifteen percent. It neverthe-
less remained true that both private and public institutions of higher learning
largely served upper income groups in the United States. The plenitude of
denominational colleges in the United States is evidence of the ways in which
colleges served specific populations of ethnic or religious character. Public
universities were hardly different: state schools largely served the agricultural
and business needs of local and state groups.

In recent years the American university has become a national institution;
its students are likely to be drawn into occupational groups and communities
outside the local confines of its formally designated clientele. Denominational
colleges have lost a great deal of their special cultural character. Research has
become diverse as the populations served have extended through many institu-
tional areas of society and as federal needs have become a major competitor
with state and local demands. The University of California at Berkeley
currently lists 101 departments in 15 colleges and schools and has 89 separate
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research institutes, centers, and laboratories. Private universities draw signifi-
cant proportions of their funds from federal and private foundation research
monies, and large state universities depend heavily on the same sources.

Behind these nationalizing and homogenizing trends lies the central role
which education and research have come to play in the American economy.
The development of new products, new procedures, and new programs is a
major dynamic in an economic structure geared to scientific advancement.

In addition, welfare and human relations programs have created an intense
demand for training and research in social sciences. These technological trends
are reinforced by the capacity of an affluent economy for distributing more )
and more education as a consumer good. By 1970, it is expected that approxi-
mately 50 percent of college-age persons will be attending institutions of
higher learning. The present college and university population of six—an.d-one-
half million includes representatives of most social levels in the population,
although it is still true that children of laborers and nonwhites are under- )
represented. Whether they wish it or not, American universities, both pgbhc
and private, are deeply imbedded in the social institutions of American life

and have become greatly affected by public policy and public interests.

Most universities, indeed, have developed an ethos of service to community
and nation. The provision of technical services and trained personnel by
centers of higher learning is indispensable in an advanced society at a high
level of technological development. So too is the extension of higher educa-
tion to wider and wider segments of the community. These services, how-
ever, necessarily and substantially increase the university’s involvement in
matters of political significance. The model of the university as a “‘neutral”
institution probably described its pretensions more closely than its uses, even
in the past. In our time, at any rate, it is clear that the university is not and
cannot be “neutral” if this means, as some seem to think, not at the service
of any social interests. Nor, clearly, is the university, as presently constitu-
ted, “neutral” in the sense of being equally at the service of all legitimate
social interests. In our time, the university is an important cultural and eco-
nomic resource; it is also much more fully in the service of some social interests
than others. The provision of defense research, for example, necessarily aligns
the university with the course of national foreign policy and military strategy.
In thus entering the service of the political order, the scientific and techno-
logical functions of the university become politicized. Given these circum-
stances, it is understandable that the university has become the scene of con-
flict and protest focused on control over the nature and direction of the
services it provides, or fails to provide, to actual and potential publics. )

Moreover, the extension of higher education to lower-income and.minonty
groups usually means the attempt to extend norms and values of privileged
classes and cultures. Lower income and minority groups may find it difficult
to assimilate the cultural artifacts of the privileged, at least on a competitive
basis. Moreover, the established culture may conflict with the claims of mi-
nority groups for cultural autonomy. Under these conditions, the accepted
values of the university—including its norms defining the nature of competence
and academic qualification—become contested political issues.

In thus extending their sphere of interest, influence, and involvement,
American universities have gained neither clarity of purpose nor direction.
They are not necessarily willing or able to assess the relative importance and
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value of their greatly extended interests, or the problematic character of cer-
tain of their own value premises and standards. Few would deny that the
basic “service” the university offers to society is understanding and criticism.
Yet the university’s independence from outside agencies, political powers,
and interest groups may be seriously compromised by the high cost of both
education and research, which requires the university to seek financial sup-

port from the very groups which its scholars are obliged to study and criticize.

As a recent study of university governance suggests:

We have imperceptibly slumped into a posture in which the demands
of external interests—strongly reinforced by economic lures, rewards
of prestige and status, and other powerful resources which only those
with power can marshall and wield—have increasingly dominated the
ethos of the university and shaped the direction of its educational
activities.36

The Fragmentation of University Interests

These basic problems in the relation of the university to the society at
large are compounded by the development of different bases of interest and
influence among the various segments of the university community. Put
simply, the university barely resembles a community at all, if by community
is meant a group sharing common interests and values. Given this fragmen-
tation of interests, the university is unable to deal effectively with conflict,
whether internal or external; it has been unable to develop new modes of
governance in line with its increased and disparate commitments. Whether

it can develop effective modes of governance while retaining its present com-
mitments is a matter of considerable doubt. It is certain that it cannot do so
without substantial alteration of its structure of power. This is evident from
an analysis of the nature of the internal divisions within the university.

Trustees

The governing boards of colleges and universities vary greatly in composi-
tion, attitudes, and interests, depending on the type and quality of the institu-
tion. Nevertheless, a recent survey by the Educational Testing Service of over
5,000 college and university trustees sheds some light on the characteristics of
trustees as a group. From these data, a troubling picture emerges; the trustees
tend to be strikingly indifferent to academic values and uninformed about
issues and problems in contemporary higher education, and very much con-
vinced of the inappropriateness of student and faculty decision-making power
on cruicial academic issues.37

The average trustee is in his 50’s: over 98 percent are white; over half have
yearly incomes exceeding $30,000; over 35 percent are business executives.
The majority regard themselves as politically “moderate.” Their attitudes
toward certain issues involving academic freedom reflect their frequent dis-
tance from campus concerns.

Over two thirds of the trustees surveyed, for example, advocate a screening
process for campus speakers. Thirty-eight percent agreed that it is reasonable
to require loyalty oaths from faculty. Twenty-seven percent disagreed with
the statement that “faculty members have a right to free expression of
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opinions.” Many trustees—especially those with business connections—agreed
that running a university is “basically like running a business.”

The attitudes of trustees concerning the location of university decision-
making tend to be strongly at variance with those of many students and
faculty. Trustees tend to feel that student decision-making, to the extent that
it should exist all at, should concern only “traditional” student concerns such
as fraternities and sororities, student housing regulations, and student cheating.
Seventy percent of the trustees surveyed believed that students and faculty
should not have major authority in choosing a university president; 64 percent
felt that students and faculty should not have major authority on tenure
decisions; 63 percent felt students and faculty should not have major authority
in appointing an academic dean.

It should be stressed again that these attitudes vary considerably depend-
ing on the type of university represented. Still, the overall picture is inconsist-
ent with a conception of the university as an integrated academic community.
Distant in values and interests from most faculty and students, the average
trustee has little conception of the problematic nature of campus issues. For
that matter, as the ETS data make clear, most trustees rarely bother to remain
well-informed about trends and problems in higher education; the vast major-
ity have not read many major books on higher education, and are nnfamiliar
with most of the relevant periodicals.

Faculty and Administration

In using the term “multiversity,” Clark Kerr indicates the fragmented
character of the contemporary American institution of higher learning, its
separation into specialized units united in nothing save connection to a central
administration. 38 One important cause of this fragmentation is the develop-
ment of professors and graduate students from generalists into specialists. 39
This process, made necessary by a veritable explosion of information in all
fields of study, has resuited in a trend toward professionalism, that is, identi-
fying oneself more with one’s colleagues everywhere and less with one’s local
community. Increasingly, it is according to the demands of his field of study,
not those of the local campus community, that a scholar’s values, success and
acceptance are determined. Only a few universities, such as Harvard and
Chicago, have traditions of sufficient prestige to assure the loyalty of their
faculties. Then, too, the members of these faculties come from all over the
world. In general, the prestige of any institution comes from the eminence of
its individual scholars rather than from the mystique of the institution
itself. 40

This derivation of prestige from the faculty make for an academic seller’s
market, with sellers whose interests are professional and national, if not inter-
national, and buyers whose interests are largely organizational and local. Such
disparity of interests is a major source of conflict, in which the faculty op-
position is more effective today than it has been in the past.41 Whatever
their sources, mistrust and animosity between faculties and administrations
are very much in evidence at many American universities, and this hostility
is very little assuaged by a sense of common commitment to the university
as a repository of unique values and traditions.

Studies of student activists indicate that they have close ties to faculty;
activists are not unknown and anonymous faces in the classroom.42 But
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outside the classroom, faculty have little effect on rules governing student
conduct. At Columbia there was no senate or single body in which the under-
graduate faculty met regularly to consider policy of any kind. The distance
of the faculty from decisions related to student life—especially the final say

in disciplinary proceedings—has led to mistrust and resentment of adminis-
tration by both students and segments of the faculty.

In most student confrontations and protest actions on campus the admin-
istration is singled out as the target. Students tend to accept the premise that
these officials can, at will, develop and carry out policies in major areas of
political concern. For example, “new left” critiques of universities imply
that research policy and use of government funds is largely a matter of admin-
istrative decision rather than of faculty desire. Yet the administration’s capac-
ity for controlling the content of faculty research is greatly limited by the
universities’ need for capable research personnel. At major institutions, sig-
nificant portions of the faculty adopt a research-oriented perspective that
stresses the requirements of their particular discipline. Appointments and
promotions typically stress ability within the discipline, rather than teaching
or university service. The result is that faculty tend to follow the reward
structure, which they themselves have created.

University policy is usually arrived at by a series of compromises, commit-
tees, and balancings of interests. University officials are severely limited in
both power and authority by faculty values and interests.

Faculty interests fail to generate bonds with the university as an institution.

There is no definition of what the university “stands for” around which to
rally the university “‘community” when crises occur. There are few shared
criteria of university operation to which appeals can be made.

The lack of power or authority of administrators within their faculties
makes the faculties in turn seem capricious and irresponsible while the admin-
istration seems intransigent and unresponsive. When officials do speak, it is
difficult to know whether they represent faculty or students, trustees, or
other interested parties. The “‘double-talk” and evasion about which students
so often complain is a standard defense against clear commitments in situa-
tions where great constraints exist.

Students

The existence of powerful student movements has meant a significant in-
crease in the power and influence of students on American campuses. Such
power is not entirely new. Throughout the history of higher education in the
United States, students have wielded some influence. At times they have
developed activities which, while extra-curricular, served as important sources
of new educational content. Student culture, whether congruent with faculty
or administrative goals, has influenced curriculum, university regulations, and
policy through informal pressures. 43 But this influence has rarely amounted
to genuine and formal participation in university governance. That students
are beginning to be heard and considered in university policies is largely a
result of the political activity and organization of students in recent years.
Out of the agitation and activism of non-academic issues, student power
within academic and campus affairs has grown.

The activism of students may be seen as one response to situations in which
student opinion and influence has been ignored in the administration of
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colleges and universities. Lacking effective representation for the expression
and alleviation of grievances, students have resorted to more militant meas-
ures. In this sense, the character of contemporary student protest can be

seen as one consequence of the lack of genuine political mechanisms within the
university. As is the case with any social institution, where “normal channels”
for participation and influence are underdeveloped, political action tends to
take place outside those channels. In the process, hostility and conflict over
the style of protest and response tends to displace substantive issues as the
focus of concern.

It is particularly at this critical point that the fragmentation of interests
within the university becomes most significant. A distant governing board,
uncommitted to academic values, may invoke simplistic calls for order on the
campus, perhaps backed by threats of punitive action. A managerial admin-
istration, under pressure and fearful of conservative community reaction,
may respond to protest with force and bureaucratic intransigence. A faculty
concerned with professionalism may retreat from serious involvement in the
issues. Under these conditions, the university drifts further and further away
from the possibility of constructive change.

Response to Student Protest

It should be clear that there are no programmatic solutions to the problems
raised by contemporary campus conflict. As Morris B. Abram, President of
Brandeis University, has recently observed, the mere application of conven-
tional means of social control is a hopelessly inadequate response:

Handling campus disruptions is a herculean task. University security
forces are generally limited, and, historically, the use of outside police
is abhorrent to the campus community and leads to a divisiveness that
may be irreparable. Nor is it easy to apply conventional university dis-
ciplinary measures, especially harsh ones. Like the use of outside police,
these tend to evoke sympathy for the offenders and escalate the prob-
lem. (This is especially true in the case of expulsion, which is tied up
with draft deferment and which, because of student feeling toward the
Vietnam war, is emotionally equated—morally and literally—with a
death sentence.)

Yet a community of several thousand people including a majority of
young adults cannot survive without discipline and order . . . to attempt
to maintain order, what courses are open to it? I see three:

1. The university can surrender to every whim to avoid confron-
tation—but if it does, it will not long be a place of excellence or, indeed,
an institution of learning.

2. The university can resist by using outside force--which probably
would result in it becoming both bitter and divided.

3. The university can attempt to set agreed limits as a community,
and try internally to enforce this code. Such rules must originate pri-
marily with the students and faculties. They must be a statement of
necessities as seen by the persons to be governed, and they will, it is
hoped, have an internal validity which makes them almost self-
enforcing.44
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In short, if order is to be restored to the university community, the univer-
sity must first take major steps toward developing forms of governance appro-
priate to its increased implication in the wider social and political order. This
involves attention to the delicate balance between the need for autonomy and
the need for responsiveness to the surrounding community.

We have argued that the fundamental problems of the university lie in two
directions: one external, in the university’s erratic and unexamined excur-
sions into the political order; the other internal, in a disputed and largely
anachronistic structure of power and authority. It follows that an adequate
response to campus conflict requires substantial alterations in both of these
areas.

A thorough discussion of these matters is beyond the scope of this report,
but a few general comments are appropriate. 45

First, as we suggested above, it seems doubtful that the university can
expect a substantial reduction of conflict as long as it continues its present
commitments to supplying research in certain politically contested areas. This
is particularly true in the case of war-related government research. We have
already indicated the complexity of the university’s commitment to this kind
of enterprise; it is not simply a question of administrative intransigence, but
also of faculty interests and, therefore, involves issues of professional auton-
omy and academic freedom. Thus a demand for the removal of this kind of
research from the campus is overly simplistic: but universities must develop
means for assessing the relevance of such research to the values and purposes
of an academic institution.

Second, if the university is to function academically, serious questions must
be raised concerning its structure of power. Foremost is the problem of the
attenuation of the university’s autonomy from distant interests, as manifested
in the location of decision-making power in the hands of trustees whose values
and interests so frequently conflict with those of an academic community.
Any serious attempt to come to grips with the issues raised by contemporary
student protest must consider the problematic character of this form of govern-
ance. It may be that trustee government has lost its usefulness; as Riesman
and Jencks have argued, boards of trustees “seem in many ways to cause more
trouble than they are worth.” 46 On the other hand, the answer may lie in
the direction of structuring boards into closer accordance with the social and
political makeup of the community as a whole. The overriding issue is whether
an educational system can endure without the consent and support of faculty
and students, and whether such higher authorities as trustees, boards of re-
gents, and legislatures can expect tranquility on a campus that is governed on
controversial issues by remote authorities whose understanding of academic
values is minimal and who are empowered to undercut academic and admin-
istrative decisions with which they disagree. Reform of the present condition
of university governing boards is a prerequisite to campus order in the future.

Another prerequisite is the increased participation of students in university
decision-making and policy-making. The inclusion of students in campus
policy-making is a recognition that formal political means are necessary to
provide adequate representation. It is neither realistic nor justifiable to
expect contemporary students to remain content as second-class citizens with-
in the university. When the university was less important, both in terms of its
social and political significance and in terms of its decisive influence on the
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student’s life-chances, such representation was correspondingly less critical.
Today, the university—like other large social institutions—commands such
critical importance on those areas that it has in effect made of students a new
kind of group with new kinds of legitimate interests, and it must revise its
structure of representation accordingly.

Similar considerations apply to the need for reformation of current dis-
ciplinary standards and procedures. Most of the disciplinary procedures in
American universities were developed when students were themselves com-
mitted primarily to traditional roles; such procedures were designed to deal
with the excesses of student highjinks. Issues of drinking, curfew hours for
girls, cheating on examinations, and other aspects of housekeeping and stu-
dent privacy were then major concerns before disciplinary boards. 47 When
universities sought to promote “character-education,” and students were tied
to the university by extra-curricular bonds fashioned out of athletics and
“student activities,” a quasi-informal disciplinary body with vague standards
and even vaguer procedures could nevertheless command the allegiance of
students.

This concept of authority is fast becoming anachronistic in American
higher education. In line with the changing character of the university, the
basis of the internal legal order of the campus must undergo a difficult and
complex transition from the concept of “discipline” to that of *“due
process.” 48

The development of workable internal mechanisms of order and justice is
critical, since the alternative is recurrent outside intervention. The reduction
of campus disorder seems unlikely unless universities possess the means to
commit themselves decisively and consistently to the autonomous resolution
of political disputes. Resort to force and the unleashing of official violence
against student protestors is the clearest way for an administration to effec-
tively destroy an academic community. In this regard, Daniel Bell has com-
mented:

It was SDS which initiated the violence at Columbia by insisting that
the university was the microcosm of the society, and challenging its
authority. After some confusion, the administration, in its actions,
accepted this definition and sought to impose its authority on the
campus by resorting to force. But in a community one cannot regain
authority simply by asserting it, or by using force to suppress dissidents.
Authority in this case is like respect. One can only earn the authority—
the loyalty of one’s students—by going in and arguing with them, by
engaging in full debate and, when the merits of proposed change are
recognized, taking the necessary steps quickly enough to be
convincing.49

The remarks of a University of Chicago official after the recent student oc-
cupation of the University’s administration building are instructive:

We were prepared to lose that building or any other building by oc- __
cupation or by arson right down to the last stone rather than surrender
the university’s ability to govern itself without the police, the courts,

or the Guard. 50

Particularly in the case of public universities, this kind of administrative
response requires a similar commitment on the part of outside authorities to
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the value of campus self-governance. Nothing is more destructive of a univer-
sity’s efforts to resolve conflicts than simplistic demands for “law and order
on the campus” and indiscriminate use of police and troops by public
officials. 51

A final issue is raised by the themes of Third World student protest. Again,
we have no simple answers to the academic problems attendant on the thrust
toward cultural autonomy and educational self-determination. It is clear
that a simple call for campus autonomy does not adequately encompass these
problems. As we suggested above, Third World protest is at bottom a com-
munity protest, aimed toward the extension of the resources and services of
the university to new communities and on new terms. In a perceptive com-
ment on the meaning of the Columbia gymnasium dispute, Roger Starr
writes:

The question asked of the Columbia gymnasium by the most potent
of its adversaries is whether a gymnasium incorporating the standards of
Ivy League sport and physical training is relevant to the needs of the
people who live nearest it. And if the gymnasium is not, as they put it,
“relevant,” can the institution itself be relevant? When Columbia
faculty and administrators are asked why there are so few (reportedly,
six) Negro faculty members, the answer comes back that it is hard to
find qualified faculty. The militants then pose the question as to
whether the qualifications should not be adjusted to the human candi-
dates, not merely by lowering the standards for acceptance, but by
changing the taught subject matter, changing—perhaps entirely—the
value system of the university. Perhaps, in the atmosphere of the new
cities, a university must become an educational institution with wholly
different aims: to teach race pride, applied sociology, pedagogic reform,
small business techniques, revolutionary strategy.52

These issues transcend the university ; they involve the larger questions of
race, culture, and power in America. Accordingly, in the following chapter
we examine the meaning of black protest in the 1960’s.
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Chapter IV
BLACK MILITANCY

INTRODUCTION

We begin this chapter with a number of misgivings. This is by no means
the first official commission to investigage violent aspects of black protest in
America. On the contrary, official treatments of the “racial problem” may be
found far back in American history, and official investigations of racial vio-
lence have been with us since 1919.1 Occasionally, these investigations have
unequivocally condemned the participants in racial disorder, both black and
white, while neglecting the importance of their grievances. More often, their
reports have stressed that the resort to violence is understandable, given a
history of oppression and racial discrimination. All of these reports, never-
theless, have insisted that violence can not be tolerated in a democratic
society. Some have called for far-reaching programs aimed at ending dis-
crimination and racism; all have called for more effective riot control. None
of them appear to have appreciably affected the course of the American
racial situation.

The cycle of protest and response continues. Violence occurs; it is again
investigated, again understood, and again deplored.

There are grounds for skepticism, therefore, concerning yet another report
on black militancy. And we are faced with a number of more specific prob-
lems. Our subject is too vast and complex to be dealt with adequately in a
single chapter. Black protest cannot be properly studied apart from the
larger political and social structure and trends of American society. We have
not been able to do a measurable amount of field research (although we have
done some interviewing) due to time limitations, and also to the suspicion
with which this Commission is viewed by many militant black leaders.
Finally, it is difficult to add much to the recent and exhaustive Kerner
Report.

Consequently, our analysis is limited to certain specific issues. We have
avoided generalizations about the “racial problem” and its solutions. Those
wishing to understand the broad social and economic conditions of black
Americans, and the kinds of massive programs needed to remedy those condi-
tions, should look to the Kerner Report and to the vast body of literature on
the subject. Much of this has been said before, and we see little point in
saying it again. Our general aim, rather, is to examine the events of the past
several years to understand why many black Americans believe it increasingly
hecessary to employ, or envision, violent means of effecting social change.

This chapter is divided into three main sections. In the first, we examine
the interaction between black protest and governmental response which
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caused many participants in the civil rights movement to reject traditional
political processes. Our analysis considers the importance of anti-colonialism
in providing new meaning and ideological substance for contemporary black
protest. We have found it particularly important to stress that for many
black militants, racial problems are international in scope, transcending the
domestic issue of civil rights. The urban riots have been a second major
influence on contemporary militancy, and this section concludes with an
analysis of the meaning of riots for the black community and for black
organizations.

The second section considers some major themes in contemporary black
protest, and examines their origins in the history of black protest in America,
the anti~colonial movement, and the present social situation of black
Americans. Many of these themes are most clearly expressed in the actions
of militant youths in the schools. The final part of this section analyzes the
nature and extent of this increasingly significant youth protest.

We conclude with an analysis of the extent and direction of ghetto vio-
lence since the publication of the Kerner Report, and the future implications
of the political response to that violence.

Two related points should be understood. First, this chapter does not
attempt to encompass the entire spectrum of black protest iit America.
Rather, it is concerned with new forms of political militancy that have
recently assumed increasing importance in black communities. Its general
outlines are fairly clear, even though, as we write, new militant perspectives
are being generated. We regard what follows as an introduction to a
phenomenon whose importance has been inadequately appreciated. )

Second, it is important to keep the violent aspects of black protest in per-
spective. The connection between black militancy and collective violence is
complex and ambiguous. There has so far been relatively little violence by
militant blacks in this country—as compared to nonviolent black protest—
despite the popular impression conveyed by the emphasis of the news media
on episodes of spectacular violence (or threats of violence). This is true
historically, and it is largely true for the contemporary situation. It must
also be remembered that much of the violence involving blacks has originated
with militant whites—in the case of the early race riots and the civil-rights
movement—or from police and troops, in the case of the recent ghetto riots.
On the other hand, we cannot be optimistic about the future. Recent
developments clearly indicate that black Americans are no longer willing to
wait for governmental action to determine their fate. At the same time, we
find little that is reassuring in the character of the present governmental
response to black protest. We can only agree with the Kerner Commission
that “this nation will deserve neither safety nor progress unless it can demon-
strate the wisdom and the will to undertake decisive action against the root
causes of racial disorder.”2
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THE ROOTS OF CONTEMPORARY MILITANCY

Introduction

Those who profess to favor freedom, and yet deprecate agitation,
are men who want crops without plowing up the ground.3
Frederick Douglass

You show me a black man who isn’t an extremist and I’ll show you
one who needs psychiatric attention.4

Malcolm X

Black men in America have always engaged in militant action. The first
permanent black settlers in the American mainland, brought by the Spanish
explorer Lucas Vasquez de Ayllon in 1526, rose up during the same year,
killed a number of whites, and fled to the Indians.5 Since that time, black
protest has never been altogether dormant and militant blacks have experi-
mented with a wide variety of tactics, ideologies, and goals. No simple linear
or evolutionary model covers the complexity of those developments.6

It is inaccurate, for example, to suggest that black protest has moved from
peaceful use of orderly political and legal processes to disorderly protest and,
finally, to rejection of nonviolent means. Leaving aside the history of
Southern slave insurrections,” a number of black writers before the Civil War
called for violent action. David Walker, in his An 4 ppeal to the Coloured
Citizens of the World (1829), called white Americans “our natural enemies”
and exhorted blacks to “kill or be killed.”8 The abolitionist Frederick
Douglass, discussing the kidnapping of escaped slaves and their return to the
South under the Fugitive Slave Act, argued that “the only way to make the
fugitive slave law a dead letter, is to make haif a dozen or more dead kid-
nappers.” In supporting John Brown’s armed raid at Harper’s Ferry, Douglass
advocated the use of any and all means to secure freedom: “Let every man
wprk for the abolition of slavery in his own way. It would help all, and
hinder none.”™ There is a remarkable similarity between Douglass’ statement
and the more recent dictum of Malcolm X: “Our objective is complete free-
dom, complete justice, complete equality, by any means necessary.”10

At the same time, the use of legal argument and of the ballot is far from
dead in the contemporary black protest movement. The history of black
protest is the history of the temporary decline, fall, and resurgence of almost
every conceivable means of achieving black well-being and dignity within the
context of a generally hostile polity, and in the face of unremitting white
violence, both official and private. Where black protest has moved tpward
the acceptance of violence, it has done so after exhausting nonviolent alter-
natives and a profound reservoir of patience and good faith,

This is the case today. In this section, we examine the events leading up to
lhfe most recent shift in the general direction of militant black protest—the
shift from a “civil rights™ to a “liberation’ perspective.

Civil Rights and the Decline of Faith

Ffom the decline of Garveyism1! in the 1920’s until quite recently, the
dominant thrust of black protest was toward political, social, economic and
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cultural inclusion into American institutions on a basis of full equality.
Always a powerful theme in American black militancy, these aims found their
maximum expression in the civil rights movement of the 1950’s and early
1960’s. Today, these aims, while actively pursued by a segment of militant
blacks, are no longer at the forefront of contemporary militancy. Several
features of this transition stand out:

(1) The civil rights movement was largely directed at the South, especially
against state and local laws and practices, and, in general, it saw the federal
government and courts as allies in the struggle for equality. The new move-
ment for black liberation, while nationwide in scope, is primarily centered in
the black communities of the North and West, and is generally antagonistic to
both local and federal governments.

(2) The civil rights movement was directed against explicit and customary
forms of racism, as manifested in Jim Crow restrictions on the equal use of
facilities of transportation, public accommodations, and the political process.
The liberation movement focuses on deeper and mere intractable sources of
racism in the structure of American institutions, and stresses independence
rather than integration.

(3) The civil rights movement was largely middle-class and interracial.

The liberation movement attempts to integrate middle and lower-class ele-
ments in rejection of white leadership. )

(4) The civil rights movement was guided by the concepts of nonviolence
and passive resistance. The liberation movement stresses seif-defense and
freedom by any means necessary.

For the civil rights movement, the years before 1955 were filled largely
with efforts at legal reform, with the NAACP, especially, carrying case after
case to successful litigation in the federal courts. Among the results were the
landmark decisions in Shelly v. Kraemer,12 striking down restrictive covenants
in housing, and the series of cases leading up to Brown v. Board of Education, 13
declaring that the doctrine of “separate but equal” was inherently discrimina-
tory in the public schools. The Supreme Court directed southern school juris-
dictions to desegregate “with all deliberate speed,” but in the following years
little changed in the South. The great majority of black children remained in
segregated and markedly inferior schools; blacks sat in the back of the bus,
ate in segregated facilities, and were politically disenfranchised through the
white primary and the poll tax. Southem courts and police continued to act
as an extension of white caste interests. Established civil rights organizations,
lulled by judicial success in the federal courts, lapsed into a state of relative
inactivity.14 There was a considerable gap, however, between the belief of
the NAACP and other groups that major political changes were in sight and
the reality of the slow pace of change even in the more “advanced” areas of
the South. The gap was even greater between the conservative tactics and
middle-class orientation of the established civil-rights organizations and the
situation of the black ghetto masses in the North.

Since the NAACP, the Urban League, and other established groups con-
tinued to operate as before, new tactics and new leaders arose to fill these
gaps. In 1955, Mrs. Rosa Parks of Montgomery, Alabama, refused to give up
her bus seat to a white man, and a successful boycott of the bus system
materialized, led by the Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr. Around the same
time, with less publicity, another kind of organization with another kind of
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leadership was coming into its own in the northern ghettos. Elijah Muhammed
and the Nation of Islam gained wide support among those segments of the
black community that no one else, at the moment, was representing: the
Northern, urban, lower classes.

Neither the direct-action, assimilationist approach of the Reverend Dr.
King nor the separatist and nationalist theme of the Nation of Islam was new.
Both were traditional themes which had been adopted in response to specific
situations. Direct action was used by the abolitionists prior to the Civil War,15
by left-wing ghetto organizers in the 1930’s, and by CORE in the early
1940’s; it had been threatened by A. Phillip Randolph in his March on
Washington in 1941, but called off when President Roosevelt agreed to es-
tablish a Federal Fair Employment Practices Commission.16 The roots of
separatism are equally deep, beyond Marcus Garvey to Martin Delaney and the
American Colonization Society in the eighteenth century.l7

The move to direct action in the South brought civil rights protest out of
the courts and into the streets, bus terminals, restaurants, and voting booths,
substituting “creative disorder”18 for litigation. Nevertheless, it remained
deeply linked to the American political process and represented an innate
faith in the protective power of the federal government and in the moral
capacity of white Americans, both Northern and Southern. It operated, for
the most part, on the implicit premise that racism was a localized malignancy
within a relatively healthy political and social order; it was a move to force
American morality and American institutions to root out the last vestiges of
the “disease.”

Nowhere were these premises more explicit than in the thought and prac-
tice of Martin Luther King. Nonviolence was for him a philosophical issue
rather than the tactical or strategic question it posed for many younger acti-
vists in SNCC and CORE.19 The aim was “to awaken a sense of moral shame
in the opponent.”20 Such a philosophy presumed that the opponent had
moral shame to awaken, and that moral shame, if awakened, would suffice.
During the 1960’s many civil rights activists came to doubt the first and deny
the second. The reasons for this did not lie primarily in white Southern ter-
rorism as manifested in the killing of NAACP leader Medgar Evers, of three
civil rights workers in Neshoba County, Mississippi, of four little girls in a
dynamited church in Birmingham, and many others. To a large extent, white
Southern violence was anticipated and expected.2! What was not expected
was the absence of strong protective action by the federal government.

Activists in SNCC and CORE met with greater and more violent Southern
fesistance as direct action continued during the Sixties. Freedom Riders were
beaten by mobs in Montgomery; demonstrators were hosed, clubbed and
cattle-prodded in Birmingham and Selma. Throughout the South, civil rights
Wprkers, black and white, were victimized by local officials as well as by
nfght:riders and angry crowds. It was not surprising then, that student acti-
Vists in the South became increasingly disillusioned with nonviolent tactics of
Tesistance. Following the shot-gun murder in 1966 of Sammy Younge, Jr.,a
black civil rights activist at Tuskegee Institute, his fellow students organized
4 protest march:

We ha.d no form, which was beautiful. We had no pattern, which was
beautiful. Peaple were just filling the street, and they weren’t singing
no freedom songs. They were mad. People would try and strike upa
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freedom song, but it wouldn’t work. All of a sudden you heard this,
“Black Power, Black Power.” People felt what was going on. They
were tired of this whole nonviolent bit. They were tired of this
organized demonstration-type thing. They were going to do some-
thing.22

Despite the passage of civil rights legislation and legal support for integra-
tion, Southern courts continued to apply caste standards of justice. Official
violence of the past—beating, shooting, and lynching—was supplemented and
sometimes replaced by official violations of the law. Judges, prosecutors, and
local bar officials explicitly attempted to suppress the civil rights movement,
without any pretense of harmonizing competing interests within the ambit of
the law.23 Many celebrated aspects of democracy, the jury system, for
instance, worked to maintain terrorist racism instead of prosecuting and
punishing it. In the same manner the constitutional inhibitions on federal
intrusion into state sovereignty became from the black viewpoint a mockery
of democracy instead of a keystone.

The problems of white violence and Southern judicial intransigence were
compounded by political constraints on the federal government, such that it
failed to move decisively toward radically altering the Southern situation.

White liberals and government officials did not deny the legitimacy of the
activists’ claims; on the contrary, they affirmed them. Nevertheless, in prac-
ticé, field operatives of the government, especially agents of the F.B.L., were
accused of vacillation, particularly in protecting civil rights workers.
“Maintaining law and order,” said a Justice Department official, “is a State
responsibility.”24 Later, in the aftermath of ghetto riots and riot commissions,
militants were to ask why law and order was a state responsibility when white
Southerners rioted, but a problem needing massive federal intervention when
black Northemners did. At the time, many activists—and even some “es-
tablished” members of older organizations—began questioning the integrity
of a government which praised its own sponsorship of civil rights legislation
while failing to challenge southern violence. The deepest or most entrenched
meaning of racism began to emerge and it made considerable sociological as
well as historic sense: a society which has been built around racism will lack
the capacity, the flexibility, the institutions to combat it when the will to
change belatedly appears. The major American institutions had developed
standards, procedures and rigidities which served to inhibit the Negro’s drive
for equality. It was as if a cruel joke had been played; the most liberally
enshrined features of democracy served to block the aspirations to equality—
local rule, trade unionism, referendums, the jury system, the neighborhood
school. And to complete the irony, perhaps, the most elitist aspect of the
constitutional system—the Supreme Court—was for a time the cutting edge of
the established quest for equality, for which it came under considerable
populist fire.

At the March on Washington in 1963, John Lewis of SNCC voiced the
growing lack of enthusiasm for more civil rights bills. “This bill will not pro-
tect young children and old women from police dogs and fire hoses for
engaging in peaceful demonstrations . . .25 Federal policy also began to show
less enthusiasm for the civil rights movement. Federal government officials
were often unable to obtain a strong popular or Congressional consensus,
even for their moderate efforts at enforcement, and responded accordingly.
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In Albany, Georgia, the federal government prosecuted civil rights demon-
strators who picketed a local grocery, while local police officials who attacked
and severely beat the demonstrators were not prosecuted under available
federal law.26 Events like these led many militants to ask. with Lewis,
“whose side is the government on?’27 Howard Zinn wrote:

The simple and harsh fact, made clear in Albany, and reinforced by
events in Americus, Georgia, in Selma, and Gadsden, Alabama, in
Danville, Virginia, and every town in Mississippi, is that the federal
government abdicated its responsibility in the Black Belt. The Negro
citizens of that area were left to the local police. The U.S. Constitu-
tion was left in the hands of Neanderthal creatures who cannot read
it, and whose only response to it has been to grunt and swing their
clubs.28

Even many moderatesagreed with the Urban League’s Whitney Young
that the government was “reacting and not acting™29 in the drive for Negro
rights. Activists.who had been in the South were inclined to agree with a
white observer that the American government seemed “uncommitted emotion-
ally and ideologically to racial equality as a first-level value . . .”30 By 1963,
some civil rights workers were beginning to lose faith in that government and
in the major political parties. “We cannot depend on any political party, for
both the Democrats and the Republicans have betrayed the basic principles
of the Declaration of Independence.”31

Faith in the political process, and especially in the traditional alliance
between blacks and the liberal elements in the Democratic Party, suffered
another blow in the failure to seat the Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party
delegation at the 1964 Democratic convention.32 The MFDP represented
both a rejection of Southern white-only Democratic politics and a fundamen-
tal belief in the good offices of liberal Democrats, whose compromise offer
of two seats among the regular Mississippi delegation was seen as an insult.

The MFDP episode climaxed a growing disillusionment with the white
liberal. As a black commentator wrote in 1962, “Negroes are dismayed as
they observe that liberals, even when they are in apparent control, not only
do not rally their organizations for an effective role in the fight against dis-
;rimination, but even tolerate a measure of racial discrimination in their own
jurisdictions.”33 The recognition that civil rights laws would not suffice to
bring blacks into full equality in American society furthered the search for
more intractable causes of disadvantage in American institutions. Militants
began to examine the reasons why discriminatory practices remained in such
traditionally “liberal” institutions as labor organizations, schools, and civil
service. The liberal’s motives became suspect. Suspicion extended to another
traditionally “friendly™ institution—academic social science, and its repre-
sentatives in the federal welfare “establishment.” The Moynihan report,
which many blacks took as an affront, was interpreted as an attempt to place
the blame for continued discrimination in the Negro community and not on
the structure of racism.34

The increased criticism of liberals, academics, and federal bureaucracies
Wwas part of a broader turn to a renewed critique of the situation of blacks in
tl}g North. To a large extent, and despite such evidence as the Harlem up-
nisings of 1935 and 1943, most white Northerners had congratulated them-
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selves on the quality of their “treatment” of the Negro vis-a-vis that of the
South. But with the explosion of Harlem again—along with several other
Northern cities—in 1964, attention began shifting to the problem of institu-
tional racism in the North, and this shift was accelerated by the Watts riot
the following year. In a real sense, the riots not only surprised liberal and
academic whites, but civil rights leaders as well. While undermining the moral
credibility of liberal Northerners, the riots deprived most civil rights leaders
of a vocabulary for expressing the deeper problems of the northern ghettos.
There was a widespread sense that civil rights leaders either could or would
not speak to the kinds of issues raised by the riots, and that a wide gulf
separated those leaders—mostly of middle-class background—from the black
urban masses. During the 1964 Harlem riot, for example, Bayard Rustin and
other established civil rights leaders were booed and shouted down at rallies
and in the streets, while crowds shouted for Malcolm X.35

By the mid-1960’s, then, civil rights activists had petitioned the federal
government and the white liberals and found them wanting. They also found
themselves increasingly out of touch with the vocal ghetto masses. At the
same time, another issue began to emerge. Militants began to ask whether
there was not a contradiction between the lack of action at home and
American commitments overseas: “How is it that the government can protect
the Vietnamese from the Viet Cong and the same government will not accept
the moral responsibility of protecting people in Mississippi?” 36

For some blacks, this contradictory performance further indicated the
government’s lack of concern for the Negro. In 1965, the McComb branch
of the Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party issued a leaflet which caught the
mood of disillusionment and suspicion:

1. No Mississippi Negroes should be fighting in Vietnam for the
White Man’s freedom, until all the Negro people are free in
Mississippi . . .

2. No one has a right to ask us to risk our lives and kill other colored
people in Santo Domingo and Vietnam, so that the white American
can get richer . . . We don’t know anything about Communism, Socialism,
and all that, but we do know that Negroes have caught hell right here
under this American Democracy.37

Concern with the war and its implications for black people intensified along
with the war itself. In January, 1966, SNCC issued a statement on Vietnam:

We believe the United States government has been deceptive in
claims of concern for the freedom of the Vietnamese people, just as
the government has been deceptive in claiming concern for the freedom
of colored people in such other countries as the Dominican Republic,
the Congo, South Africa, Rhodesia, and in the United States itself.

We of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee have been
involved in the black people’s struggle for liberation and self-determina-
tion in this country for the past five years. Our work, particularly in
the South, taught us that the United States government has never
guaranteed the freedom of oppressed citizens and is not yet truly
determined to end the rule of terror and oppression within its own
borders.38
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A few months later, when Stokely Carmichael of SNCC brought the new
direction of civil rights activists into the public eye with the slogan of “Black
Power,” it became clear that a shift of major importance had occurred.

This change of direction away from the established political process
toward a critique of larger American policy at home and abroad did not
oceur in a vacuum. The civil rights movement had been organized on an
assumption of the responsiveness of American institutions and especially of
the federal government. As these assumptions were viewed more critically,
as the movement began looking at the North as well as at the South, and as it
became clear that racism was not simply a localized phenomenon confined to
the Southern bigot, activists began to look harder in two directions: inward
toward the social structure of the urban ghetto and the increasing protests of
those caught within it, and outward toward American foreign policy and to
the emerging anti-colonial movement. In looking inward to the urban ghetto,
many civil rights activists met and merged with the voices of black, Northern,
urban, lower-class protest. In looking toward the anti-colonial struggle, black
militants acquired a new conception of their role in the world and new
models of collective action.

The Impact of Anti-Colonialism

Throughout most of the past century the world was dominated by whites.
The domination was political, economic, social and cultural; it involved
nothing less than the reclassification of the majority of the world’s popula-
tion as somewhat less than human. “Not very long ago, the earth numbered
two thousand million inhabitants; five hundred million men, and one thousand
five hundred million natives.”40

Today this is no longer true. The great majority of lands formerly under
colonial domination have gained at least formal autonomy. The impact of
this development has yet to be completely assessed, but it is clear that no
discussion of the character of racial conflict in America can ignore it.

Black militants in America have frequently looked to Africa for recogni-
tion of common origins and culture, and the influence has been reciprocal.
W.E.B. DuBois saw that the “problem of the color line” was international
in scope, and was a guiding force behind the movement for Pan-African unity.
The ideas of Marcus Garvey and other American and West Indian black
nationalists stimulated the development of African nationalism and informed
the intellectual development of such African leaders as Kwame Nkrumah.4!
The successful revolt against colonialism in Africa and other non-white regions
has created, in many American black militants, a heightened sense of the
international character of racial conflict. Beyond this, it has stimulated a re-
examination of the nature of the American racial situation and of the links
between black subordination in Africa and in the United States. As LeRoi
Jones has put it: “The kind of unity I would like to see among black Ameri-
cans is a unity that would permit most of them to understand that the
murder of Patrice Lumumba in the Congo and the murder of Medgar Evers
were conducted by the same people.”42 Jones’ analysis reflects an undeniable
fact—that the situation of black men everywhere has been conditioned by the
expansion of white European politics, commerce, and culture over several
hundred years. By defining non-whites and their beliefs as inferior, wherever
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they were found, white domination laid the groundwork for the current
international consciousness of common interest among blacks. “The Negroes
of Chicago,” wrote Frantz Fanon, “only resemble the Nigerians or the
Tanganyikans in so far as they were all defined in relation to the whites.”’43
The revolt against colonialism has affected American black protest in
three ways. It has substantially overthrown the image of blacks as people
without culture or history; it has created a host of new states run by non-
whites, whose influence in the world increases daily; and it has provided
attractive models of ideology and action.

Culture

Colonialism operates on several different levels: asa political order, an

economic system and a set of cultural arrangements. In conjunction with its
political and economic aims, colonialism attempted to deny, depreciate, or
destroy indigenous cultures. The revolt against colonialism, therefore, is in
part a revolt against cultural dispossession.

The white man’s intervention in Africa and Asia was rationalized as a
“civilizing mission.” Thought to be lacking in history and culture, and
certainly lacking in Christianity, “natives” were held to be in desperate need
of cultural and spiritual tending. Colonialism was not entirely a system of
raw exploitation; it is better conceived as “an association of the philanthropic,
the pious, and the profitable.”44 Like all philanthropy, the colonial concern
for the native was predicated on the idea of the social and sometimes innate
inferiority of the recipient vis-a-vis the donor. “The nonexistence of Negro
achievements was fundamental to colonial ideology.”45 The conception of
Africa as a land peopled by cultureless savages was fostered by colonialism and
elevated to scientific status in the doctrines of “scientific racism.” It was
assimilated by many American Negroes, who were inclined to look down on
their African origins and to minimize their connection with the “Dark
Continent.”46 .

These conceptions of black culture and of Africa had been attacked by
scholars like Basil Davidson and Melville Herskovitz prior to the Second World
War. Herskovitz, arguing that their acceptance functioned only to justify
racial prejudice, exhaustively demonstrated the sophistication of early African
religious, political, and economic systems, showing them to have been com-
parable in complexity to European society at the same period in history. He
placed special emphasis on the link between black culture in America and in
Africa. Nevertheless, the conception of the Negro as *““a man without a
past”’47 dominated racial contacts here and abroad, and the denial that blacks
possessed anything of cultural value shaped many aspects of colonial policy.

The assimilationist policy of the French, Portuguese, and Belgian colonial
administrations allowed black men to attain legal rights by becoming as
nearly white, in culture and manner, as possible. Thus the advancement of
blacks to full legal rights in Portuguese colonies, for example, meant taking a
test to prove that the candidate had transcended his cultural origins.48 These
arrangements, and the white cultural hegemony which they reflected, have
obvious parallels in the American situation, and their effects cut deeply into
the self-image of blacks. The rejection of color, hair and facial features could
be found wherever these policies against black people developed, in Brazil
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and in West Africa as well as Chicago.49 “The first attempt of the colonized
is to change his condition by changing his skin.””50

A limited rebellion against this cultural and historical dispossession has
long been an undercurrent of black protest in America and Africa. The con-
cept of black self-affirmation which was present in Garveyism and Pan-
Africanism came alive in the post-World War I drive for African inde-
pendence. This resulted in part from the limitations of assimilationist policy
itself. “The candidate for assimilation almost always comes to tire of the
exorbitant price which he must pay and which he never finishes owing.” 51
The thrust toward black self-affirmation was also encouraged by questioning
the monolithic character of European culture and values: ... as time went
on, African intellectuals began to ask . . . why it should automatically be
assumed that it is an unadulterated virtue to accept Western values.”52

The assault on the dominance of Western culture was deeply implicated in
the quest for political independence from white rule. After the Second
World War, African nationalist movements began a process of reconstruction
of African history and re-evaluation of African culture which continues today.
Much scholarship is devoted to charting and analyzing the growth of early
African civilizations, and affirming their high level of cultural and techno-
logical development. The strength of these efforts at cultural reconstruction
reflects the pervasiveness of white stereotypes of black inferiority. Cultural
autonomy is important because it has only been recently and precariously
attained.

Nevertheless, the cultural impetus of anti-colonialism has substantially
reversed for many blacks, especially for the new militants, the negative stereo-
types which suffused Western thought for centuries and which still linger in
white conceptions of black culture and black achievements. The significance
of black independence is inestimable. If nothing else, it has involved a re-
appraisal by American black militants of the potential of nenwhites, and
hence of themselves. Malcolm X, a central figure in promoting the new inter-
national outlook of American black militancy, found himself deeply moved
by the very existence of a technological society in Egypt: “I believe what
most surprised me was that in Cairo, automobiles were being manufactured,
and also buses . .. .”53 “I can’t tell you the feeling it gave me. I had never
seen a black man flying a jet.””55

Power

The successful revolt against colonialism has changed the structure of
power in the world, and this fact has not been lost on black militants in
America. It demonstrated that peoples supposed to be culturally and techno-
logically “backward” can triumph over ostensibly superior powers; and it has
developed in many militants a consciousness that, in global terms, nonwhites
represent the majority.

Successful anti-colonial movements are evidence that the military and
technological supremacy of the major Western powers is incapable of con-
taining movements for national liberation. The eventual victories of such
movements in Algeria and Kenya, and the inability of a massive and costly
American effort to deflect the course of the national liberation movement
in Vietnam, are not lost on American blacks. If nothing else, these facts




108 The Politics of Protest

demonstrate that should urban insurgency come to this country, it would
require a massive and frustrating effort to control, at enormous costs to all
involved. Perhaps above all, the aura of invulnerability which may have
surrounded the technologically powerful white nations has substantially
crumbled: “Two-thirds of the human population today,” wrote Malcolm X,
“is telling the one-third minority white man, ‘Get out.” And the white man is
leaving.”55

Perhaps most significantly, the recognition that whites are an international
minority necessarily changes the meaning for many black militants of their
national minority position. Malcolm X emphasized this point repeatedly:
“There are whites in this country who are still complacent when they see the
possibilities of racial strife getting out of hand. You are complacent simply
because you think you outnumber the racial minority in this country; what
you have to bear in mind is wherein you might outnumber us in this country,
you don’t outnumber us all over the earth.”’56

Beyond the question of mere numbers, the political and technological
achievements of nonwhite countries produce a sense of pride and optimism:
“For the Negro-in particular, it has been a stirring experience to see whole
societies and political systems come into existence in which from top to
bottom . . . all posts are occupied by black men, not because of the sufferance
of white superiors but because it is their sovereign right.”57

American Negroes across the political spectrum, according to one observer,
uniformly showed a certain amount of pride in response to the successful
explosion of a nuclear device by China.58 Again, the partial identification
with Oriental nations is not completely new; there were elements of ambi-
valence among some Negroes about fighting the “colored” Japanese in
World War I1.59 What is new is the sense of pride in the growing power of
the nonwhite nations.

There were four-African and three Asian nations in the UN in 1945;
twenty years later there were thirty-six African and fifteen Asian countries
represented.69 The rise of these new states, especially when coupled with
the exigencies of cold-war diplomacy, has meant that since World War I
American leaders have been well aware that the way blacks are treated at
home has important ramifications for world affairs. A number of American
black militants have looked to the UN specifically as an arena for bringing
black grievances before the world. Malcolm X urged African leaders to bring
up the plight of Afro-Americans in UN meetings6é! and urged American Negro
leaders to visit nonwhite countries, where they “would find that many non-
white officials of the highest standing, especially African, would tell them—
privately—that they would be glad to throw their weight behind the Negro
cause, in the UN and in other ways.”62 As colonialism disappears, the previ-
ously unquestioned authority of the white world likewise disintegrates, and
with it the capacity of a predominantly white society to maintain its privi-
leges. Black militants are aware of this, and recognize the impact it may
have: ... the first thing the American power structure doesn’t want any
Negroes to start,” wrote Malcolm X, “is thinking internationally.”63

Politics, Ideology, and Violence

Anti-co}onialism provided, directly or indirectly, a cultural resurgence and
a sense of international influence among American blacks. It also provided
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new models of ideology and action which, with greater or lesser relevance,
could be applied to the American situation. Two themes especially stand

out; the politicization of conflict and the redefinition of the meaning and

uses of violence. .

White domination of nonwhites shared with other forms of political
domination an attempt to define the situation in nonpolitcal terms. In
Africa, as suggested above, political domination was cloaked in philanthropic
or religious sanctions. As a result, early expressions of anti-colonial conflict
tended to take forms which were not explicitly political:

Every colonial administration has aimed at establishing a depoliticized
regime or has emphasized maximum depoliticization of all the expres-
sions of native life . . . . Consequently, political reactions against the
colonial situation were expressed indirectly at first, for example,
through new syncretist religious movements loaded with revolutionary
implications.64

Again, the American parallels are not hard to find. Black religious movements
of this kind—best typified by the Nation of Islam—have generally drawn
recruits from the most oppressed sectors of the American black population.65

The success of the movements for political independence in the colonial
countries required a recognition that the plight of the “native” was a political
problem, and that political action was the most effective vehicle of major
social change. Early nationalist movements in Africa, therefore, sought to
turn nearly every aspect of life into a political issue.66 This was especially
true of the area of culture. The quests for political and for cultural autonomy
had a reciprocal influence; the rebuilding of culture served as a basis of
political organization. The political importance of culture lay in the fact that
“natives,” as people without history or culture, were also seen as people
without political claims of their own, and therefore as people to be dealt
with from above—benovently or otherwise. Black culture was—and still
remains—a “contested culture’67 whose very existence is a political issue of
the greatest importance, in the United States as in Africa.68

Through the same process of politicization, instances of black resistance
in history were redefined as precursors of contemporary political struggles.
“Native” crime was redefined as early revolutionary activity; instances of
rebellion were sought in the past and their significance amplified.69

In viewing history as an arena of white violence and native resistance, the
anti-colonial perspective stressed the intrinsically violent character of colonial
domination. Colonialism was seen as dependent on the routinization of vio-
lence, both physical and psychological, against the native. Consequently,
revolutionary violence against the colonial regime was deemed not only
necessary, but justifiable, on both political and psychological grounds.
Colonialism, wrote Frantz Fanon, “is violence in its natural state, and it will
only yield when confronted with greater violence.”70 Further, “at the level
of individuals, violence is a cleansing force. It frees the native from his
inferiority complex, and from his despair and inaction; it makes him fearless
and restores self-respect.”71

Anti-colonial writers defined the situation of nonwhites as one of subordina-
tion under a political, social, economic and cultural order intrinsically hostile
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to the interests of nonwhites, and therefore not susceptible to change through
orderly political processes; “revolt is the only way out of the colonial situa-
tion, and the colonized realizes it sooner or later. His condition is absolute
and calls for an absolute solution; a break and not a compromise.”72 The
rejection of compromise meant a corresponding rejection of the native

middle class, which was seen as parasitical, timid, and generally antagonistic
to the struggle of the native masses for liberation.”73 The motive force of the
anti-colonial revolution, for these writers, lay in the lumpen-proletariat of the
cities. Through revolutionary violence, Fanon wrote, “these workless less-
than-men are rehabilitated in their own eyes and in the eyes of history.”74

THE IMPACT OF RIOTS

Although it is difficult to assess accurately the various influences on con-
temporary black militancy, the Northern urban riots are surely important,
Whereas anti-colonialism provided, directly or indirectly, a model of cultural
1d§nﬁty and a sense of international influence, riots both dramatized the
failure of the American polity to fulfill the expectations of the civil rights
movement, and demonstrated the gap between black leaders and the prevailing
sentiments of their constituencies.”’S The urban riots, then, have had impor-
tant consequences for black leaders as well as for governmental action. Newer
and younger faces and organizations have emerged in recent years to repre-
sent !he interests of the urban lower classes, and the older representatives of
the civil rights movement have been required to redefine their political pro-
grams to accommodate these new forms of militancy. A recent statement by
Sterling Tucker, Director of Field Services of the National Urban League, indi-
cates that established black leaders are well aware of the new militancy: '

I.was standing with some young, angry men not far from some
blazing buildings. They were talking to me about their feelings. They
talked out of anger, but they talked with respect.

_“Mr. Tucker,” one of them said, “you’re a big and important man in
t!us town. You're always in the newspaper and we know that you're
fighting hard to bring about some changes in the conditions the
brother faces. But who listens, Mr. Tucker, who listens? Why, with
one match I can bring about more change tonight than with ali the
talking you can ever do.”

) ,Now I'know that isn‘t true and you know that isn’t true. It just
isn’t that simple.” But the fact that we know that doesn’t really count
for much. The brother on the street believes what he says, and there
are some who are not afraid to die, believing what they say.76

The “Riff-Raff” Theory

] Uptil recently, riots were regarded as the work of either outsiders or
criminals, The “riff-raff”” theory, as it is known, has three assumptions—that
a s.mal.l minority of the black population engages in riot activity, that this
minority is composed of the unattached, uprooted, and unskilled, and that
the overwhelming majority of the black population deplores riots.??7 This
thelofy helps to dramatize the criminal character of riots, to undermine their
political implications, and to uphold the argument that social change is only
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possible through lawful and peaceful means. For if riots can be partly ex-
plained as the work of a few agitators or hoodlums, it is then much easier
to engage wide support in repudiating violent methods of social protest.
Official investigations generally publicize the fact that normal, ordinary,
and law-abiding persons do not instigate riots. According to the FBI, riots
are typically instigated by a “demagogue or professional agitator” or by
“impulsive individuals who are the first in the mob to take violent action or
to keep it going when it wanes.”78 Thus, “hoodlums” were responsible for
the 1943 riot in Detroit, “marauding bands” of criminals in Watts, “a
small fraction of the city’s black population” in Chicago in 1968, and “seif-
appointed leaders, opportunists, and other types of activists™ in Pittsburgh.7?
The recent Chicago Commission noted that the riot was an “excuse for law-
lessness, destruction and violence™ on the part of some “leaders and followers.”
They also suggested that “irresponsible advocates are encouraging the black
youth of this city to join in a wholesale rejection of our national traditions,
our public institutions, our common goals and way of life. Advocates of
black racism encourage political rebellion in the place of political participa-
tion, violence in the stead of non-violence, and conflict rather than coopera-
tion.”80 Implicit in the “riff-raff” theory is the idea that riots are uni-
laterally violent, that public officials and agencies merely respond in defense
against the violence of “irresponsible advocates,” and that the riots have
little wider meaning in the black community.
The “riff-raff” theory has been challenged by various studies. As long ago
as 1935, the Harlem Commission reported that “among all classes, there was
a feeling that the outburst of the populace was justified and that it repre-
sented a protest against discrimination and aggravations resulting from un-
employment.”81 More recently, a study of participants in the Watts riot
suggests that 46% of the adult population in the curfew zone were either
actively or passively supporting the riot. The riot had a “broad base” of
support and was characterized by “widespread community involvement.”82
Although participants in the Watts riot were predominantly male and youth-
ful, support for rioting was as great from the better-educated, economically
advantaged, and long-time residents as it was from the uneducated, poor,
and recent migrants.83
The Kerner Report provided further evidence to contradict the “riff-
raff” theory but its significance was lost in the mass of facts and figures.
The most convincing attack on this theory came from Fogelson’s and Hill’s
study of participation in the 1967 riots which was published at the end of
the Kerner Commission’s supplemental studies. The authors found that (1) a
substantial minority, ranging from 10 to 20 percent, participated in the
riots, (2) one-half to three-quarters of the arrestees were employed in semi-
skilled or skilled occupations, three-fourths were employed, and three-tenths
to six-tenths were born outside the South, and (3) individuals between the
ages of 15 and 34 and especially those between the ages of 15 and 24 are
most likely to participate in riots.84
Riots are generally viewed by blacks as a useful and legitimate form of
protest. Survey data from Watts, Newark, and Detroit suggest that there is
an increasing support, or at least sympathy, for riots in black communities.
Over half the people interviewed in Loss Angeles responded that the riot was
a purposeful event which had a positive effect on their lives.85 Thirty-eight
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percent of the population in the curfew area said that the riot would help
the Negro cause. “While the majority expressed disapproval of the violence
and destruction,” writes Nathan Cohen in the Loss Angeles Riot study, “it
was often coupled with an expression of empathy with those who partici-
pated, or sense of pride that the Negro has brought worldwide attention to
his problem.”86

That riots are seen by many as a legitimate and instrumental method of
protest has drastic implications for the “riff-raff”’ theory. “Is it conceivable,”
ask Fogelson and Hill, “that . . . several hundred riots could have erupted in
nearly every Negro ghetto in the United States over the past five years against
the opposition of 98 or 99 percent of the black community? And is it con-
ceivable that militant young Negroes would have ignored the customary re-
straints on rioting in the United States, including the commitment to orderly
social change, unless they enjoyed the tacit support of at least a sizeable
minority of the black community.”87 Studies of riot participation suggest
that “rioters” represent a cross-section of the lower-class community. The
young people who participate are not known to be psychologically impaired
or especially suffering from problems of masculine identity. Juveniles
arrested in the 1967 Detroit riot were found by a psychological team to be
less emotionally disturbed and less delinquent than typical juvenile arrestees.88
Furthermore, the recent riots have served to mobilize the younger segments
of the black community and to educate them to the realities of their caste
position in American society:

Today it is the young men who are fighting the battles, and, for now,
their elders, though they have given their approval, have not joined in.
The time seems near, however, for the full range of the black masses to
put down the broom and buckle on the sword. And it grows nearer
day by day. Now we see skirmishes, sputtering erratically, evidence

if you will that the young men are in a warlike mood. But evidence

as well that the elders are watching closely and may soon join the
battle.89

THE DIRECTION OF CONTEMPORARY MILITANCY

By the mid-1960’s, many militant black leaders had become convinced
that the aims-and methods of the civil rights movement were no longer
viable. The failures of the federal government and of white liberals to meet
Dblack expectations, the fact of the urban revolts, and the increasing American
involvement overseas all served to catalyze a fundamental transformation in
black perceptions of American society. The anti-colonial perspective, rather
unique when expressed by Malcolm X in 1964, now provided many blacks
with a structured world-view. For the Black Panther Party, for example, it
provided the “basic definition””:

We start with the basic definition: that black people in America are a

colonized people in every sense of the term and that white America is

an organized Imperialist force holding black people in colonial
 bondage.90

Many articulate black spokesmen saw the final hope of black Americans in
identification with the revolutionary struggles of the Third World. Even
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political moderates began pointing to the discrepancy between the massive
commitment of American resources abroad and the lack of a decisive commit-
ment to end racism at home, Martin Luther King wondered why “‘we were
taking the black young men who had been crippled by our society and sending
them 8,000 miles away to guarantee liberties in Southeast Asia which they

had not found in Southwest Georgia and East Harlem.”9! He also ques-
tioned the official condemnation of the ghetto poor for their “resort to
violence™:

As 1 have walked among the desperate, rejected, and angry young men {
have told them that Molotov cocktails and rifles would not solve their
problems . . .. But they asked—and rightly so—what about Vietnam?

. .. Their questions hit home, and I knew that I could never again raise
my voice against the violence of the oppressed in the ghettos without
having first spoken clearly to the greatest purveyor of violence in the
world today—my own government.92

By the mid-1960’s, then, criticism of fundamental American policies at
home and abroad was widespread among intellectuals in the black community.
The dominant themes in contemporary black protest reflect this basic mood.
Three major themes stand out: self-defense and the rejection of nonviolence;
cultural autonomy and the rejection of white values; and political autonomy
and community control. These trends do not exhaust the content of con-
temporary militancy, and they are held in varying combinations and in
varying degree by different groups and individuals. All of them, however,
share a common characteristic: they are attempts to gain for blacks a
measure of safety, power and dignity in a society which has denied them all
three.

Self-defense

Traditionally, Americans have viewed self-defense as a basic right. The
picture of the armed American defending his home, his family, his posses-
sions and his person has its origins in frontier life but is no less a reality in
modern suburbia. In that picture, however, the armed American is always
white. The idea of black men defending themselves with force has always
inspired horror in whites. In some of the early slave codes, black slaves were
not permitted to strike a white master even in self-defense.93 In the caste
system of the Southern states, Negroes were expected to accept nearly any
kind of punishment from whites without retaliation; openly showing aggres-
sion meant almost certain violent retaliation from whites.94 Still, individual
blacks occasionally fought back in the face of white violence in the South;
and blacks collectively resisted attacking whites in the race riots of 1917,
1919, and 1943.95

The civil rights movement, under the leadership of Martin Luther King, and
the sit-ins and freedom rides of the 1960’s stressed nonviolence and what some
called “passive resistance.” As a result of the failure of local and federal
officials to protect civil rights workers in the South, however, a number of .
activists and their local allies began to arm themselves against attacks by
the Ku Klux Klan and other white terrorist groups. It was only too obvious
that local police and sheriffs in the South were at best only half-heartedly
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concerned with the welfare of rights workers, and at worst were active par-
ticipants in local terrorist groups. The latter was the case in Neshoba County,
Mississippi, for example, where the local sheriff’s department was deeply
implicated in the killing of three civil rights workers. More often, civil rights
groups found they could not depend on Southern officials for protection.
In 1959, the head of the NAACP chapter in Monroe, North Carolina, had
organized local blacks into a rifle club as an armed defense against repeated
assaults by the Ku Klux Klan.96 A notable result was that “the lawful
authorities of Monroe and North Carolina acted to enforce order only after,
and as a direct result of, our being armed,””97

Following the bloody Southern summer of 1964, local defense groups
sprang up in several black communities in the South. Their primary purpose
Wwas to protect nonviolent civil rights workers in the absence of police pro-
tection and to end white terrorism against black communities. As a rule, they
favored nonviolence as a civil rights tactic, but felt that it could only operate
where nonviolent demonstrators were protected from assault.98 A study of
one such group in Houston, Texas, concluded that the overall effect of an
organized showing of armed forced by blacks was to decrease the level of
violence in the community. White vigilantes were deterred from action, and
police were forced to perform an effective law-enforcement role.99

During this period, the focus of attention began to shift to the ghettos of
the North. The dramatic episodes of police harassment of demonstrators in
the South had overshadowed, for a time, the nature of the routine encounters
between police and blacks in the ghetto. The ghetto resident and those who
spoke for him, however, had not forgotten the character of the policeman’s
daily role in the black community, or the extent of private white violence
against Northern blacks in history. The writings of Malcolm X spoke from
Northern, rather than Southern, experience in demanding for blacks the
right to defend themselves against attack:

I feel that if white people were attacked by Negroes—if the forces of
law prove unable, or inadequate or reluctant to protect those whites
from those Negroes—then those white people should be able to protect
themselves against Negroes, using arms if necessary. And I feel that
when the law fails to protect Negroes from white attack, then those
Negroes should use arms, if necessary, to defend themselves.

“Malcolm X Advocates Armed Negroes!” What was wrong with
that? I’ tell you what was wrong. I was a black man talking about
physical defense against the white man. The white man can lynch and
burn and bomb and beat Negroes—that’s all right. “Have patience”

- . “The customs are entrenched” . . . “Things are getting better.” 100

After the Watts riot of 1965, local blacks formed a Community Action
Patrol to monitor police conduct during arrests. In 1966, some Oakland
blacks carried the process a little further by instituting armed patrols. From
a small group organized on an ad hoc basis and oriented to the single issue of
police control, the Black Panther Party for Self-Defense has grown into a
national organization with a ten-point program for achieving political, social
and economic goals.101 In the process, the name has been condensed to the
Black Panther Party, but the idea of self-defense remains basic: “The Panther

never attacks first, but when he is backed into a corner, he will strike back
viciously.”102
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The Black Panther Party has been repeatedly harassed by police. After the
conviction of the Party’s leader, Huey P. Newton, for manslaughter in the
death of a white policeman, Oakland police fired into the Black Panther office
with rifles and shotguns presumably because they felt that a conviction for
first degree murder would have been more appropriate.103 On September 4,
a group of 150 whites, allegedly including a number of off-duty policemen,
attacked a group of Panthers and their white supporters in the Brooklyn
Criminal Court building.104 The confrontation between the Panthers and
some elements of the police has become a feud verging on open warfare.
This warfare highlights the fact that for the black citizen, the policeman has
long since ceased to be—if indeed he ever was—a neutral symbol of law and
order. Studies of the police emphasize that their attitudes and behavior
toward blacks differ vastly from those taken toward whites.105 Similar
studies show that blacks perceive the police as hostile, prejudiced, and
corrupt.106 In the ghetto disorders of the past few years, blacks have often
been exposed to indiscriminate police assaults and, not infrequently, to
gratuitous brutality. Many ghetto blacks see the police as an occupying
army; one of the Panthers’ major demands is for stationing of U.N. ob-
servers in the ghettos to monitor police conduct.107

In view of these facts, the adoption of the idea of self-defense is not
surprising. Again, in America self-defense has always been considered an
honorable principle, and the refusal to bow before police harassment strikes
a responsive chord in ghetto communities, especially among the young. In
Oakland, ghetto youths emulate the Panthers; the Panthers, in turn, attempt
to direct youth into constructive channels:

We have the Panther Youth Corps, kids from the age of about ten to
thirteen. And after school I would teach them history and tutor them
in mathematics, and it all started because the kids have always been very
enthusiastic, and they always identify with the Panther. We have this
office . . . and the kids would gather up outside ‘cause I wouldn’t let
them inside the office because we had weapons inside, and because I
didn’t want them hurt or fooling around with the weapons. . . So
finally I organized them . . . as a Panther group, but to get in, they
would have to show that they were working very industrious in school,
because Panthers always get the highest grades in school .. . I would
have them every report card period give me their report cards to see
how they were progressing,108

The Black Panther Party has remained defensive, and has been given credit
for keeping Oakland cool after the assassination of Martin Luther King, but
this has not stemmed from any desire on their part to suppress black protest
in the community. Rather, it has stemmed from a sense that the police are
Wwaiting for a chance to shoot down blacks in the streets. Continued harrass-
ment by the police makes self-defense a necessary element of militant action
for the Panthers and for similar groups, such as the Black Liberators in St.
Louis.

Beyond this, society’s failure to commit itself to ending racism leads many
militants to feel that there is no end in sight to the long history of white
violence and repression. Advocates of self-defense can easily point to in-
stances of official violence employed at one time or another against a variety
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of groups in the United States. With the approval of the government in
Washington, Southern whites militarized their entire society between 1830
and 1860, terminated the education of Negro slaves and deprived them of all
human rights, restricted their movements and punished real or alleged revolts
by summary execution of suspects. Mob violence tacitly sanctioned by the
government was employed with terrible effect against West Coast Chinese
as well as against Southern blacks in the decades following the Civil War.
Systematic political persecution by the government, using techniques of dis-
criminatory legislation, night-time raids, mass deportation, officially-condoned
mob violence and jailing of political prisoners, was employed against rebellious
political minorities like the IWW and socialists of 1917 to 1922. During the
First World War, most resident Germans were suspected of disloyalty and
many were physically attacked or had property destroyed by mobs; during
the Second World War, virtually the entire West Coast J apanese community
was removed by the United States government to concentration camps in the
West. Most prominent in these allusions to violence is the 250-year campaign
of suppression waged against the American Indians, the one example in
United States history of official violence raised to a genocidal scale. For
some militants, the history of this struggle deserves particular attention in the
light of contemporary events, for it provides a scenario for massive suppres-
sion of a large racial minority.109

As a militant black leader argues, “We have been assaulted by our environ-
ment.”’110 For some American militants, this neutralizes all restraints against
the use of counter-violence, seen not as aggression but as defensive retaliation.

And as a Seattle Panther recently stated,“You see, we’ve been backed into a

corner for the last 400 years, so anything we do now is defensive.” 111

Cultural Autonomy

The strain toward black liberation mixes indigenous and international
influences. The resurgence of interest in cultural autonomy reflects both of
these influences, as well as the unique problems confronting black Americans
during the mid-1960’s. Three elements of that situation are especially
significant.

First, with the rise of an international outlook and a concomitant recogni-
tion of America’s role in supporting oppressive regimes overseas, black
Americans found themselves in a society which appeared to be bent on sup-
pressing nonwhite ambitions on a world-wide, as well as a domestic, scale.

“A rising tide of consciousness that we are Africans,” writes James Forman,
“an African people living in the United States and faced with the problem of
sheer survival, dominates the thoughts of many black college students
today.”112 Looking backward at the long history of white domination in
this country, and outward at American neocolonialism, militants questioned
the cultural basis of American values: “I do not want to be a part of the
American pride. The American pride means raping South Africa, beating
Vietnam, beating South America, raping the Philippines, raping every country
you’ve been in.”’113

The exclusion of blacks from the mainstream of American culture has
made rejection of that culture less difficult, for as James Baldwin suggests:

The American Negro has the great advantage of having never believed
that collection of myths to which white Americans cling; that their
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ancestors were all freedom-loving heroes, that they were born in the
greatest country the world has ever seen, or that .Amencans are
invincible in battle and wise in peace, that Amencaps have alway§ de:{lt
honorably with Mexicans and Indians and all ther nelghl?grs or inferi-
ors, that American men are the world’s most direct and virile, that
American women are pure.114

The thrust toward cultural assimilation became considerably weakened or
reversed by these understandings. As Baldwin put it, “Do I really want to be
integrated into a burning house?”’115 Unimpressed by the performance of
this country under the dominance of white, Western cu]ture., blacks looked to
their own cultural heritage as a source of affirmation of a .dxfferent set of
values. “We reject the American Dream as defined by white people”and must
work to construct an American reality defined by Afro-Americans.”116 )

A second element of the situation was intrinsic. Supported by the rewyal
of awareness of African history and culture accompanying the anti-colonial
movement, blacks grew more and more impatient with the attemp t of the
American cultural apparatus—especially the schools and mass medl?—to
enforce cultural standards which either ignored or depreciated the inde-
pendent cultural heritage of Afro-Americans.

The systematic destruction of our links to Africa, the culturz}l cut-off
of blacks in this country from blacks in Africa are not situations that
conscious black people in this country are willing to accept. Nor are
conscious black people in this country willing to accept an e_duc.:atlonal
system that teaches all aspects of Western Civilization and dismisses our
Afro-American contribution . . . and deals with Africa not at all. Black
people are not willing to align themselves with a Western culture that
daily emasculates our beauty, our pride and our manhood.117

In addition to demanding recognition of a rich cultural heritage, mflitant
blacks resented the policy implications of the rejection of that her{tage by
whites. American social science has traditionally—with the exception of

men like Herskovitz—argued that the Negro is only “an exaggerated )
American”118 without values of his own; “the Negro is only an American and
nothing else. He has no values and culture to guard and p.rotect.”119‘ Two‘
corollary notions, both of which have important implications for social policy,
flow from this conception. On the one hand, the current cultural arrange-
ments become relatively immune from independent criticism by blacks; on
the other hand, the distinctness of black behavior comes to be seen as
pathological.

Yesterday’s rural Negro may have had something like a fo].k‘ culture, so
the myth goes, but today’s urban Negro can be foun.d. only in a set .of
sociological statistics on crime, unemployment, illegitimacy, d?sertxon,
and welfare payments. The social scientists would have us .belxeve that
the Negro is psychologically maladjusted, socially disorganized and
culturally deprived.120

This elitist perspective implies that something must be done to bring blacks
up to the cultural standards of the “community”; or, at the extreme, t.hat
blacks themselves have to clean their own houses—literally and figuratively—
before “earning” admittance into the American mainstream. 121 A long-term
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result of the denial of black culture was the entire set of conceptions centering
around the notion of “cultural deprivation™: black children failed in schools
because they came from a “cultureless” community, not because the schools
did not teach.122 Central to this perspective was the ideology of American
public welfare, with its commitment to raising the moral standards of the
poor and its public intrusions into the family arrangements of ghetto blacks.123
The drive toward cultural autonomy, therefore, was in part a rejection of
the cultural vacuum of “welfare colonialism” into which the black community
had been thrown. It was also an organizatijonal response to the failure of white
liberals to fulfill the promise of the civil rights movement of the 1950’s. For
the most part, white supporters of the movement for civil rights thought in
assimilationist terms. Their object was to open opportunities for the Negro to
enter the mainstream of American life. Many blacks, however, questioned
the cost involved in aiming for inclusion on terms which were irrevocably the
terms of white culture. Many whites, too, tended to assume that their func-
tion in the movement for civil rights was to guide, instruct, and otherwise lead
the movement from the top. These facts, coupled with the rise of identifica-
tion with non-whites on an international basis and increased contact with the
black masses in the North, led black activists to move toward limiting the role
of whites in their organizations. The Student Nonviolent Coordinating Com-
mittee excluded whites from leadership positions in 1966, citing these
reasons:

The inability of whites to relate to the cultural aspects of Black society;
attitudes that whites, consciously or unconsciously, bring to Black
communities about themselves (western superiority) and about Black
people (paternalism); inability to shatter white-sponsored community
myths of Black inferiority and self-negation; inability to combat the
views of the black community that white organizers, being “white,”
control black organizers as puppets; . . . the unwillingness of whites

to deal with the roots of racism which lie within the white community;
whites though individually “liberal” are symbols of oppression to the
black community—due to the collective power that whites have over
black lives.124

The rejection of white leadership was mistakenly viewed as a form of “racism
in reverse” by many white and some black commentators.125 But this
rejection was not necessarily or consistently a withdrawal from whites qua
whites. Rather, it was an assertion of the ability of blacks to control their
own organizations, and a rejection of white claims, symbolic or explicit, of
political leadership. As such, it represented one aspect of a general thrust
toward black political independence.

Political Autonomy and Community Control

The movement of black militants toward a concern for political autonomy,
with a corresponding rejection of traditional political avenues and party
organizations, is a result of several influences. One we have already noted—
the failure of traditional politics to play a meaningful part in the drive for
black dignity and security. Passing civil rights legislation is not the same as
enforcing it. Pleading for goodwiil and racial justice from the relative sanctu-
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ary of Congress, the Courts, or the White House is a goo_d deal ea.sier than
committing a massive federal effort to eradicate institutional racism. On a
focal level, it occasions no great difficulty to appoint a few Negroes to posi-
tions of some influence; the crucial test is whether local government acts
decisively to correct the problems of the ghetto and to pr9vide a genuine
avenue of black participation in community decision-making. On all of these
counts, most local governments have failed or, more accurately, have har.dly
tried. The result is that local government has become, to those beneath 1t., )
oppressive rather than representative. Certainly, th.ere are “diffe.renf:es within
the system,” the structure of political power in a given community is ust.lally
less monolithic than it appears from below, and there may be several loci of
influence rather than an organized and cohesive “power structure.” But these
points are only meaningful to those who enter the system with some pre-
established influence. A critical fact about the black ghettos of the cities—
and of the black belt communities of the South—is their traditional lack of
such a base of influence. Without this, blacks have participated in the political
process as subjects rather than citizens. 126 Traditionally, black p91i1i031
leaders have been less a force for black interests than middlemen in a system
of “indirect rule™ “In other words, the white power structure rules the
black community through local blacks who are responsive to the white
leaders, the downtown, white machine, not to the black populace.”127
A recent study of decision-making positions in Chicago illustrates the ex-
tent of black exclusion from the centers of influence. Of a total of 1,088
policy-making positions in federal, state and local government ifl Cook
County, only fifty-eight, or five percent, were held by Negroes in 1965. Yet,
blacks comprised at least twenty percent of the county’s popl.llatlo.n. Bla.cks
were especially underrepresented in local administrative positions, 1_nclud1ng
city and county governments, the board of Education, and the San.ltary )
District, as well as in Federal Civil Service and Presidential appointive posi-
tions.128 There was no black representation at all in the decision-making
positions in the Metropolitan Sanitary District, for example, and only one
percent of local administrative positions were held by blacks. 129 Further,.
“not only were Negroes grossly underrepresented in Chicago’s thcy-{nakmg
posts, but even where represented they had less power than white policy-
makers. The fact is that the number of posts held by Negroes tended to be
inversely related to the power vested in these positions—the more powerful
the post, the fewer the black policy-makers. 7130 And the study concludes:

... even where represented their actual power is restricted, or their
representatives fail to work for the long-term interests of their
constituency. It is therefore safe to estimate that Negroes really hold
less than 1% of the effective power in the Chicago metropolitan area.
Realistically, the power structure of Chicago is hardly less white than
that of Mississippi.131

The critical character of the lack of black participation in decision-making
is obvious; control over the centers of decision-making means control over
the things about which decisions are made. This includes, of course, such
traditional civil rights issues as housing, employment, and education, as well
as newer focal points of black protest like the police and the welfarg appara-
tus. As the civil rights movement showed, blacks cannot expect major changes
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in their political interests when control over the speed, direction, and
priorities of change is held by whites who are at best less urgently committed,
and at worst openly hostile, to black aims.

A major factor influencing the thrust for black political autonomy is the .
fact that racism itself has created the conditions for effective black political
organization. Residential segregation has meant that, in the black belt South
as well as the urban North and West, blacks occupy whole districts en bloc.
With the growing influx of blacks to the central cities, and the corresponding
exodus of whites to the suburbs, larger and larger areas of the inner cities are
developing black majorities. This fact is critical since, as the Chicago study
shows: ““... Negroes simply do not hold legislative posts in city, state, or
federal government unless they represent a district that is mostly black. No
district with Negroes in the minority had a Negro representative, even when
Negroes constituted the single largest ethnic group.”’132

In light of these facts, black political organization is both feasible and
imperative. Historically, blacks have responded to their political exclusion in
America.in a variety of ways. There has been a traditional strain of separa-
tism, manifested in schemes for removal to Africa or for setting aside certain
areas in the United States for all-black control; several militant groups express
similar aims today.133 For the most part, however, contemporary black pro-
test is oriented to the idea of black community control and/or the develop-
ment of independent black political bases and a black political party. The
response to the idea of “Black Power™ has ranged from accusations by black
intellectuals of liberal pragmatism and anti-intellectualism,134 to white
criticism of its inherent racism and retreat from the goals of integration. The
Kerner Report argued that advocates of Black Power had “retreated into an
unreal world”’; that they had “retreated from a direct confrontation with
American society on the issue of integration and, by preaching separatism,
unconsciously function as an accommodation to white racism.”135 This
argument constitutes a misinterpretation of American political history, of
the decline of the civil rights movement, and of the goals of contemporary
black protest.

As we suggest in several places in this report, the interpretation of American
political history as one of the peaceful and orderly inclusion of diverse groups
into the polity is inaccurate. We need not recapitulate here. Many groups
have used violence as an instrument of social change; some minorities have
been forcefully repressed. It is highly unrealistic to depend on the mere good-
will of the larger society to meet black grievances. As James Forman has
observed, “Those in power do not concede or relinquish their position without
a fight, a skirmish, a struggle, a war in which violence and force will be used
to keep the powerless oppressed.”’136 The idea of black political organiza-
tion is based on the hard fact that no political order transfers its power
lightly; and;that if blacks are to have a significant measure of political control
they must organize into a position of bargaining strength:

Before a group can enter the open society, it must first close ranks. By
this we mean that group solidarily is necessary before a group can
operate effectively from a bargaining position of strength in a pluralis-
tic society. Traditionally, each new ethnic group in this society has
found the route to social and political viability through the organiza-
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tion of its own institutions with which to represent its needs within
the larger society.137

The notion that advocates of black autonomy have “retreateq from a d_uect
confrontation” with white society *“on the issue of integration” 1s.rpxs1.ead1ng.
It ignores both the fact that the decline of the goals of the early'cml rights
movement came about as the direct result of societal, and f:specnallly govern-
mental, inaction, and that blacks may be expected to modify their tactics
after decades of such inaction. It also fails to appreciate the fact .that .blac.:k
protest now aims, at least in theory, at a transformation of American institu-
tions rather than inclusion into them.

Thus we reject the goal of assimilation into middle-class A{nerica be-
cause the values of that class are in themselves anti—humamst_an'd
because that class as a social force perpetuates racism . . . Exxs?mg
structures . . . must be challenged forcefully and clearly. If this means
the creation of parallel community institutions, then that must be the
solution. If this means that black parents must gain control over the
operation of the schools in the black community, then th'flt rr.mst.be the
solution. The search for new forms means the search for mstltutlons8
that will, for once, make decisions in the interests of black people.13

This is not separatism, nor is it racism. Militant leadt.ar‘s from Malcqlm Xto
Huey P. Newton have stressed the possibility of coalitions with whlte‘ groups
whose aim is radical social change.139 The Black Panther Party has links with
the Peace and Freedom Party, and its candidate, Eldridge Cleaver, ran for
President on the Peace and Freedom ticket. For the most part, the new b.lack
stance is better described as a kind of militant pluralism, ix} which not whites,
but traditional politics and politicians of both races, are rejected.

Militant Youth

1t is for young blacks that the “new spirit of revolutionary militancy”” 140
has had special relevance. The Kerner Report observed tl_'lat ther.e was enough
evidence by 1966 to indicate that a large proportion of riot gartlcxpants were
youths, It also suggested that “increasing race pride, skeptlcl.sm abou:t their
job prospects, and dissatisfaction with the inadequacy of their edliﬁtlwn,
caused unrest among students in Negro colleges and high schools. The
events of 1968 support and go beyond this finding, The schools are more
and more becoming the locus of a whole spectrum of y_outhful protest, from
negotiation to violence. This section attempts to describe the nature of. this
phenomenon, and to account for its significance and apparent increase 1n the
last few years. . .

The transition from a “civil rights” perspective to a “liberation™ perspec-
tive has had a profound impact on the ideology and activities of black youth.
The following changes are the most significant: . )

1) The civil rights movement was for the most part non-violent, directed
at southern racism, and recruited its most active members from the colleges.
The new movement has shifted its focus to cities in the Non:th and West,
regards non-violence as only one of many tactics for actfievmg power and
autonomy, and recruits its most active members from high schools as well as
colleges.
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2) The civil rights movement was concerned with integrating schools,
eliminating de facto segregation, and providing equal educational opportuni-
ties for blacks. The new movement stresses cultural autonomy, community
control of schools, and the development of educational programs which are
relevant to black history and black needs.

3) During the civil rights movement, high school youth often participated
in demonstrations, sit-ins, and marches. But this participation was limited in
terms of activity and responsibility. In recent years, however, youth have
become integrated into the liberation movement, often in leadership roles.
One of the most significant features of the new militancy is the increasing
political consciousness of black youth; this trend is reflected in the formation
of Afro-American organizations in high schools and in the proliferation of
youth chapters of militant political organizations.

Since 1960, there have been dramatic changes in the character and quantity
of high school protests. Even allowing for varying fashions in news reporting
and the tendency of the press to under-report nonviolent protest, it is
nevertheless evident that there has been a significant increase in militant action
among black (and white) high school youth.142 There are two significant
aspects to this new militancy: first, young blacks are now engaging in collec-
tive political action and are less involved in internal gang warfare; and secondly,

the educational system is intrinsically important to the movement for libera-
tion because, as it is argued, cultural autonomy and black dignity are only
possible if children are taught by persons responsible and sympathetic to the
black community.

It is only recently that students have begun to regard themselves as
potential power holders in the institutions which they attend. Youthful
militants have focused on the school, for it is here that for the first time
expectations are cruelly raised and even more cruelly crushed.143 Whereas
the last year has seen increasing protests by middle-class black students in
colleges and universities, the high school has been the main target of militant
action for lower-class, urban youth and for a significant segment of middle-
class youth as well. The protests raise many issues: black student unions, cur-
riculum reforms, black teachers, democratic disciplinary procedures, “soul”
food, busing, boycotts, amnesty for “political” offenders, community con-
trol, police brutality, and many others.

In the last two years, most urban school systems have been disrupted by
militant protest. In 1967, seventeen percent of civil disorders involved
schools to some degree. In January through April, 1968, forty-four percent
involved schools. Of the April disorders following Dr. King’s death, nearly
half took place entirely in schools or adjacent grounds, while nearly another
third began in schools and spread to surrounding areas.144 Most of these
school disorders were connected in one way or another with the assassination
of Dr. King. But, according to the Lemberg Center for the Study of
Violence, “a continuation of the rate of civil disorders involving schools was
uncovered irrespective of the King tragedy, which served to intensify the
trend,” 145

This finding is supported by a cursory examination of school disorders
unrelated to riots. At the beginning of the 1967 school year, police and
students fought outside Manual Arts High School, in Los Angeles, in October
of 1967; the school was boycotted by over half the student body on October
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twenty-third, while the president of the faculty assgcia?ion petit'i(?ned the
Board of Education for “adequate personnel to maintain supervision and
security in order that the teachers may teaqh.”l46 New Jersey schools were
disrupted, when interracial fighting, vandalism, and. strike$ occnlx;?d at
Barringer High School in Newark and at Trentox? High SchoPL I
Chicago was the scene of two major school d1§turbe}nces in 1967. A rg yﬂ
to protest police brutality, held outside Forre'stv.xlle High School on the South
Side, ended in fifty-four arrests and twelve injuries. 148 A jocal gang leader
was credited with clearing the street when the police were rea}dy to use
force.149 Nevertheless, the police were required to fire warning shots in
order to disperse the rally. The next day, a spokesman fpr Studf_nt.s.for
Freedom, a militant group within the high school, promised to initiate a
boycott . . . unless the po(}ice and others who patrol the school as if it were
ison are removed.”15
! prTl:\Znsecond Chicago disturbance occurred in t?xe middle-class‘ subur!? of
Maywood after it became known that no black girl was on the list of five
homecoming queen finalists. Blacks comprise about twenty percent of )
Proviso East High School’s enrollment of 3,700 students.. Black and white
students boycotted the school for over a week;. at one pom}, attendance was
down to Iess than thirty percent; city officials imposed a nine P.M. curfew
after incidents of sniper fire and looting; sixty adults were arrested over the
weekend; the school’s security force was tripled and plam-clothgs policemen
patrolled the corridors; at the end of the week, police were required to use
to disperse crowds.151
tea;\/lgaa;wood’s black students were represented by loca! officials of the
NAACP who presented a list of grievances to the superintendent of schools.
“There was pressure from many sources, some of the sc:.hqol lz?ard, to ha_ve
uniformed police with riot sticks and helmets in the building,” the superin-
tendent said, “but I absolutely refused. A public school t.hat has to })e
turned into an armed camp has reached the lowest point, in desPeratlon. ) It
presents an image to pupils that we can’t afford to have.” During the r.mddle
of the boycott, school officials agreed to a number of demands, including N
(1) an inservice program in human relations for tez.lchers, 2 adquate tfeac -
ing of black history, (3) abolition of corporal pumshment.excep.t in self-
defense, and (4) investigation of complaints about cafeteria service. The
schoot board and Proviso East’s superintendent worked ?ut an agreement
despite the hostility of local whites who, like the Mayor’s W{fE, felt that the
“rioters” should have been “put down. They haven’t anything to cry about.
What hurts me is that the few spoil it for the good ones.””152 To §chool
officials, however, the grievances seemed to be widely su.pported m‘fhe local
black community. “We have responded,” said the”supermtendent, to some
legitimate needs that were presented with impact‘. ) o
The significance of the Maywood disturbance hes.m th(-:~ participation of
middie-class youth and NAACP officials. Maywood is a mxddle-cl.ass suburb
with a substantial percentage (almost thirty percgnt) of Negro re_mdents.
Its median family income is $9,450 and the median I}ome value is almost
$18,000. One quarter of the forty-man police force is black and two of the
town’s six trustees are Negroes.153 The successful protest at Proviso East
seriously contests the idea that school disorders are limited to a minority of
poor, lower-class, delinquency-prone youth. :
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School protests by black students escalated in 1968. In Cincinnati, sit-ins
and demonstrations of six of the city’s eight high schools resulted in the sus-
pension of 1,300 and arrests of one hundred students, most of whom were
black. Racial antagonism in East St. Louis forced the closing of a number
of schools in late April. In South Bend, Indiana, seventy-two adults and
fifty-nine juveniles were arrested after a sit-in at the school system’s adminis-
tration building. The sit-in was a protest against the use of armed guards in
two high schools and an elementary school in a predominantly black com-
munity. In Pittsburg, California, all of the city’s eleven schools were closed
on April eighteenth after a day of racial violence. Police were called into
Central High School in Flint, Michigan, to break up a sit-in protesting the
selection of only one Negro among six cheerleaders. 164

Militant protest was resumed with greater intensity in the fall. Interracial
fights broke out at Bladensburg High School, in Washington, D.C., following
complaints of discrimination against black students. “We’re going to partici-
pate in everything and nobody is going to stop us,” said one spokesman for
the dissident students. After a boycott and sporadic violence, officials of the
school met with student representatives and agreed to an amnesty.155 Inter-
racial violence recurred at Trenton High School for the fourth time in nine
months, resulting in a boycott by two-thirds of the school’s 3,000 students.
Blacks were challenged by white students chanting “Wallace for President.”
Further confrontations were prevented by riot police who intervened between
the two groups.156 Other disturbances occurred in New Jersey: black demon-
strators and white counter-demonstrators protested at Linden High School
after a black student was suspended for allegedly striking two white teachers;
and about 500 black students boycotted classes at Montclair High School in
order to protest a change in faculty leadership of the Black Student Union.157
The teaching of black history was another central issue in many protests, such
as the boycott of three high schools in Waterbury, Connecticut.158

Massive student boycotts occurred this year in Chicago and New York.
On October twenty-first, about 20,000 black students boycotted classes and
presented the Chicago Board of Education with an extensive list of demands,
including locally controlled schools, student participation in decision-making,
more black teachers and history courses, more technical and vocational
training, greater use of black business services to schools, and holidays to
commemorate the birthdays of Dr. King, Malcolm X, Marcus Garvey, and
W. E. B. DuBois.159

In summary, high school protests by black students have significantly
increased in the last few years. Both middle- and lower-class youth partici-
pate in such protests, often with the active support of their parents and local
community organizations. The success of boycotts, and other instrumental
protests suggest the increasing political consciousness of youth. Although
interracial violence continues in varying intensity, black and white students
occasionally demonstrate more solidarity than they have in the past. “It’s
the youngsters versus the system,” commented the Mayor of Trenton, New
Jersey, after a school disorder, “rather than the students versus the
students.””160 High school activists have generally impressed school officials
with the sophistication and legitimacy of their demands. Despite the general
hostility of the white community and press, some ameliorative concessions
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have been made to black students while more fundamental disputes over
school control and decentralization are still being contested.

The pervasiveness and strength of youthful militancy must be appreciated
in the context of the black liberation and student movements. Traditional
discussions of high shcool youth have invariably focused on “troublesome”
and “abnormal” forms of “acting-out” behavior—disturbances at dances,
athletic events, and parties, vandalism, gang fights and disputes over gang
territory, etc. Much of this activity was seen as a function of youthful
exuberance, or of adolescent restlessness, or of lower-class culture.

Theorists and experts have shown a special interest in explaining the negative
and pathological attributes of gangs, but they have rarely been concerned
with examining collective youth action from a political perspective. There is
a strong tendency to regard the political activities of youth in terms of
“conspiracy” and “anarchy”161—an attitude which underestimates the
popular appeal and purposeful character of the student movement.

Similarly, much attention has been directed to the problem of why young
people cause so much trouble for the schools, whereas the equally legitimate
question of why schools cause so much trouble for youth has been seriously
neglected. 162 The problematic aspects of the educational process are widely
attributed to students’ cultural and family backgrounds, or to their inability
to adjust to the demands of school life, or to their failure to cooperate with
teachers and school administrators. Fighting, vandalism, truancy, disobedi-
ence, and other “disrespectful”” behavior are handled as a form of psycho-
logical immaturity and cultural primitivism, commonly associated with
adolescent “acting-out.”

The militant activities of black youth have served to revise popular con-
ceptions about the immaturity and independence of youth, as well as to
focus considerable attention on the deficiencies and irrelevance of most
ghetto high schools. Government and school officials have in some instances
recognized the power of youth by agreeing to negotiate student demands, by
creating special programs of job training, and by “consulting” with youth
and gang leaders in the development of community projects. Often this recog-
nition is motivated by an awareness that youth organizations, like the
Blackstone Rangers in Chicago, are becoming more and more capable of
mobilizing vast numbers of young people with a view to political or even
guerilla action. After the death of Dr. King, the Blackstone Rangers helped
to “cool” Chicago’s Southside. According to one commentator, “This was
their way of saying, “You have to reckon with us because, if we cannot stop
one [a riot] , well, you know the alternative.’ This was a naked display of
power.”163

The politicization of black youth reflects the growing political interest of
youth in general. During 1968, for example, students in New York high
schools formed a union to protest racism and the war in Vietnam as well as
to enable participation in local school issues. 164 On April 26, thousands of
high school students attended a rally to protest the war.165

More specifically, however, student militancy has its roots in the black
liberation movement for political and cultural autonomy. Several years ago,

school protests focused almost uniquely on the problem of de facto segrega-
tion, Black adults and their children boycotted local schools to protest their
failure to comply with Federal standards on integration. White crowds,
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particularly in the South, gathered outside newly integrated schools to jeer,
harass, and even attack Negro students.166 Civil rights organizations engaged
student support to protest segregated facilities, but always insisted on the use
of nonviolent tactics. In late 1960, for example, a representative of the Southern
Christian Leadership Conference predicted a widespread resumption of
demonstrations against segregation: “I certainly judge from the students’
activity,” he said, “that they are mobilizing for a big push in the fall. They
are going to find unique ways to apply the technique of nonviolence.”167
Traditional civil rights organizations, especially the NAACP, were quick to
condemn violence, even from black youths seeking revenge against white
attacks.168

The new directions of the black movement have influenced and in turn
been influenced by urban, lower-class youth. Separatism has replaced integra-
tion as a primary objective and nonviolence has become for many another
tactic of resistance rather than a moral creed. It is the spirit and determina-
tion of black youth which moved James Forman to describe the 1960’s as
the “accelerating generation, a generation of black people determined that
they will survive, a generation aware that resistance is the agenda for today and
that action by people is necessary to quicken the steps of history.””169 The
militancy of youth has received considerable support from adults and com-
munity organizations.170 “If we had done this twenty years ago, our
childrenlwouldn’t have to be doing this today. These children will make us
free.”17

Perhaps the most significant reason for the militancy of youth is the fact
that education is central to the liberation perspective. The Nation of Islam
has long recognized the importance of recruiting and socializing a whole new
generation of proud and masculine youths:

The education and training of our children must . . . include the

history of the black nation, the knowledge of civilizations of man and
the Universe, and all sciences. . . . Learning is a great virtue and I would
like to see all the children of my followers become the possessors of it.
It will make us an even greater people tomorrow.172

New militant leaders and students themselves have come to appreciate the
value of this perspective, realizing that only through control of the educa-
tional system can they build a political movement and instill pride, dignity,
self-appreciation, and confidence in black Americans.

The struggle for educational autonomy is both a cultural and political
struggle. It isa cultural struggle in the sense that the school can provide
youth with an education which gives proper attention to black history and
black values, thus providing a positive sense of self-appreciation and identity.
But it is also a political struggle, for it is widely felt that the educational
system is a predominant means used by those in power to teach people to
“unconsciously accept their condition of servitude.”173 According to Edgar
Friedenberg, a white sociologist who has written extensively on education,
“the school is the instrument through which society acculturates people into
consensus before they become old enough to resist it as effectively as they
could later.”174 Thus, local control of the educational system will provide
an opportunity to build a resistance movement as well as to achieve some
cultural independence from the values of white America. “We don’t want to
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be trained in ROTC to fight in a Vietnam war,” says one black youth. “We
want ROTC to train us how to protect our own communities.” 175

The available evidence suggests that we are presently witnessing the rise
of a generation of black activists, enjoying wide support from their com-
munities and relatives, committed to the principles of local community con-
trol and cultural autonomy, and disenchanted with techniques of peaceful
protest associated with the civil rights movement of the 1950’s. Given this
militant participation by black youth, it is difficult to accept the Kerner
Report’s conclusion that “the central thrust of Negro protest.in the currer}t
period has aimed at the inclusion of Negroes in American society ona basis
of full equality rather than at a fundamental transformation of American
institutions.” The available evidence suggests that “inclusion” and “integra-
tion” have become largely irrelevant to black youth. *“‘Considering the
opportunities for being a Negro man in 1967 that society has held out to
them,” writes an adviser to the Blackstone Rangers, “they feel very fortunate
to have rejected them . . .. They want a mainstream all their own,”176
Demands of the groups like the Black Panthers for cultural autonomy and
decentralized power are gaining ascendancy. As Herman Blake testified
before this Commission:

You can’t go through any community without seeing black youth with
Huey P. Newton buttons and “Free Huey.” Many of them who have no
connection with the Panthers officially, wear the Panther uniform. We
all groove on Huey. No two ways about it. We dig him. And I use

that rhetoric because that’s the way it is. Not for any exotic reasons.177

And, as the Reverend John Fry has suggested, in Chicago’s South Side
ghetto, “What it means to be a man is to be a Blackstone Ranger.”’178 What-
ever differences may exist between militant black groups, their programs
generally speak to self-defense, political independence, community control,
and cultural autonomy. These themes challenge American social arrangements
at a deeper level than did the movement for “civil rights” and, in doing so,
they reveal problematic aspects of our national life which have been taken for
granted, at least by whites. Thus, since the publication of the Kerner Report,
the thrust of black protest, especially among the young, has shifted from
equality to liberation, from integration to separatism, from dependency to
power.

CONCLUSION

As we have pointed out throughout this report, group political violence
is not a peripheral or necessarily pathological feature of American political
history. For many black Americans today, violent action increasingly seems
to offer the only practical and feasible opportunity to overcome the effects
of a long history of systematic discrimination. The events of this year suggest
that violent racial incidents have, at least temporarily, become part of the
routine course of events rather than sporadic calamities.

Martin Luther King was killed on April 4, 1968. In the aftermath, civil
disorders occurred throughout the country, following an already rising
incidence of disorder in the first three months of the year.179 The following
facts are significant: 1) The month of April alone saw nearly as many dis-




The Politics of Protest

orders as the entire year of 1967, and more cities and states were involved
than in all the previous year. 2) There were more arrests and more injuries
in April 1968 alone than in all of 1967, and nearly as much property damage;
and there were more National Guard and Federal troops called more times
in April 1968 than in all of 1967.180

Major riots—none of which, individually, matched in dead or injured the
largest riots of the past three years—took place in several cities during the
month of April. In Chicago, nine were killed and 500 injured; in Washington,
D.C., eleven died, with 1,113 injuries. There were six deaths and 900 injuries
in Baltimore, and six more deaths in Kansas City, Missouri. Racial violence
of some degree of seriousness occurred in thirty-six states and at least 138
cities. 181

Considered in isolation, the summer itself was less “hot” than that of the
previous year, but it was hardly quiet. Racial violence occurred in July, for
example, in Seattle, in Paterson, N.J., in Jackson and Benton Harbor, Michigan;
in San Francisco and Richmond, California. In Cleveland, a shoot-out be-
tween black militants and police ultimately left eleven dead, including three
policemen.182 And any aura of relative quiet over the summer should be
dispelled by the fact that racial violence in 1968 did not end with the end of
the summer. The opening of schools in the fall was accompanied by an in-
crease in school disorders; sporadic assaults on police, and by police, con-
tinue as of this writing in many cities, and on college and high school
campuses.

Two general points emerge in considering the extent of racial disorder in

1968. First, generally speaking, the violence began earlier and continued
longer. 1967 also witnessed spring violence, but not to the same degree;

and not all of the increase this spring can be attributed to the assassination of
Dr. King. 183 It has become more and more difficult to keep track of violent
racial incidents.

Secondly, 1968 represented a new level in the massiveness of the official
response to racial disorder. In April alone, as noted above, more Natianal
Guard troops were called than in all of 1967 (34,900 to 27,700) and more
Federal troops as well (23,700 to 4,800).184 Never before in this country
has such a massive military response been mounted against racial disorder.
Troops in the streets of the cities are well on the way to becoming a familiar
sight. In one city—Wilmington, Delaware—armed National Guard troops,
enforcing a series of harsh anti-riot and curfew provisions, occupied the city
from April, 1968 until January, 1969.185

Although it is far too early for certainty, limited evidence suggests that the
massive ghetto riot—typified by the uprisings in Watts, Newark, and Detroit—
may be a thing of the past. None of the disorders of 1968 matches these in
scope. The specific explanation for this is far from clear. It lies somewhere
in the interaction between more massive and immediate “riot control”
efforts by authorities and the apparent perception by many blacks that the
“spontaneous riot,” as a form of political protest, is too costly in terms of
black lives. It is clear that some militant ghetto organizations, such as the
Blackstone Rangers in Chicago and the Black Panther Party in Oakland,
have made direct and markedly successful efforts to “cool” their communi-
ties, especially in the wake of the King assassination. These efforts have been
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spurred in part by the belief that a riot would provide the opportunity for
police attacks on ghetto militants:

We don’t want anything to break out that will give them [the police]
the chance to shoot us down. They are hoping that we do something
like that but we are passing the word to our people to be cool.186

Blacks did not participate, except peripherally, in the Chicago events during
the Democratic National Convention. There were no riots in the black
neighborhoods of Chicago.187 If this is a genuine trend, the decline of the
large-scale riot has important analytical implications. It provides a kind of
test for competing perspectives on the sources and meaning of riots. If the
decline of riots means the decline of disorders in general, then the view of
riots as controllable explosions rooted in black “tension” makes a good deal
of sense. If, on the other hand, the decline of the riot means only a change
in the character of violent black protest, then the roots of black violence
may go deeper and reach more profoundly into the structure of American
institutions,

There is some evidence—highly tentative—to suggest that the decline in the
scale of riots coincides with an increase in more strategic acts of violence and
a shift from mass riots to sporadic warfare.188 In July, as noted above,
Cleveland police battled with armed black militants, and the resulting disorder
saw three police killed. There were several attacks on police in Brooklyn in
the late summer; in August, two policemen were wounded by shotgun fire;
in early September, two policemen were hit by sniper fire as they waited for a
traffic light.189 In mid-September, a police communications truck was
firebombed, slightly injuring two policemen,190 In Harlem, two policemen
were shot and wounded, reportedly by two black men, as they sat in a parked
patrol car.191 Two September attacks on police took place in 1llinois; in
Kankakee, a policeman was wounded in what police termed an “ambush™ in
the black community;192 in Summitt, black youths reportedly fired shotguns
at two police cars, injuring two policemen.193 In the same month, eighteen
black militants were arrested in St. Louis following a series of attacks on
police, including shots fired at a police station and at the home of a police
lieutenant.194 During October, the San Francisco Bay Area was the scene of
the bombing of a sheriff’s substation and sniper fire against firemen in the
black community. Finally, in recent months, black students have made in-
creasing use of strategic acts of violence including the occasional firebombing
of homes as well as campus buildings.195

Correspondingly, as we indicate in Chapter VII and more generally in the
last chapter, the police and social control agencies increasingly view them-
selves as the political and military adversaries of blacks. This official militancy
has even taken the form of direct attacks on black militant organizations.
Black youth has become a special target for governmental and police action.
Despite frequent successes in high schools, youthful militancy has often met
with tough-minded programs of social control on the part of police and school
officials. Most “helping” programs—job training, summer outings, athletic
events, tutoring and civic pride projects, etc.—are seasonal and employ short-
term recreational strategies to “keep a cool summer” and distract youths from
more militant kinds of activities. Some authorities feel, for example, that
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“riots are unleashed against the community” from high schools and that the
granting of concessions to students will only encourage further rioting. 196

Consistent with this policy, intelligence units are supplementing youth
offices within police departments and are developing sophisticated counter-
insurgency techniques of gang control.197 The size of the gang intelligence
unit in Chicago has been increased from thirty-eight to 200.198 Govern-
mental programs on behalf of urban youth rarely involve young people in the
decision-making process. A modest program of job training in Chicago which
appointed local youth leaders to positions of administrative responsibility
was harassed by police and discredited by a Senate investigation.199 Rather
than increasing opportunities for the exercise of legitimate power by
adolescents, public agencies have opted for closer supervision as a means of
decreasing opportunities for the exercise of illegitimate power.200

At the same time, it is clear that the massive national effort, recommended
by the Kerner Commission, to combat racism through political and peaceful
programs has not materialized and shows few signs of doing so in the near
future. Despite widespread agreement with the Commission’s insistence that
“there can be no higher priority for national action and no higher claim on
the nation’s conscience,”201 other priorities and other claims still seem to
dominate the nation’s budget.
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Chapter V
THE RACIAL ATTITUDES

OF WHITE AMERICANS

INTRODUCTION

The most significant conclusion of the National Advisory Commission on
Civil Disorders (The Kerner Commission) was that “White racism is essentially
responsible for the explosive mixture which has been accumulating in our cities
since the end of World War I1.”1 Yet most Americans reply “not guilty” to
the charge of racism. In an opinion survey conducted in April of 1968, white
Americans disagreed by a fifty-three to thirty-five percent margin with the con-
tention that the 1967 riots were brought on by white racism.2

Perhaps part of the disagreement between public opinion and the Kerner
Commission stems from different definitions of “white racism.” The average
person is likely to reserve the emotionally loaded term “racism” for only the
most extreme assertions of white supremacy and innate Negro inferiority.
Finding that few of his associates express such views, he rejects the central
conclusion of the riot commission. Perhaps he would be somewhat more likely
to agree that historically white racism is responsible for the position of the black
man in American society. The Kerner Commission Report, however, not only
asserts that “‘race prejudice has shaped our history decisively” but claims further
that “it now threatens to affect our future.” The Commission validated its
charge of racism by pointing to the existing pattern of racial discrimination,
segregation, and inequality in occupation, education, and housing. But a dis-
tinction must be made between institutional racism and individual prejudice.
Because of the influence of historical circumstances, it is theoretically possible
to have a racist society in which most of the individual members of that society
do not express racist attitudes. A society in which most of the good jobs are
held by one race, and the dirty jobs by people of another color, is a society in
which racism is institutionalized, no matter what the beliefs of its members are.
For example, the universities of America are probably the least bigoted of
American institutions. One would rarely, if ever, hear an openly bigoted ex-
pression at schools like Harvard, Yale, the University of Chicago, the
University of California. At the same time, university faculties and students
have usually been white, the custodians black. They have concerned them-
selves primarily with the needs and interests of the white upper middle and
upper classes, and have viewed the lower classes, and especially blacks, as ob-
jects of study rather than of service. In this sense, they have, willy-nilly, been
institutionally “white racist.”
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In the next section we will examine the available data on white attitudes
toward black Americans. There we will see that although there have been
some favorable changes in the past twenty years, a considerable amount of
racial hostility and opposition to integration remains. To understand the
sources of this opposition, we will examine the social characteristics of those
whites most opposed to racial change, and we will consider psychological studies
which examine prejudice in the individual personality. In the final section on
the widening racial gap we will examine the disparity between white and black
perception of racial issues, including the perception of causes and consequences
of riots. This disparity is typified by the responses of black Americans to the
same April, 1968, opinion survey in which white Americans rejected the view
that white racism was responsible for the riots: by a fifty-eight to seventeen
percent majority, blacks agreed with the contention that the 1967 riots were
brought on by white racism. Also in the concluding section we will examine
an opinion gap that may be even more important and ominous than black-
white differences. That is the discrepancy between public willingness and con-
gressional unwillingness to enact programs guaranteeing significant improve-
ment in jobs, housing, and education in the black ghetto.

Decline in Prejudice

Since the early 1940’s, survey research organizations such as the National
Opinion Research Center in Chicago have asked a series of standardized racial
attitude questions of representative samples of the U.S. population at repeated
intervals. The immediately apparent trend of responses to these questions is a
decline in the verbal expression of anti-Negro prejudice and a striking reduc-
tion in support for discrimination and segregation.”? Thus the percentage of
white Americans who express approval of integration when asked, “‘Do you
think white students and Negro students should go to the same schools or to
separate schools?” was thirty percent in 1942, forty-eight percent in 1956, and
sixty percent in 1968. Support for residential integration as measured by re-

Table 1. Percent of White Americans Who Say White Students and
Negro Students Should Go to the Same Schools (Data Furnished
Courtesy of the National Opinion Research Center}

60%

1942 1956 1968

sponses to the question, “If a Negro with the same income and education as you E:

The Racial Attitudes of White Americans
Table 2. Percent of White Americans Who Do Not Object to

Residential Integration (Data Furnished Courtesy of the
National Opinion Research Center}

65%

1942 1956 1968

moved into your block, would it make any difference to you?” exhibit a simi-
lar pattern. In 1942, only thirty-five percent of American whites would not
have objected to a Negro neighbor of their own social class. By 1956, fifty-one
percent and, by 1968, sixty-five percent would accept such a neighbor. Similar
trends can be observed in decreasing support in transportation facilities and

increasing support for equality of employment opportunity.
THE VALIDITY OF RACIAL ATTITUDES SURVEYS

Several critics have questioned whether these changes in poll responses rep-
resent “real” reductions in prejudice as opposed to a mere decline in the re-
spectability of prejudice. Even if we accept this skeptical explanation of the
positive trends, however, there are grounds for optimism. At the very least,
the reported shifts signify a change in perceived racial norms, which in itself
creates a climate of opinion more favorable to interracial understanding. It is
true that any attempt to assess white attitudes toward black Americans is sub-
ject to numerous pitfalls. A person’s “true” racial beliefs and feelings cannot
be measured directly but can only be inferred from what he says and does.

For a vdriety of reasons an individual may not wish to reveal his true attitudes,
and indeed he may be only dimly aware of them. Several students of race rela-
tions have argued, in fact, that overt discriminatory actions, rather than verbal
reports of feelings, are the appropriate indices of prejudice. However, this sug-
gestion overlooks the fact that people can lie with behavior as well as with
words.3 Under the pressure of economic gain or social expectations, a racially
intolerant person may accept desegregation, while the opposite pressures may
lead to discriminatory behavior on the part of tolerant individuals. With regard
to social policy implications, the chief justification for studying attitudes of
intolerance and exclusiveness is the fact that racist attitudes are among the im-
portant causes of racist behavior. There are several grounds for believing that
racial opinion survey responses do reflect genuine beliefs and feelings. Several
experiments have demonstrated a clear relationship between the standard meas-
ures of racial attitudes used in public opinion polls and more direct measures of
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autonomic or “‘gut-level” emotional responses.4 Others have shown a positive
relationship between verbal measures of attitudes toward minority groups and
actual behavior in interaction with members of the minority group.5 The posi-
tive relationship between attitudes and behavior has not only been demonstrated
in experimental studies of interracial behavior. Pre-election surveys have also
shown that attitudes, when properly measured, are predictive of complex social
behavior. Several grounds for believing that the polls are tapping genuine feel-
ings and evaluations have been suggested by Thomas Pettigrew.6 For example,
the remarkable consistency of the results of surveys of white attitudes toward
blacks reported by different polling agencies using a wide variety of questions
would be difficult to explain if the respondents in such surveys were merely
attempting to appear respectable or to gain the approval of the interviewers.
As Pettigrew points out, rapport in the polling situation is unusually good, and
most survey critics underestimate what a good confidant an attentive stranger
makes, who is interested in your personal views. Perhaps most compelling of
all, the data reported in this chapter on regional differences in verbal expres-
sions of negative attitudes toward black Americans, and the general trend over
time of a sharp national reduction, but not elimination, of anti-Negro preju-
dice, are completely consistent both with the persisting regional differences
in segregation and discrimination and with the national reduction in social and
legal sanctions in support of segregation.

The Elusive White Backlash: Increased Acceptance of Goals, Continued
Rejection of Means

Another question raised by the above data on changing racial opinions con-
cerns the widely discussed “white backlash.” Have recent hardenings and re-
versals of white attitudes nullified the gains of the past? The answer to this
question is surprisingly complex. As we shall see, there has been no over-all
white backlash in the sense of a reversal of attitudes on the part of previously
tolerant whites. Nor has there been a decline in white support for the broadly
defined goals of equality of opportunity. But to suggest that the term “back-
lash” may be a misnomer is not to deny that white racism continues to be a
powerful force in American life. The events of the 1960’s have made race
more salient for all white Americans, especially for the lower-middle and work-
ing class white Northerner, whose latent anti-Negro feelings could now emerge
with political force, and for the white liberal, whose sympathy for the broad
goals of equality were put to the test by specific policies such as the bussing of
schoolchildren, and increased demands for black autonomy.

The several post-riot studies of immediate white reactions to riots do not
lend much support to the view that formerly sympathetic whites have suddenly
shifted to an anti-Negro stance because of the riots. Those whites who reacted
most negatively to the Watts riot, for example, were those who initially dis-
liked Negroes, favored segregation, and opposed the civil rights movement.8
However, one can find scattered evidence in the poll data to support the asser-
tion that there has been an overall negative reaction to the riots. An August
1967 Gallup poli found that almost a third of all white persons nationally say
they have a lower regard for Negroes because of the riots. But the same poll
demonstrates that basic white attitudes toward integration in housing have
undergone no significant negative change. Gallup reports the following shifts
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in white attitudes toward housing integration during the period of ghetto
riots and the presumed “white backlash™:

i i ion: “if colored people came to
3. Responses of white Americans to the question: “if co fe car
C?lfjelizext dmIz]r, woul&f you move?” (From Gallup Report press r.eleases. Furnished
courtesy of the American Institute of Public Opinion.)

1963 1965 1966 1967
% % % %

29 13 13 12

Yes, Definitely . ... ..o oo = ” n 5
ﬁcs,might.‘.........‘.............::55 P P P
L T T T NIRRT N

i i ion: “Would you move if colored
. Responses of white Americans to the question. I
,]Z'gs’lg ;me rg.}ive in great numbers in your netglzbarhoqd? (From .Galhq_) Report press
releases. Furnished courtesy of the American Institute of Public Opinion.)

1963 1965 1966 1967

% % % %

40

Yes,definitely . . . ..o v i oo e gg ;g g? a0

mes,mlght22 3 3 39
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Thus, there is little in the available opinion data to support the notloln of
white backlash, if backlash is defined as increased opposition to the goals ;
and aspirations of Negro Americans. The trend toward greater acce[&tmvsﬁ 71
interracial goals by white Americans was merely slowed, not reversed. i'
one looks at white attitudes toward the means employed by groups protes ing
inequality of opportunity for black Americans, a somew}}a_t less sympz;:héetlct prlc-
ture emerges. In a survey conducted by the National Opinion Researc . ten €
in April of 1968, it was found that, even though forty percent of the w] él e
Americans interviewed say that they have become more favorable tow;r
racial integration in recent years (as oppos.ed to thirty-three percent wh to ‘rje-
port becoming less favorable and twenty-five percent wk}o say then: atti I\ljl es N
have not changed), almost two out of three said they think th.e actions Negro:
have taken have hurt their cause more than they have hfalped it. i ;

The tentative acceptance of the goals of blacls Americans, pa'rt'lcularly 10:1
equal treatment by the law and for equal educﬁltxonal opport'upltles, coupale.t ;
with a rejection of the means employed by action groups striving far elq9u601, y O
opportunity, has long characterized white attitudes. Th{oughOut the s,d
whites have consistently opposed civil rights dem?nstratlons. Whltgs oppose
the lunch counter sit-ins in 1960, the Freedom Rides of 1961, the .cwxl .nghts
rally in Washington, D.C. in 1963, the student-run Negro voter reglitratt']on
project in Mississippi in the summer of 1964, and, more generally, act 10_1:5 .
Negroes have taken to obtain civil rights” by closg to a two to one ma](';n y&

Much of the argument for the existence of whgte backlash has be.en asef
upon an increase in opposition to the pace of social change. T}}e evidence for
the desire for a slowdown is supplied primarily by the changes in response to
the following question:
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Table 5. Responses of representative samples of Americans to the questions: “Do you
think the Jok Iministration is hing iy

(From Gallup Report press releases. Furnished courtesy of the American Institute of
Public Opinion.)

PERCENT SAYING “TOO FAST”

February 1964
April 1965

September 1966
August 1967
April 1968

Although there has been a great deal of fluctuation, the general trend appears
to have been toward an increased resistance to the pace of racial change.

In a recent study, however, Professor Michael Ross of the University of
California at Santa Barbara has cast doubt upon this interpretation.10 Ross’s
data suggest that during the Kennedy and Johnson administrations there was a
cyclic quality to public reactions to the pace of racial change, and that shifts
in public opinion about the rate at which integration is proceeding constitute
not an overall hardening of white attitudes, but simply highly volatile but tem-
porary reactions to recent events. The Ross analysis suggests that responses to
the question about the pace at which the administration is pushing integration
are influenced by the general popularity of the administration, independent
of racial issues.

The results of a survey conducted by Louis Harris for Newsweek magazine
in the summer of 1967 fit the pattern of increased acceptance of goals,
coupled with continued rejection of means. Though the Harris survey showed
that whites were somewhat more inclined to admit to stereotyped views re-
garding anti-Negro prejudice than they had been in the immediate past, a clear
majority were “ready to approve even the most drastic Federal programs to
attack the root causes of violence in the ghettos.”11 (Notably, by 1968 the
acceptance of negative stereotypes had generally declined to below the 1963
level.) In sum, then, during the 1960’s assertive attempts to achieve political,
social and economic equality of opportunity for Negroes have met with the
disfavor of a majority of white Americans. Only moderate legislation receives
the approval of more than half of the whites in this country. At the same
time, over the past twenty years, and despite some minor short-term fluctua-

tion, there has been a steady increase in white support for the goals of integra-
tion and equality of opportunity for black Americans. Nevertheless it is
abundantly clear that a great deal of resistance to racial change remains.

To understand the sources of this resistance, we must know more about
the characteristics of those who oppose integration and who accept negative
stereotypes of black Americans. Who are the prejudiced and the opponents
of racial change, and how do they differ from their more tolerant countrymen?
Both social structure and individual personality are involved in the causes of
prejudice, and thus the answer to this question will be given in two parts. We
will examine first the differences in white racial attitudes among population

sub-groubs, and then the psychological characteristics associated with racial
prejudice.

gration too fast, or not fast enough?” '

The Racial Attitudes of White Americans
Subgroup Difference in White Attitudes toward Blacks

Numerous studies of the relationships betwee.n prejudice and S\:clh \;a:r:)z;lb;es
as age, education, and socioeconomic status are in agreement cf)n a teta one
point: no single social characteristic can completely .account“ gr E)a e;ls sof
ethnic hostility.12 Nevertheless, in a number of Stud.les, smz.\ ut con sten
differences in prejudice have been shown to be assocxa'ted w_nhdcertta:hr,lasrd -
groups. In the United States, the grez:ites; %%"ere;;::ei\sl :t'll ;;Z;LE) ;;1 ign ard racial
i ation are regional. Surveys conducted by ]

1(!31:1%; in 1963 shgow white Northc:.imer;lgvirwlleg?;:ﬁ%/nr?}?;i 23;,1?1:21;3\:::1
i ion in schools, housing, and public transpor Sout
:::%Jr;t;odifference ranging from nineteen percent in Fhe case olflhorm:‘lsg 1::;.
gration to thirty-eight percent on the issue of integration in public tra wlk)l ort
tion.13 Clearly, historical effects continue to e)'(ert th?ll' influence Ogeclinin
Southern racial opinion. Nevertheless these {eglonal differences are cclifir sge,_
and Southern attitudes have undergone drastic changes from their earli
line of a total rejection of integration. o
Another population variable which é; reltatled ;o p;fgjltl}?;ﬁ :agildoe;gtlsl :’efsih < ten
ly than region, is urbanization. Sheatsley fou
ls;:(g’:sgt }r,netropoﬁltan areas obtained the highest and most fav:ralt?le scci:trﬁfe oll;laaility
“pro-integration scale” consisting of responses to questions deal ;?g Yv he Ssin
of employment opportunity for Negroes, rac.lal integration in scl I\«].)o s, housi g,
and public transportation, and approval or disapproval of white-Negro °
interaction.14 Those who reside in rural areas had the lowes.t and least avor'-1
able scores on the pro-integration scale. These rpral-urban fhffer:nl:es u: racia
exclusiveness are perhaps in keeping with the wxfiely .helfi view o tdebclh y-.or
dweller as more cosmopolitan, and tolerant of diversity in tral‘ts '«;ln eha:':n .
In keeping with another commonly held view, several studies have suos n
marked age differences in anti-I’\II‘igrod;}rfe]udlceh\»:;hb;h; gtiedﬁt ;gt; egrl onl;-term
i most intolerance. This difference b
f{l’:j;ll:[g‘ ?ﬁite attitudes; it is possible that part of th}s long-term trend driélse;cts
the replacement of an older more intolerant generation b.y a rf)e:lver a’r;l g 1es
prejudiced one. However, until adequate long-term studies o tle :sat e
dividuals become available (as opposed to age-gf'admg of a sgmp[e ‘mle vie™
at one point in time), this must remain a tentative hypothesis. It is (;il m)\/N .
possible, as Bettleheim and Janowitz have pom?ed out, that as a pezs thg ow
older his attitudes become less tolerant.15 A disturbing exceptm?h (: the Vg
and prejudice relationship is the ﬁndin.g in seYeral recen} sulrv_eys 1a he ve ersy
youngest Southern respondents intemewed,. ie., tl}ose in their early entic N
are somewhat Jess tolerant than those in their thirties. It has been sugg ted
that this difference may reflect the impact of th_e pos?-1954 cor?tro:/}e:rszddes-
school desegregation upon the foml‘lgtion of racial attitudes during the
se young Southerners. o
cenlc: s(:)t;:g)lleogjc}:lal regearch, socioeconomic status is often deflnefi in 1tetr;rtlls;s°f
three closely related variables: education, income, and occupatflona‘ose com;mic
Both separately and in combination, these. thr.ee components o §0§{vidual’s
status are clearly related to antlil-li\leltgrt; P\‘au?xﬁ:.w'ﬁl;i )l:;’%lem;riz;r: oxlr:: r; oy
soci mic status, the less likely it is tha t
S:;::;:figzist attitudés toward black Americar}s. Of the thnf.ei\,] educanqﬁdh}z:rs
the strongest and most consistent inverse relationship to anti-Negro prej .
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In fact, the previously discussed relationship of age to prejudice is complicated
by the important role of education. Young people are not only likely to

have more education than older Americans (in terms of years of schooling),

but the quality of education which young people receive is more likely to stress
values and perspectives incompatible with racism. Thus the relationship between
age and prejudice is at least partly attributable to the more basic relationship
between education and prejudice. .

These findings should prove encouraging to those who view the transmis-
sion of democratic values as one of the important functions of education in a
free society. However, certain qualifications must be made regarding the pre-
sumed increase in tolerance as a function of education. First of all, as Bettle-
heim and Janowitz pointed out, “the very fact that a significant portion of
college graduates still hold stereotypes and support discrimination reflects the
limits of the education system in modifying attitudes.”17 In addition, Stember
has shown that education brings both positive and negative changes.18 The
better educated are less likely to accept traditional stereotypes or to reject
casual contacts with minority group members, and they are opposed to formal
discriminatory policies. However, better educated people develop their own
“idiosyncratic” and derogatory stereotypes, and they may be more likely to
favor informal discrimination and to reject intimate contact with minority
groups. Thus, while the overall effect of education is undoubtedly to reduce ~
at least the most blatant and obvious varieties of prejudice and discrimination,
education as it is presently offered in our society is not completely incompat-
ible with bigotry and intolerance. .

A variable that bears a more complex relationship to prejudice than any
mentioned so far is that of religion. Several studies show that Jewish respond-
ents are considerably less intolerant of Negroes than are Protestant and Catho-
lic respondents, though this may be due in part to differences in level of educa-
tion and urbanization. The data on church-attendance are especially interest-
ing and perhaps somewhat surprising. Numerous studies have shown that church-
attenders are, on the average, more prejudiced than non-attenders. This finding
is particuarly disturbing in view of the fact that the teachings of all the world’s
major religions have stressed brotherly love and humanitarian values. That
Americans who attend church are more intolerant than those who do not
seems to suggest that Christian religious denominations have failed to com-
municate the values of brotherly love and humanitarianism. Social psychologists
Gordon Allport and Michael Ross!9 have suggested a possible resolution of
this paradox. Since intolerance and discrimination conflict with religious
principles, a person for whom religion is intrinsically valuable, and who has
internalized the teachings of his religion, should be particularly unlikely to
direct hostile sentiments and actions toward others. On the other hand, prej-
udiced attitudes would not necessarily be dissonant for the casually religious
person for whom religion, instead of being valued for its own sake, serves in-
strumental needs such as getting along in the community. If we can assume
that frequency of church attendance is positively associated with devoutness
and intrinsic religiosity, then the Allport-Ross interpretation receives some
support from recent studies which have asked more detailed questions about
frequency of church attendance. Several such studies have demonstrated a
curvilinear relationship between prejudice and church attendance, with the
casual infrequent attender being more prejudiced than either the non-attender
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or the person who attends church very frequently. Studies ?f the relatlonsh.lp
between attitudinal religious orientation and prejudice provide even more di-
rect support for Allport’s distinction between instrumentat and intrinsic

L 00
rehlgrllosslxltri,l, a composite profile of the racially intolerant individual emerges:
he (or she) is most likely to be a poorly educate.d, oldgr, rural soufht?mer,
with a poor-paying, low status job. Though he is non'una}ly a Chr_xstlan, he at-
tends church irregularly. His more tolerant countryman is mqst hke}y tobea
well-educated, highly paid resident of a large northern city, W.lth a high status
occupation. If he professes allegiance to any religious denomlflgtlon, he is
most likely to be Jewish, or, if he is a Christian, a devoutly religious person
who attends religious services frequently.

Personality and Prejudice

Although such social factors as urbanization, region,A and educa}ion account
for much racial prejudice, these forces do not exert their effects directly upon
intolerance and discrimination. They are mediated through the personality,
beliefs, and feelings of individuals. o

White racism may serve three general needs or functxt?ns for. those who.
subscribe to it.21 One psychological function of prejud.lce _wkuch 'has received
a great deal of attention in many studies is the extemahzatxoq of inner con-
flict. A person who is insecure about his own personal or social status may
attempt to maintain his own sense of worth by disparaging others. Inﬁuepced
by the writings of Sigmund Freud, a number of authors have argued convinc-
ingly that, for many individuals, their own unaccept.ablg and unconscious im-
pulses and desires may be an important cause of prejudice. Sexual anfi aggres-
sive feelings, which the individual would rather. not. acknowledge to himself,
may be projected outward and attributed to minority groups. This refusal to
acknowledge negative characteristics of oneself or one’s own group, coupled .
with a tendency to project the unacceptable characteristics onto out-groups,
has been labelled the “authoritarian personality”” and may result frotp child-
rearing practices in which the expression of sexua.llity and aggression is {net
with severe parental sanctions.22 Such a person is most comfortable with

rigid and clearcut systems of authority and status. He tends to be unust.xally
submissive to those above him in such hierarchies and unusually aggressive to-
ward those he perceives as below him. The authoritarianism or “F (f.or
fascism) scale developed by the personality researchers has bgen used in hun-
dreds of studies, most of which have found a clear relationship between au-
thoritarianism and prejudice. Authoritarian personalities are not necessanlyl
“sick” or “neurotic.” Indeed where authoritarian and racist social anq pOlltl’-;
cal institutions exist, such personalities may be happier and “bet'fer-z}d]usted
than the more ambivalent and more consciously conflicted equalitarian

ersonalities. .

P Externalization of inner conflict is not the only psychological need. which
prejudice may serve. Obviously, intolerant attit.ugles may regeive continual
support from the social environment. Most individuals needing the a}?prm{al
of their families, friends, and work or business associates, do Qot readily dis-
sent from their views.23 In a study contrasting the psychologlf:al sources of
anti-Negro prejudice in the North and the South, Thomas Pettigrew found
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that the externalization of inner conflict, as measured by the authoritarianism
scale, played an equally important role as a cause of prejudice in both regions:
in both the North and South, the authoritarians were more anti-Negro than
the non-authoritarians. That authoritarianism was not the sole cause of prej-
udice, however, was demonstrated by the fact that, though the level of au-
thoritarianism was the same in the northern and southern samples, the level
of anti-Negro prejudice was much higher among the southern respondents.
Pettigrew found that in the South, but not in the North, those who were most
attuned to and concerned about adhering to local social customs were most
prejudiced.

In addition to the functions of social adjustment and externalization of in-

ner conflict, prejudiced attitudes may serve a reality testing function for some -

people, helping them to “‘size up” objects and events in the environment.24
The cognitive advantages of “prejudgment” in terms of culturally acquired be-
liefs and evaluations are numerous and immediately apparent. For example,
reports of political turmoil in the emerging African nations are quickly cate-
gorized by the bigot as yet another illustration of “innate Negro inferiority”
and the need for white leadership and dominance of black people. This saves
him the mental effort of considering the complex historical, political, and
economic factors involved in these and similar problems. By helping him make
sense of the world, these borrowed stereotypes become more firmly fixed, and
he becomes convinced of the accuracy of his socially acquired definition of
“reality.”

A great deal of contemporary social psychological research has supported
the general proposition that there is a strain toward consistency and “balance”
in people’s beliefs and evaluations. We feel more comfortable when the
groups and people that we like are associated with “good” characteristics and
actions, and similarly we expect those we dislike to have negative qualities
and to engage in “bad” activities. If we become aware of in consistencies and
contradictions in our beliefs, we feel uncomfortable and tend to change them
so as to eliminate or at least reduce the inconsistency.25

The contradiction between American values of fair play and equality of op-
portunity on the one hand, and racial discrimination on the other, are poten-
tial sources of “cognitive dissonance.” Does this mean that communications
which directly attack this potential conflict will result in less prejudice? Ina
public opinion survey, the sociologist Frank Westie26 first asked people to in-
dicate their agreement or disagreement with general American creed state-
ments, such as “Everyone in America should have equal opportunities to get
ahead,” and “Under our democratic system people should be allowed to live
where they please if they can afford to.” Most respondents agreed with the
general items. They were then asked for their opinions on specific social policy
questions related to the general values, such as “‘I would be willing to have a
Negro as my supervisor in my place of work,” or “I would be willing to have
a Negro family live next door to me.” A smaller percentage of people were
willing to support values such as equality of opportunity in employment and
housing when these values were expressed in the form of specific and personal
reactions to a Negro supervisor or a Negro neighbor than when they were ex-
pressed in general terms. At this point, Westie’s interviewers asked the re-
spondents to compare their responses to the two related sets of questions.

When they had been inconsistent, most of the respondents recognized the
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dilemma, and, of those who responded to the inconsistgncy, eig}}ty-tyvo per--
cent changed their anti-democratic answers to the spec;ﬁc questions in the di-
rection of their democratic answers to the general questions. For example,
upon seeing the conflict between his endorsement of e.qual employment op—d
portunity and his rejection of the idea of a Negro as his supervisor, a respond-
ent might say, “Well, I guess it might be all right f.or a Negro to be superwso;l ,
if he were unusually qualified.” Perhaps this finding lends su?port to Myrfi S
prediction that in the long run the general tenets of the American cree(.l will
win out over the contradictory valuations defining American race relations.
However, it is clear that historical and situational factors will also play a de-
cisive role.

Selecting the Target for Prejudice: Racial Differences or Belief Differences?

A source of prejudice that is related to the reality testing,and cognitive bal-
ance functions of autitudes is illustrated by Milton Rokegch s recent researc.h
on “perceived belief dissimilarity.”27 Ina series of studles,.Ro.keach al"ld his
associates have contended that when a person is racially .pre]udlced he is not
really bothered by racial difference so much as by a feeling that beliefs 'and
values differ from his own. When given a choice, whites prefer to aSSfm{ate
with persons of other races who hold similar beliefs, e.g., a black Qhrlstxan.
rather than a white atheist. These results were obtained not only in experi-
mental studies in which students completed questionnaires but glso in very
realistic work situations in which newly hired janitors and hospital attendants‘
chose work partners on the basis of similarity in beliefs rather t.ha{l on the l?a51s
of race. This general principle must be qualified in the fase of mt:.mate social
contact. In interpersonal forms of behavior such as one’s own dating or mar-
riage or that of a member of one’s family, race is a more lmpo’rtant considera-
tion than beliefs. Although this seems to contradict Rokeach’s gene{al f.on.nu-.
lation, the contradiction may be more apparent than rf-:gl. Though filscrmunatxon
tends to occur along visible lines of language, color rellgloys a.ffﬂ}atlon, and
ethnicity, according to Rokeach, these visible charagteris'tlcs indicate to most28
people the existence of important differences in beliefs, n}terests, anfl yalues.
Even when we learn that for at least some important religious or pollc{tcal val-
ues he is similar to us, we apparently assume that in other realms he will prob-
ably differ from us more than a person with similar views and of our own race.
Thus, even the slight preference for persons of the same race and same be.hef,
over persons of a different race but same belief, may really represent attrlb}lted
differences and similarities in beliefs and values in realms other than those in
which the beliefs have been made public. At the very least, we can probably
conclude that for most people it is not color per se that produces intolerance,
but rather the differences in beliefs, values, and behavior that are assumed to
be associated with differences in color. -

The ethnocentric preference for in-group members and dislike for those
who are “not our kind” varies from one individual to another and from one
population sub-group to another. One important consequence of tl}e expe-
tiences and widening psychological horizons that accompany urbanization and
industrialization appears to be an increased tolerance for othef people and for
other ways of doing things. Intergroup contact not only provides an oppor-
tunity for learning about existing similarities of the out-group to the in-group,
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but such contact may also work indirectly to reduce prejudice by increasing
behavioral and attitudinal similarities between groups.29 Nevertheless, en-
claves of provincialism remain in even the largest cities, particularly in homog-
encous ethnic neighborhoods, where social interactions may be almost entirely
limited to members of one’s ethnic group.

To summarize, prejudice may serve to externalize psychic conflict, or it
may enhance adaptation to an already prejudiced group, or it may offer the
mental stability that comes with stereotypical thinking. Related to the reality
testing or stereotyped thinking function, recent research demonstrates that
perceived dissimilarities in beliefs and values are important determinants of
the selection of a target for prejudice. That there are varying bases for prej-
udice has implications for action programs designed to reduce intergroup
tension. For maximum effectiveness, a campaign to reduce prejudice should
be applied to the motivational bases of prejudice. An “information” campaign
which tries to destroy old stereotypes and stresses qualities held in common
by the in-group and the out-group will have little effect if antipathy toward
the out-group is deeply rooted in local customs and norms. In such a situation,
prejudice helps the individual adjust to his own group, and information about
the disliked minority is irrelevant to the needs which his antipathy serves.
Statements by highly respected leaders, together with legislation prohibiting
discrimination, may be more helpful than information campaigns in under-
mining the social adjustment basis of racial hostility. But neither information
nor statements from respected and admired leaders is likely to affect the prej-
udices of those for whom racial hostility serves as an expression of deep social
and personal frustration.

Social Change and Prejudice

In order to predict future changes in white attitudes toward black Ameri-
cans, we must consider the impact of certain social changes upon individual
beliefs and values. The effects of modernization upon prejudice are neither
entirely positive nor entirely negative. We shall begin by discussing some
positive effects.

As a nation we are becoming increasingly more urban, more affluent, and
better educated. At the same time white attitudes toward black Americans
become-increasingly favorable. Does this mean that the social changes taking
place in the United States are inimical to dogmatic ethnocentrism? Such is
the conclusion arrived at by William Brink and Louis Harris after their analysis
of white racial attitudes: “The thrust of education, mobility, and rising in-
comes will produce fewer backlash whites and far more affluent whites . . . .
The impact of education and rationalism is having a telling effect on white
society in America.”30

The manner in which the social changes accompanying modernization and
industrialization increase tolerance has been suggested by the sociologist Sam-
uel Stouffer. Stouffer found that youth, more education, higher status occu-
pation, and urban residence were associated with tolerance for political non-
conformity-a result that corresponds with the findings of studies of racial
tolerance. Stouffer suggests:

Great social, economic, and technological forces are working on the
side of exposing ever larger proportions of our population to the idea
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that “people are different from me, with different systems of values,
and they can be good people.”31

In the light of Rokeach’s studies of perceived differences in beliefs as a source |
of prejudice, it appears that, in addition to this “tolerance tl‘!rough faml.lxanty
effect,a related process may be occurring in which urbanization, education,
and the mass media bring real and vicarious contact with other groups.
Through this contact people learn that other groups are not so different from
themselves as they had imagined. o

In general then, the total effect of urbanization, education, and widening
social contact should eventually undermine the belief that “our way is the one
true way.” Perhaps this is best exemplified by the process of educafion.
Ideally, college students should not only acquire information in their courses
that conflicts with a belief in innate racial inferiority or superiority, they )
should also acquire a questioning, skeptical outlook that is incompati.ble with
the ethnocentric assumption that all gocd resides in the in-group, while the
out-group has nothing but bad qualities. . .

Age differences in anti-Negro prejudice among white provide _stlll a'noth‘er
reason for optimism. Even though it is logically possible that aging will bring
a hardening of racial attitudes, the fact that young people, partlcularlx well-
educated young people, express more support for integration than tk!elr elders
may be a harbinger of the direction of change in American race relanops. )

Unfortunately several important qualifications must be added tO'thlS opti-
mistic picture. For one thing, the available evidence suggests that h{gher edu-
cation does not automatically reduce prejudice. Years spent attending college
do not, in themselves, serve to eliminate racist beliefs and atAtitudes, unl.ess
the quality of the educational experience is incompatible with such beliefs and
attitudes. In a study done for the Kerner Commission, Campbell and Schuman
found that college education has a positive effect upon racial attitudes only
for those who received their college education after World War 11.32

A convincing proof that education and industrialization are qot ip t}.lem-
selves foolproof immunization against prejudice and ethnocentrism is given
by Nazi Germany. In that instance, advanced scientific achievements simply
increased the efficiency with which the ultimate genocidal conclusion of rac-
ism was carried out. These all too recent horrors along with continuing racial
intolerance in America have led several social scientists to examine the sources
of strain in our society that may generate intergroup hostility. Paradoxically,
certain aspects of those very democratic institutions and va‘lues in vsfhich we
take most pride may under certain circumstances cause an increase in anti-
democratic attitudes. Bettieheim and Janowitz point out: “In an advanced
industrial society where individualistic values predominate, those sociological
variables that tend to weaken ethnic hostility have some limits and may even
generate counter-trends.”33

One such counter-trend is an inordinate concern with status and with social
and personal identity. The historian Richard Hofstadter has {emarked: “Be-
cause, as a people extremely democratic in our social institutions we have had
no clear, consistent and recognizable system of status, our personal status
problems have an unusual intensity.”34 Thus the rootlessness and heterogene-
ity of American life produce in some of us an anxious desire to secure an
identity and to escape from the freedom of a democratic, loosely-structured,
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rapidly changing social system.35 The results of several studies indicate that
those who are most concerned about status tend also to be most prejudiced,36
and that status concern is associated with child-rearing practices that result in
authoritarianism and prejudice in children.37 Concern for status seems to pro-
duce a preference for hierarchical orderings, in which the prestige that accrues
to one’s group is derived at least in part from the fact that there are groups
below it on the totem pole of prestige. Social changes that appear to have ad-
verse effects upon the relative standing of his own group are particularly dis-
tasteful to the individual whose personal identity is derived to a large extent
from his social standing. That politicians are aware of this reaction is indicated
by their explicit appeal in the 1968 campaign to the “forgotten men” of the
lower-middle and working class—the whites who feel that their relative stand-
ing is threatened by the social and economic gains of black Americans.

A consequence of our fluid and changing social structure that is closely re-
lated to anxiety over the status of one’s own group relative to other groups is
the social mobility of individuals. Inevitably there are losers as well as winners
in a striving, competitive, achievement-oriented society. The losers are the
“downwardly mobile”—those who experience declines in socioeconomic status
within the spans of their own work careers or whose socioeconomic status is
lower than that of their parents. After reviewing a series of studies on the at-
titudinal consequences of social mobility, Bettleheim and Janowitz conclude
that downward mobility typically increases prejudice, and, while slight upward
mobility may have little effect or may reduce prejudice slightly, extreme up-
ward mobility may also increase prejudice.38 The effect of downward mobil-
ity seems readily understandable: a visible and vulnerable minority group
makes a likely scapegoat for the bitterness and frustration caused by a loss in
status. But additional mechanisms may be operating to produce a relationship
between mobility and prejudice. One of the negative consequences of mobil-
ity is a disruption of interpersonal relationships with family, friends, and work
associates. Because of his social origins, the mobile individual is ill-at-ease with
those of his present social rank, and with those whose origins are similar
to his. This breakdown in social integration may result in a loosening of the
normative constraints which are naturally exerted upon the individual by the
everyday, face-to-face groups to which he belongs. The absence of a restraint
upon the mobile person’s prejudices may lead to a more blatant manifestation
of his racial hostility. In some cases, the slightly upwardly mobile individual
may successfully compensate for the disruption of his relationships with pri-
mary, face-to-face groups by increased participation in formal voluntary or-
ganizations in his community. This is apparently less likely to occur in the
case of the downwardly mobile or the extremely upwardly mobile. “Vertical”
mobility, or change in socioeconomic status, is not the only prejudice—induc-
ing disruption that is endemic to life in Western industrial democracies. “Hor-
izontal,” i.e., geographical, mobility may also increase alienation and rootless-
ness. One in every five Americans moves annually. In an as yet unpublished
study of white voters in Gary, Indiana, Thomas Pettigrew and Robert Riley
found that George Wallace’s strongest supporters in 1968 were Protestants
of small town origin who did not grow up in Gary.39 Whatever the nature of
the underlying mechanisms, research has demonstrated that both a subjective
feeling of social isolation40 and an objective absence of social participation4!
are associated with increased prejudice.
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Isolation, anxiety over status, and downward social mobility, with their
unfortunate personal and social consequences, appear to be inevitable byprod-
ucts of American democracy. They are part of the pricé we pay for a free and
open society in which rewards are based upon individual achievement. Whether
or not we believe that the price is too high, these consequences are likely to
remain with us. We must therefore understand and somehow cope with the
consequences of alienation and status anxiety, if we are to avert their potential
resolution in the authoritarian and racist social movements which attract and
appeal to the “dispossessed.”42

THE WIDENING RACIAL GAP: SOCIAL PERCEPTION IN THE
“TWO SOCIETIES”

White Resistance and Black Insistence

The National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders concluded that “our
Nation is moving toward two societies, one black, one white—separate and un-
equal.” There are several senses in which this largely unheeded warning accu-
rately depicts continuing trends in American society. Most obviously there are
the demographic changes described by the Kerner Commission: *. .. central
cities are becoming more heavily Negro while the suburban fringes around
them remain almost entirely white.” But perhaps even more ominous than
the white suburban “noose” around the black ghetto is the growing psycho-
logical gulf separating black Americans from white Americans. Although there
has been a gradual increase in white acceptance of racial integration and equal-
ity of opportunity, a sizeable portion of the white population still resists these
goals. Some surveys show increasing white opposition to the pace of racial
change as well as continuing opposition to most of the means that have been
used in attempts to achieve integration and equality of opportunity, including
peaceful demonstrations and voter registration drives. In sharp contrast to the
mixture of gradualism and resistance that characterizes white racial opinions
in the United States, black Americans are increasingly insistent in their de-
mands for an end to discrimination and inequality. This polarization and con-
flict between white gradualism and the black revolution of rising expectations
and demand for immediate change manifests itself in many ways.

Happiness and Satisfaction with Life

The results of several studies indicate that Negroes are generally less content
than whites with the existing conditions in their lives. Black Americans ex-
perience a large gap between aspirations and achievements. One quantitative
measure used by pollsters which pravides an index of the degree of personal
happiness or dissatisfaction is the “Self-Anchoring Striving Scale” developed
by the social psychologist Hadly Cantril.43 In this procedure, the interviewer
first asks the respondent to describe the best and worst possible future lives
for himself. After attaining these descriptions of personal hopes and fears,
the interviewer shows the respondent a picture of an eleven-step ladder num-
bered from zero to ten, and asks:

Suppose we say that the top of the ladder represents the best possible
life for you and the bottom represents the worst possible life for you.
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Where on the ladder do you feel you personally stand at the present
time? Step number ______?

The ladder rating obtained in response to this question provides a measure
of the individual’s feeling of gratification or deprivation relarive to his own
conception of the ideal life for himself. In several surveys in which this ladder
rating question was asked of representative samples of black and white Ameri-
cans, the former assigned themselves a significantly lower position than did the
latter, indicating a greater feeling of deprivation relative to their goals and
aspirations.

The results of a survey of more than 5,000 Negroes and whites conducted
in early 1968 in fifteen major American cities provides more specific informa-
tion concerning the sources of discontent among urban Negroes. Campbell
and Schuman found that, as compared to urban whites, Negro city dwellers
express more dissatisfaction with public services in their neighborhoods, com-
plain more about the prices and the quality of goods in neighborhood stores,
and are both less satisfied with the protection they receive from the police and
more likely to report unfavorable experiences in their personal contacts with
the police.44

A recent study shows that blacks are far more critical of the police than are
whites. On the one hand, blacks see the police as less effective in giving protec-
tion to citizens: seventeen percent of non-white males in the $6,000 to
$10,000 income range felt the police did a “very good” job in protecting
people in their neighborhoods, as opposed to fifty-one percent of the white
males of similar income.45  On the other hand, blacks are considerably less
confident than whites about police honesty, and considerably less satisfied
with the treatment they receive from the police. Only thirty-six percent of
non-white males in the $6,000 to $10,000 income bracket thought police in
their neighborhoods were “almost all honest,” while twenty-one percent felt
they were “almost all corrupt™: the corresponding percentages for white
males of the same income bracket were sixty-five percent and two percent.
Only thirty-one percent of the non-whites, as opposed to sixty-seven percent
of the whites felt the police did a “very good” job of being respectful to
people like themselves.47

To many white Americans, the discontent which black people more and
more vociferously express is surprising and unjustified. Distinguished com-
mentators rarely fail to point out that a great deal of “progress” has been
made in the past several decades, and particularly in the past few years, in the
social and economic conditions of non-white Americans. However, as Thomas
Pettigrew has suggested, what appear at first glance to be “real gains” for
Negro Americans fade into “psychological losses” when they are compared
with the standards of the more affluent white majority.48 Pettigrew’s “real
gains-psychological losses™ analysis is as applicable in 1969 as it was in 1963,
despite some progress during the past six years in reducing the disparity be-
tween white and non-white life styles. Thus a 1968 publication of the Bureau
of Labor Statistics entitled Recent Trends in Social and Economic Conditions
of Negroes in the United States provides figures demonstrating that black
Americans have made gains in income, education, occupational status, and
other areas in recent years. To many white Americans, such figures apparently
suggest that Negroes should be happy with the progress that is being made.
After all, the statistics show, for example, that for the first time the number
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of Negroes moving into well-paying jobs has been substantial: since 1960
there has been a net increase of 300,000 non-white professional and man-
agerial workers. To a black American, however, the more important statistics
may be those demonstrating that a non-white is still almost three times as
likely as a white man to be in a low-paying job as a laborer or service worker.
A white defender of the status quo may point out that twenty-seven percent
of non-white families in 1967 had a total income above $8,000—double the
1960 proportion, even when the figures are placed in constant 1967 dqlla(s.
For black people, it may be more relevant that in 1967 the annual farfnly in-
come of negroes was only fifty-nine percent of the median annual white fam-
ily income.

Furthermore, it is misleading to focus only on gains for blacks in general.
While various indices do show increasing gains for blacks as a group, the situa-
tion of the black ghetto dweller is less promising. Department of Labor figures
clearly indicate that “social and economic conditions are getting worse, not
better, in slum areas.”49 In many ghetto areas, housing conditions are deteri-
orating rather than improving; in South Los Angeles, for example, the per-
centage of substandard housing units increased from eighteen percent to
thirty-four percent between 1960 and 1965, while median rents also increased,
from sixty-nine dollars to seventy-seven dollars.50 In 1966, the unemploy-
ment rate of non-white boys aged fourteen to nineteen in urban poverty areas
stood at thirty-one percent; of non-white girls, forty-six percent. Comparable
rates for whites in poverty areas were twenty percent lower for boys and ten
percent lower for girls.51 Overall figures for non-white youth unemployment
are similarly discouraging. The jobless rate for non-white males aged sixteen
to seventeen was nine and four tenths percent in 1948 and twenty-four and
seven tenths percent in 1968; for white youths of the same age, the rate was
ten and two tenths percent in 1948 and ten and nine tenths percent in 1968.

Further, even where blacks have entered higher levels of the economic lad-
der, they have not yet attained significant decision-making influence. A study
of Negroes in policy-making positions in Chicago—where some twenty-eight
percent of the population was black in 1965—makes this clear:

The whitest form of policy-making in Chicago is in the control of
economic enterprises. Out of 6838 positions identified in business
corporations, Negroes held only 42 (six-tenths of 1 percent). Thirty-
five of these were in insurance, where Negroes occupy 6 percent of the
533 posts. But all 35 were in two all-Negro insurance firms. The other
seven positions were in four smaller banks. In banks in general, Negroes
occupied three-tenths of 1 percent of the policy posts. There were no
Negro policy-makers at all in manufacturing, communications, trans-
portation, utilities, and trade coprorations. )

Out of 372 companies we studied, the Negro-owned insurance com-
panies were the only ones dominated by blacks. And if we had used
the same stringent criteria for banks and insurance companies that we
used for nonfinancial institutions, there would have been no black policy-
makers in the business sector at all.

Now, amazingly enough, Chicago has proportionately more Negro-
controlled businesses, larger than neighborhood operations, than any
other major city in the North. Therefore, similar surveys in other
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Northern Metropolitan areas would turn up an even smaller percentage
of Negro policy makers in the business world.52

Protests and the Pace of Change

Public opinion surveys conducted by Louis Harris and others have shown
that the gradualist racial sentiments of most whites conflict with the increas-
ingly urgent demands of black Americans for their share of the affluence of
America. This gap has manifested itself on issues such as the causes of riots,
the pace of racial change, and the propriety of various means {or achieving in-
tegration and equality. For example, a 1966 Gallup poll found that while
fifty-eight percent of white Americans thought that the Johnson administra-
tion was pushing integration too fast, only five percent of the black Americans
interviewed shared this opinion.

The pattern of approval or disapproval of protests and demonstrations is
similar to the observed differences regarding the appropriate speed of integra-
tion. Ina 1965 Harris poll, a representative sample of Americans was asked
whether they felt that demonstrations by Negroes had helped or hurt the ad-
vancement of Negro rights. While two out of three white respondents said that
the demonstrations had hurt more than they helped, two out of three Negro
respondents expressed the opposite view. For the most part, responses to
more specific questions about protests and demonstrations reveal the same
racial gap. Thus the Harris survey found that, in May of 1968, eighty percent
of the Negro interviewees but only twenty-nine percent of the whites approved
of the Poor People’s March in Washington, D. C.’ Only with regards to riots
and the use of violence do the majority of both races agree in expressing dis-
approval, and even here the level of white disapproval is considerably higher
than that of Negro disapproval.

Riots: Their Causes and Cures

An especially profound discrepancy exists between black and white percep-
tion of the causes of riots. In their 1968 survey of opinions in fifteen large
U. S. cities, Campbell and Schuman found:

Negroes and whites do not perceive the riots in the same terms. Most
Negroes see the riots partly or wholly as spontaneous protests against un-
fair conditions, economic deprivation, or a combination of the two . . .
The white population in the 15 cities is more divided on the nature of
riots. A large segment, roughly a third on several questions, takes a
viewpoint similar to that of most Negroes, viewing the disturbances as
protests against real grievances, which should be handied by removing
the causes for grievance. Approximately another third see the riots in
very different terms, however, emphasizing their criminal or conspira-
torial character, their origin in a few men of radical or criminal leaning,
and the need to meet them with police power. The balance of the white
population in the 15 cities mix both views in various combinations. 53

Comparable results were obtained in a Harris opinion survey, conducted in the
summer of 1967, on the perceived causes of riots. The racial differences in
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opinion shown in the following table clearly support the Harris as.serti(,)’n that
white and black views on the causes of riots are “eerily out of register.

Table 4. Most frequent spontaneously mentioned causes of Negro rioting
by white and Negro adults.

White Negro

% %
Outside agitation .......covvtiiieernneeiiiay ‘Ig ;(6)
Prejudice—promises not kept, bad treatment ........... > |
Lack of jobs—unfair employment ................... 10 H
Poverty—slums, ghetto conditions .. .................. 14 2
Negroes are too lazy to work for their rights ........... 13 5
Uneducated people—don’t know what they are doing 11 ?
Teenagers looking for trouble .................. . 7 .
Lawhasbeentoolax...........oooiveiennenennnnes 7

In view of their assessment of their situation, it is small wonder that Negroes
feel alienated from American society and government. In April of 1968, fifty-
six percent of the Negro respondents told Harris interviewers that they agreed
with the statement, “I don’t have nearly as good a chance to get ahead as most
people.” Only seventeen percent of the white interviewees expressed such a
belief in limited opportunity. In the same poll, fifty-two perce‘?t of the Ne-A
groes and thirty-nine of the whites agreed with the statgment, ”Pef)p!e running
this country don’t really care what happens to people like me.” Similarly,
blacks are more critical than whites of government at the federal, state and lo-
cal levels.55 The most disturbing aspect of the political alienation of black
people is the rapid growth of such feelings in the past few years. From 1966
to 1968 there was a twenty percent increase in the percentage of black Amer-
icans who express a feeling of powerlessness to influence the government.

Congressional Blacklash

Although black and white Americans disagree about the causes of riots and
have different beliefs about their abilities to influence the government, accord-
ing to both Gallup and Harris polls, they are in substantial agreement on the
crucially important question of steps the government should take to prevent :
future racial outbreaks. Clear majorities of both whites and Negroes support |
federal programs to tear down the ghettos and to give jobs to all the‘ un- ;
employed.56 The Campbell and Schuman 15 cities survey substantiates this
conclusion:

There is majority support in the white sample for government af:tign to ‘
provide full employment, better education, and improved housing in

parts of cities where they are now lacking . . . Support for such programs

declines somewhat but remains at a majority level even when the pro-

viso is added for a ten percent rise in personal taxes to pay the costs.57

Apparently the level of public support for proposals sgch as those recom-
mended by the Kerner Commission has been underestimated by Congressmen
and others in political office. Perhaps the press has oversold the notion of a
white backlash and has placed too little emphasis upon public approval for
massive federal spending to overcome racial inequities. Perhaps although the
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minority of white Americans who have received a disproportionate amount of
attention from the press, oppose such programs the preponderance of Ameri-
can public opinion would support a war on poverty that goes far beyond any
of the measures seriously considered by recent congresses. Thus, on the issue
of public spending, the more important gap appears to be between public
willingness and congressional unwillingness to initiate and support Federal
programs in jobs, housing and education. The American public, black and
white, appears apprehensive and fearful about the future well-being of the
neighborhood, the city, the country in general. Most blacks tend to give dif-
ferent weight to the nature and causes of the problems of America than most
whites. But each group would apparently support a strong effort at the Fed-
eral level to reduce intergroup hostility, and neither views the remedy primar-
ily in terms of establishing “law and order.” The popularly reported—but
misnamed “white backlash” phenomenon has served to rationalize our timidity
in making bold and imaginative inputs toward the solution of our urban
problems.

The minority of whites who radically oppose the aspirations of the black
community is a matter of considerable concern, and their organization into
militant groups poses at least as much a threat to public order and safety as
the activities of groups already discussed. In analyzing anti-war, student and
black protest, we have perhaps misleadingly brought together groups with
varying potential for action. In the present section of this report, we have
attempted to distinguish between white attitudes and white actions. The
next chapter therefore considers the nature and roots of militant white action

]i]rjxcontemporary America, and the role of the militant white in American
istory.
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Chapter VI
WHITE MILITANCY

INTRODUCTION

The idea of “militancy” suggests the activities of blacks, students,.anti-war
demonstrators, and others who feel themselves aggrieved by the perpetuation
of old, outworn, or milignant social institutions. The historical record, how-
ever, indicates that considerably more disorder and violence have come from
groups whose aim has been the preservation of an existing or remembered
order of social arrangements, and in whose ideology the concept of “law and
order” has played a primary role. There is no adequate term to cover all of
the diverse groups who have fought to preserve their neighborhoods, commu-
nities, or their country from forces considered alien or threatening. The lack
of a common term for Ku Klux Klansmen, Vigilantes, Minutemen, Know-
Nothing activists, and anti-Negro or anti-Catholic mobs reflects the fact that
these and other similar groups have different origins, different goals, and
different compositions, and arise in response to specific historical situations
which repeat themselves, if at all, only in gross outline.

Still, certain patterns stand out in the history of white militancy. In the
past, the white militant was usually—though not always—an Anglo-Saxon
Protestant, and the targets of his protest included other white ethnic groups.
Today, while the WASP remains a major figure in the overall picture of white
militancy, much of the white protest, especially in the urban North, comes
from ethnic groups—especially Southern and Eastern European—which were
themselves former targets of nativist agitation. Another change is more
subtle. Until recently, the violent white militant acted, very frequently, with
the assistance, encouragment, or at least acquiescence of more “‘stable” ele-
ments of the population, and quite often in concert with the militant and
nativist aims of the American political and legal order. Today this is consid-
erably less true. With the exception of some areas of the country—notably
parts of the South—the violent white militant has become a minority, and
operates beyond the pale of the law and the polity, both of which he tends to
distrust in proportion to his lack of political efficacy or influence.

This chapter attempts to put white militancy in social and historical per-
spective. The first section considers the characteristic form of violent white
militancy in history—vigilantism—in its interplay with the general thrust of a
militantly nativist society. The following sections deal with contemporary
white militancy in the South, the urban North, and among white para-military
“Anti-Communist” groups. ' )

Vigilantism and the Militant Societyl

American society has a lengthy tradition of private direct action to main-
tain order, coupled with a certain disdain for legal procedure and the restraints

161

i
]
A



162

The Politics of Protest

of the orderly political process. At the same time, American institutions have
had a long history of nativism and racism. The interplay of these two tradi-
tions has resulted in vigilante violence most often expressed in racist and
nativist channels.

Every social order is maintained, at some level, by actual or implicit sanc-
tions of violence. An important aspect of the American experience has been
the degree to which private groups have taken it upon themselves to admin-
ister or threaten such sanctions. Some of these groups, perceiving the formal
enforcement of law and administration of justice as weak or inefficient, have
acted to “take the law into their own hands.” In practice, however, private
enforcement of the “law” has tended to mean a rejection of mere law in the
name of a presumably overarching conception of “order” rooted inevitably in
group interest.

The nature of the American frontier produced the rationale for the extra-
legal enforcement of law which came to be known as vigilantism. This prag-
matic approach to the genuine crises of order, occurring in areas where settle-
ment had preceded the establishment of effective social control, was deeply
rooted in American traditions of self-help. The roots of that tradition, in
turn, are a number of national experiences and predilections, including the
Puritan heritage of collective responsibility for the preservation of the moral
order and a traditional distrust of government regulation and intervention.
Perhaps more important than collective tradition was the immediate problem
of danger and insecurity in areas where the formal agencies of law had barely
penetrated, or had atrophied in periods of intense disorder. Not infrequently,
vigilante justice brought a crude kind of order to these sparsely settled areas.
This was the context of the pre-Revolutionary War South Carolina Regulators,
the Law and Order, Regulator, and Anti-Horsethief Societies of the Eastern
and Middle-Western states, the vigilantes of the western frontier, and the
popular tribunals of the mining camps.

In most of these private law-enforcement ventures, the aims were simple
and unambitious. There was no attempt to create new legal forms or to pro-
mote a new vision of the social order. Rather, the aim was the establishment
of mechanisms for order patterned, so far as possible, on familiar models. In
the absence of formal institutions of social control, voluntary associations
sprang up to get done those things which needed doing.

Beneath the pragmatic zeal for order, understandable enough in the light
of frontier conditions, lay a series of dangerous precedents. The seif-help
tradition largely sidestepped the restraints which a developed legal system
imposes on the quest for order. Consequently, voluntary enforcement of the
“law” tended to lean inevitably toward the enforcement of order, with or
without law. Private violence, sometimes in conjunction with constituted
authority and sometimes not, came to be used as an instrument for enforcing
a threatened, or presumably threatened, system of social, political, economic
and cultural arrangements against the claims of those groups standing outside
the system whose actions—or, sometimes, whose very existence—were seen as
threatening.

Doubtless the first “alien” group to feel the combined assault of private
and official violence was the American Indian. Regarded as wholly alien and
wholly exterminable, Indians were subject to massive private violence which,
like the massacre of over two hundred, largely women and children, which
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took place on Indian Island in Califoraia in 1860, more often t'han not took
place under the tacit auspices of the American government. With regard.to
the Indian, “Many Americans cherished a conviction that they were waging
what came to be called a ‘war of extermination,’ and they waged it with
determination and hardly disguised enjoyment.”2 )

The San Francisco Vigilance Committee of 1851 and the Great Committee
of 1856 are the best known of the Western vigilante organizations. These
committees were, on the whole, composed of leading citizens whose aim was
the seizure of the administration of justice and the development of such )
means of subsidiary control, including standing armies, as were necessary in
order to function without interference. They sought neither legislative
change nor the reform of existing institutions, but rather the punishment of
criminals and undesirables whom the courts had ““allowed” to escape. They
sought, in short, to act as a substitute for a judicial process which they saw as
weak and inefficient. These committees had counterparts in ali states west of
the Mississippi. In practice, the rough justice of the vigilance committees was
slanted toward nativist aims, and worked hardest against foreigners and
minority groups, especially Mexicans and Chinese. The pursuit of “lzgw apd
order”” meant—as it apparently does today—a special effort against minority
groups considered dangerous to constituted order, moral values and racial
hegemony. )

In this effort the vigilante groups were not alone. Rather, private v1olen.ce
against minority groups in the West was only the leading edge of an egde.mlc
regional nativism supported by large segments of the population and in time
elevated into the laws of the land. Ten Broek et. al. suggest this mixture of
the formal and the informal, the legal and the criminal, in the treatment of
the Orientals in California:

The long agitation against the Oriental in California, to be seen in
proper perspective, must be set against a background of violenc.e and
conflict involving the dominant white majority and the dark-skinned
minorities; a heritage of hatred which had its inception in the fiercely
competitive environment of gold-rush mining camps, was institutio.n-
alized in local ordinance and state law, and came to constitute a pri-
mary cause of some of the worst outbreaks of criminal lawlessness in
California history.3

Private violence in California was encouraged by state law which prohib-
ited Chinese from testifying in cases involving whites. With this protection,
militant Californians were officially allowed to slaughter Chinese with relative
impunity. As in other instances of nativist agitation, there tended to develop
a division of labor between “respectable” elements who utilized legislatioq—
such as that resulting in the act of 1882 banning further Chinese immigration
into the country—and mobs who looted, burned, and murdered men, women,
and children in the Chinese quarters of the West Coast. This is not to suggest
that a majority condoned mob violence. But the movement for social and
political exclusion of the Chinese effectively withdrew legal protection against
this kind of action. In the context of official denial of Chinese rights, the
preservation of “order” meant in practice that virtually any pretext was
sufficient for massive violence against them. In Los Angeles, after a Yvhite
was killed during a tong war, mobs invaded the Chinese quarter, looting and
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“killing twenty-one persons—of whom fifteen, including women and children,
were hanged on the spot from lamp-posts and awning.”4

A similar combination of public and private action has characterized the
expression of white militancy in the South, where the Ku Klux Klan has inter-
mittently arisen in the context of a social order which has given official and
widespread approval to the exploitation and subordination of the black popu-
lation. The Klan arose in the aftermath of the Civil War, when emancipation,
the Fourteenth Amendment, and the ravages of the war itself had disrupted
the traditional caste order and weakened, to some extent, the effectiveness of
the black subordination. To many white Southerners, the limited gains of the
Southern blacks represented a state of fearful disorder. Woodward has de-
scribed this atmosphere and the early legislation aimed at re-establishing social
control along caste lines:

The temporary anarchy that followed the collapse of the old discipline
produced a state of mind bordering on hysteria among southern white
people. The first year a great fear of black insurrection and revenge
seized many minds, and for a longer time the conviction prevailed that
Negroes could not be induced to work without compulsion. Large
numbers of temporarily uprooted freedmen roamed the highways, con-
gested in towns and cities, or joined the federal militia. In the presence-
of these conditions the provisional legislature established by President
Johnson in 1865 adopted the nototious Black Codes. Some of them
were intended to establish systems of peonage or apprenticeship
resembling slavery.S

After the Black Codes were struck down, the Klan emerged to drive the
freedmen out of politics and restore power and control to the dominant white
leadership. The night-riding assaults on blacks, Northerners, and their south-
ern sympathizers were justified as “the necessary effort to prevent crime and
uphold law and order.”6 The first Imperial Wizard of the Klan, General
Nathan B. Forrest, explained the need for the Klan in these terms:

Many Northern men were coming down there, forming Leagues all over
the country. The Negroes were holding night meetings; were going
about; were becoming very insolent; and the Southern people . . . were
very much alarmed . . . parties organized themselves so as to be ready in
case they were attacked. Ladies were ravished by some of these
Negroes . . .. There was a great deal of insecurity.?

While Klan leadership was often held by men of substance, the rank-and-
file Klansman was most often a poor white fearful of black economic com-
petition. Klan violence, like western vigilantism; more often than not received
support from significant segments of the dominant population.

Acts of violence were usually applauded by the conservative press and

justified then, and afterwards, by the always allegedly bad reputation of
the victims.8

The typical weapon of the Reconstruction Klan and subsequent white terror-
ists was lynching. The Tuskegee Institute has kept a record of lynchings in
the United States since 1882 which gives an indication of the extent of white
violence and serves as a reminder that the white militant has been the single
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most violent force—outside of war--in American history. For the period
1882-1959, Tuskegee has recorded a total of 4,735 lynchings, of whic.h
seventy-three per cent were of Negroes and eighty-five per cent of which took
place in the Southern and border states.? )

Again, it should be stressed that terrorist violence was only the leading
edge of Southern anti-Negro militancy, which, in an important sense, was
itself only the most blatant element of an endemic national racism and
nativism. The revived Ku Klux Klan of the 1920’s, which mixed anti-Negro,
anti-Semitic and anti-Catholic agitation, spread throughout the country and
rose to a membership of several million. It was deeply entwined with several
local and state governments.

Klan violence in California was as brutal as anywhere in the South, and
in the town of Taft, in Kern County, the police and best citizens turned
out to watch an evening of torture in the local ball park. When an anti-
Klan candidate won the Republican primary in Oregon, the Klan
jumped to the Democratic Party and helped capture the governorship
and enough of the legislature to outlaw all parochial schools. In
Colorado, the Klan, with business support, elected two U.S. Senators
and swept the state. When the Grand Dragon, a Denver doctor, was ]
accused of having forced a high-school boy into marriage by threatening
him with castration, the governor appointed the Klan leader aide-de-
camp, as a show of confidence.10

In part, the rise of the later Klan was influenced by D. W. Griffith’s racist
epic, Birth of a Nation, which portrayed the early Klan as a romantic de-
fender of Southern white womanhood against the ravages of the freed blacks.
Such nostalgia was not confined to the poor, the uneducated, and the paro-
chial. Woodrow Wilson, on seeing the picture, was reported to have been
much impressed: *“‘It is like writing history with lightning,” he said, ‘and my
only regret is that it is all so terribly true.””11

In addition to the resurgence of the Ku Klux Klan, the era during and after
the First World War saw an eruption of vigilante activity against numerous
groups, often backed by constituted authority or the highly placed. Duringa
wave of agitation against German-Americans during the war, Theodore
Roosevelt advocated shooting or hanging any German-American who proved
to be disloyal.12 A private organization called the American Protective
League, operating as a kind of quasi-official adjunct to the Department of
Justice, engaged in various acts of physical force against German-Americans,
unionists, and draft evaders.13 Vigilante violence against IWW organizers in
the Pacific Northwest took place in the context of a judicial system explicitly
hostile to unions and largely controlled by business interests.14 In some of
the post-war race riots, like that in Washington in 1919, police and the mili-
tary joined with other militant whites in assaults on the Negro community.15
Where nativist violence was not officially sanctioned, whole communities
sometimes rose up against “alien” elements:

During the night of August 5, 1920, and all through the following day
hundreds of people laden with clothing and household goods filled the
roads leading out of West Frankfort, a mining town in Southern Illinois.
Back in town their homes were burning. Mobs bent on driving every
foreigner from the area surged through the streets. Foreigners of all
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descriptions were beaten on sight, although the Italian population was
the chief objective. Time and again the crowds burst into the Italian
district, dragged cowering residents from their homes, clubbed and
stoned them, and set fire to their dwellings. The havoc went on for
three days, although five hundred state troops were rushed to the
scene.16

The militant violence of white vigilantes, then, has not operated as a
peripheral phenomenon in isolation from the major currents of American
history. Rather, vigilantism represented the armed and violent wing of na-
tional tendencies toward racism, nativism, and strident Americanism which
have been present since the nation’s beginnings. With sporadic acceptance by
dominant, largely Anglo-Saxon and Protestant population in substantial con-
trol of much of the American political, military and legal apparatus, private
violence was a significant factor in thwarting the democratic aspirations of
minorities. Today, the violent or potentially violent white militant tends to
speak from a position of relative political impotence, and his militancy must
be seen as in large part a protest against that impotence and the insecurity
which accompanies it. Nevertheless, in some instances, the militant white
receives at least qualified support from—and sometimes achieves influence in—
local or regional political structures. In other instances, white militants have
adopted American political rhetoric and used it to structure the expression of
their own discontents. On the other hand, national politics has seemingly
adopted some of the rhetoric of white militancy. In all instances, the fabric
of American social and political institutions has created the context in which
contemporary white militancy flourishes. All of these phenomena are evident
in the contemporary South.

THE SOUTH

The advancement of the nigra can be solely attributed to the
sincerity of the Southerner. —Robert Shelton

In 1928, a leading historian characterized the South as “a people with a
common resolve indomitably maintained—that it shall be and remain a white
man’s country.”17 Despite a number of social and economic changes, on
balance the South remains distinct in the degree to which it remains com-
mited to the preservation of the “white man’s country,” and in many areas of
the South official politics and private violence interact to make the South the
great regional fortress of white racism.

The fluorishing white violence in the South must be seen against the back-
ground of major social and economic changes which have produced in many
areas of the region a dispossessed and insecure class of marginal whites. In-
creasing industrialization has shifted the center of influence to a rising middle
class, frequently Republican and increasingly affluent. At the same time,
industrialization has effectively begun to undermine the caste order in the
economic realm, a process noted by students of the South some years ago.18
Jobs formerly “white” have been entered by Negroes, especially in the bur-
geoning area of the Southern economy composed of industries working in
part on government contracts.19 At the same time that caste controls over
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black economic competition are crumbling under the impact of economic
rationalization, a pervasive economic insecurity exists throughout much of
the still essentially underdeveloped region. Coupled with a decreasing effec-
tiveness of white sanctions over black social and political behavior—resulting
partly from urbanization and industrialization and partly from civil-rights
activity—these events have accentuated a traditional sense of powerlessness
and insecurity on the part of those marginal whites who historically have
owned little else than their white skin and controlled little more than the
local behavior of blacks.

The plight of the marginal white reflects a more general marginality and
primitivism characteristic of large areas of the entire region. Culturally, parts
of the South remain shot through with a strident fundamentalism and distrust
of everything foreign; politically, parts of it remain dominated by self-serving
cliques whose power rests primarily on the traditional political exclusion of
blacks; its economic stagnation in many areas combines with its politics to
produce in several places a depressingly high rate of malnutrition, infant mor-
tality and disease. These conditions affect both poor black and poor white.
It is in this context that white terrorists, abetted in some areas by an afflu-
ently racist middle class and a political and legal order committed to the
maintenance of caste domination, have perpetrated repeated violence against
blacks, civil-rights workers, and others.

It should be stressed that in the South it is particularly difficult to separate
the phenomena of official and private violence. Southern police have tradi-
tionally condoned private violence in many areas. In other areas, white vigi-
lante groups have drawn considerable membership from police forces.

Much of the militant white violence in the South has come from organiza-
tions such as the several Ku Klux Klans and the National States Rights Party,
although considerable violence has been done by apparently unaffiliated
whites, such as the Florida group who recently kidnapped a young black who
was “beaten to an unrecognizable pulp” with a machete on the mistaken be-
lief that he had had sexual relations with a white girl.20 There is some evi-
dence that the various militant white organizations differ in the degree to
which they have espoused or participated in violent action.

The National States Rights Party, with headquarters in Birmingham and a
membership in several non-Southern states, is like the Klan, anti-Semitic as
well as anti-Negro. It is an outgrowth of an earlier guerrilla group in Georgia
called the Columbians, which in the late 1940’s organized an armed plot to
overthrow the Georgia state government. Though small, the NSRP has been
extremely active in Southern racial violence.21

The largest of the Klan organizations, the United Klans of America, headed
by Robert Shelton of Tuscaloosa, Alabama, has striven for a respectable
image, and Shelton has reportedly discouraged the use of violence by mem-
bers. Nevertheless, Klan ideology and organizational structure are neither
oriented toward nor capable of control over the activities of local groups and
individuals. The murders of Lemuel Penn in Georgia and of Mrs. Viola Liuzzo
in Alabama were the by-product of relatively disorganized patrolling efforts
by such local units. Further, even the “official” advocacy of nonviolence is
qualified in view of the Klan’s conception of the imminent danger which
black gains pose to Southern order. “We don’t want no violence,” Shelton
has said, “but we ain’t gonna let the niggers spit in our face, either.”22
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The unaffiliated Mississippi White Knights of the Ku Klux Klan has been
the source of much of the violence against civil-rights workers in the state.
The group arose during, and in response to, the intensive civil-rights activity
in Mississippi, after a long period in which Klan activity in the state had been
dormant. Thirty-six White Knights have recently been arrested on charges of
terrorism, including suspicion of at least seven murders. Much of this terrorist
activity took place during the “long hot summer” of 1964. The group has
been held responsible for the killing of three civil-rights workers in Neshoba
County, Mississippi, during that summer; and its leader, Sam Bowers, along
with Neshoba Deputy Sheriff Cecil Price, is now appealing Federal conviction.
The involvement of the Neshoba Sheriff’s Department in the murders indi-
cates the degree to which the Mississippi Klan has drawn membership and
support from law enforcement. No state charges were ever brought against
the Neshoba group.

The Mississippi White Knights have remained in the forefront of white
violence. In 1966, the head of the Hattiesburg chapter of the NAACP was
killed in a shooting and firebombing attack on his home by carloads of White
Knights. In 1967, the head of the NAACP’s Natchez chapter was blown to
bits when a bomb was planted in his car. The White Knights are suspected of
burning some seventy-five churches, a fact which contrasts peculiarly with the
group’s justification of violence in terms of Christian duty:

As Christians we are disposed to kindness, generosity, affection and
humility in our dealings with others. As militants, we are disposed to
the use of physical force against our enemies. How can we reconcile
these two apparently contradictory philosophies, and at the same time,
make sure that we do not violate the divine law by our actions, which
may be held against us when we face that last court on the Day of
Judgement? The answer, of course, is to purge malice, bitterness and
vengeance from our hearts. To pray each day for Divine Guidance, that
our feet shall remain on the Correct Path, and that all of our acts be
God’s will working through our humble selves here on earth.23

The White Knights have stressed that the major source of their effective-
ness is favorable public opinion. “As long as they are on our side,” Bowers
has written, “we can just about do anything to our enemies with impunity.”24
As a general rule, Klan success throughout the South has come primarily in
those areas where state and local leaders and police have been most militant in
resisting civil-rights activity. In the Klan’s center of strength in Alabama, a
square in the center of the state including Tuscaloosa, Birmingham, Anniston,
and Montgomery, the tacit encouragement of police and political leaders has
significantly abetted Klan violence.

When it came down to bombings and beatings, the Negroes of Birming-
ham claimed, it was sometimes difficult to distinguish between the
Klansmen and the deputies. Also within the Klan’s charmed geograph-
ical quadrilateral was the governor’s mansion in Montgomery where
Alabama governors John Patterson and George Wallace refrained from
giving the impression that pro-segregation violence was completely
distasteful 25
Local and state juries and courts have acquired an impressive record of
failing to indict or convict in crimes against civil-rights workers. For that

White Militancy 169

matter, the Federal government was not overly quick to step in against white
violence until the summer of 1964.26 There are signs, however, that the
attitude of many elements of the South is in transition. New Civil Rights
laws, Supreme Court decisions, and increased FBI surveillance have combined
with local resistance to Klan violence. The convictions brought by an all-
white Federal jury in the Neshoba case are one such indication; another is the
increasing pressure by Mississippi police against the terrorist activity of the
White Knights of the Ku Klux Klan.27

The Klan and other militant white groups, both organized and ad hoc, have
operated as the “dirty workers” of a system of caste domination. In an im-
portant sense, Southern racism has successfully channeled the political protest
of the marginal white into expressions which support the existing political
and social arrangements of the South. In the process, the actual sources of
the grievances of the marginal white have gone uncorrected. Klan violence
represents the thwarted and displaced political protest of whites acting from a
context of economic insecurity, threatened manhood, and inability to influ-
ence local and national political structures.

A study of Klan membership in the late 1950’s described it as largely com-
posed of marginal white-collar, small business, and skilled workers occupying
an intermediate position between clear-cut biue-collar and clear-cut white-
collar positions.28 An assessment of present Klan membership would not
show much change. Among the recent leadership of various state and national
Klan organizations are numbered a truck driver, a crane operator, a barber, a
former rubber plant worker and later salesman, a former bricklayer and
lightning-rod salesman, a machinist, a paint sprayer, and several evangelical
ministers, among others. The seven Klansmen convicted in the Neshoba
County slayings included three truck drivers, one trailer salesman, a chemical
plant worker, a deputy sheriff, and a vending-machine distributor. In con-
trast to the middle and upper-middle-class membership of the vigorously
racist Citizens’ Councils of the Black Belt South,29 the typical rank-and-file
Klansman is subject to the vicissitudes of Southern economic insecurity and
to a large degree excluded from the benefits of industrialization accruing to
the new middle-class.

In addition to economic insecurity and marginality, the grievances of the
rank-and-file Klansman include a strong sense of diminished manhood. The
thetoric of Southern white militancy, like that of black militants, is suffused
with a sense of the decline of male effectiveness and the restorative functions
of militant action: *Step out from behind the petticoat and be a man.”30

Klan rhetoric reflects the strong sense of distributive injustice common to
the marginal Southern white. Klansmen have criticized the extent of Federal
anti-poverty funds given to blacks in the face of white poverty, and complain
that riots have brought blacks federal largesse while the law-abiding poor
white must work and receives no federal attention. “Health, education, and
welfare is nigger health, nigger education, and nigger welfare; they have done
nothing about yours.”31 The Grand Dragon of the North Carolina Klan has
complained that “the only contact with the federal government is the FBI
bug,” and that the government has never approached him to discuss con-
structive measures for poor whites.32 Another Klan complaint has been that
those whites who advocate integration are those who are able to afford to
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send their children to private schools, thus shifting the burden of accommo-
dation to the poor white.33

The racist thrust of Southern white protest has largely obscured the syn-
drome of genuine grievances which have indeed been largely ignored, on both
local and federal levels. For some areas of the South, it may be the case that,
as one critic has suggested, “The establishment fears war between the races
less than an alliance between them.”34 In any case, under present political
conditions in many areas, the channeling of the marginal white protest into
anti-Negro directions serves to buttress a system of political and economic
stagnation in which the poor of both races lose. Whether this condition can
be altered is largely dependent on the sensitivity of efforts to deal with the
grievances of the poor white. For the moment, the white protest remains at
the level of a crude racism, well expressed in one of the Klan’s recordings:

You have to be black to get a welfare check and I’'m broke
No joke

T ain’t got a nickel for a coke

I ain’t black you see

so Uncle Sam won’t help poor nigger-hating me.35

THE URBAN NORTH

They have learned from the black people that the squeaky wheel
gets the grease, so they’re going to squeak, too. —Tony Imperiale

It should be abundantly clear that violent white militancy has not been
confined to the South. At present, although there has been relatively little
private violence by whites in the North, the potential exists for a substantial
amount of urban violence directed against blacks. There are a number of
indications that militancy is increasing among some segments of the popula-
tion of the Northern and Western cities. The immediate precipitants seem to
have been black civil-rights activity, the ghetto riots, and a perception of the
increasing danger of black criminality, but the increasing militancy of these
groups reflects a larger problem that has received less attention than its im-
portance warrants; the situation of the working-class and lower-middle-class
white living in what may be called the white ghettos of the cities.

The leading edge of the growing Northern militancy lies in the largely
working-class, generally ethnic neighborhoods of the cities. Given a national
context in which the representatives of all three major political parties felt
compelled to issue remarkably similar demands for “law and order,” it is not
surprising that a similar, but more strident, demand is made by those who are
most directly threatened by the disorder attendant on contemporary social
change. In short, the new militancy of the urban working-class must be seen
in proper perspective. The militancy of those in the white ghettos differs
principally in being more urgent.

This urgency is anchored in a set of real and pressing problems. As Robert
Wood of HUD has put it:

Let us consider the working American—the average white ethnic
male:

He is the ordinary employee in factory and in office. Twenty mil-
lion strong, he forms the bulk of the nation’s working force. He makes
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five to ten thousand dollars a year; has a wife and two children; owns a
house in town—between the ghetto and the suburbs, or perhaps in a
low-cost subdivision on the urban fringe; and he owes plenty in install-
ment debts on his car and appliances.

The average white working man has no capital, no stocks, no real
estate holdings except for his home to leave his children. Despite the
gains hammered out by his union, his job security is far from complete.
Layoffs, reductions, automation, and plant relocation remain the invis-
ible witches at every christening. He finds his tax burden is heavy; his
neighborhood services, poor; his national image, tarnished; and his
political clout, diminishing . . . one comes to understand his tension in
the face of the aspiring black minority. He notes his place on the lower
rungs of the economic ladder. He sees the movement of black families
as a threat to his home values. He reads about rising crime rates in city
streets and feels this is a direct challenge to his family. He thinks the
busing of his children to unfamiliar and perhaps inferior schools will
blight their chance for a sound education. He sees only one destination
for the minority movement—his job.36

As has been the case historically, American social and political institutions
have not found ways of accommodating both the legitimate grievances of
aspiring minorities and the grievances of those who feel the threat of displace-
ment. Nor have those institutions succeeded in substantially lessening the
danger of physical violence or criminal victimization which accompany life on
the fringes of the slums. The result has been a pervasive insecurity for the
white urban dweller, which, while frequently exaggerated, nevertheless has a
basis in the rather grim realities of contemporary urban life. Under present
conditions, property values may indeed be threatened when blacks move in
numbers into white areas; whites living near black ghettos do have to cope
directly with the problem of ““crime in the streets;” and the failure of Ameri-
can institutions to commit themselves decisively to the eradication of racial
injustice means that the root causes of white insecurity as well as black dis-
content are likely to remain with us. It is in the context of these conditions
that urban white militancy is nourished. Politically ineffective, educationally
limited, and uncommitted to the finer distinctions regarding civil liberties and
minority rights, the urban white of ethnic working-class background is in-
creasingly disposed to resistance.

One indication of the depth of the new militancy is the body of evidence
showing that a sizable segment of the urban population is willing to use vio-
lence to defend itself against black disorder. Not only do many Northern
whites organize in support of harsh police measures against rioters, many
urban whites express a willingness to use private violence. A Harris poli taken
in September, 1967, indicated that fifty-five percent of a sample of white gun
owners said they would use their gun to shoot other people in case of a
tiot;37 a later Harris survey in March, 1968, found the same question an-
swered affirmatively by fifty-one percent of white gun owners.38 In the 1967
survey, forty-one percent of whites with incomes under $5,000 expressed the
fear that their own home or neighborhood would be affected in a riot, as
compared with thirty-four percent of all whites. A study of white reaction to
the Los Angeles riot of 1965 indicates that the willingness to use guns and
personal fear of the riot are related. Twenty-three percent of a sample of
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whites said that they had felt a great deal of fear for themselves and their
families during the riot, and twenty-nine percent said that they had consid-
ered using firearms to protect themselves or their families. However, nearly
half of those who had considered the use of firearms were also among those
who had felt a great deal of fear.39 Willingness to use guns was highest in
lower income communities and in integrated communities at all income

levels; among whites living in close proximity to Negroes; among men, the
young, the less-educated, and those in three occupational categories—
managers and proprietors, craftsmen and foremen, and operatives.40

In general, these findings support the conception of the white working and
lower-middle-class on the ghetto fringe as the most violence-prone wing of the
growing white militancy, but the fact that higher-income whites living close to
blacks express a high degree of willingness to use violence emphasizes the
point that it is in the situation—rather than the character or culture of the
working-class—which is critical. The perception of threat appears to be a
great equalizer of class distinctions.

Expressing willingness to use guns in the face of a riot, of course, is not the
same as actually doing so. Since the recent riots have been contained within
the black ghettos themselves, no information exists which directly matches
white behavior with white opinion on the use of guns. However, the Los
Angeles study found that five percent of their sampled whites did in fact buy
firearms or ammunition during the riot to protect themselves and their fami-
lies.41 In Detroit, more than twice as many guns were registered in the first
five months of 1968—following the riot in August of 1967—than in the corre-
sponding five months in 1967, prior to the riot, and a similar trend is evident
in Newark.42 [t must be remembered that white neighborhoods were not sig-
nificantly threatened during these riots. Speculation on what might result if
white areas were directly threatened is not reassuring.

Further light on the potential for white violence is shed by a study pre-
pared for the Kerner Commission which attempted to pinpoint the “potential
white rioter.” A sample of whites was asked whether, in case of a Negro riot
in their city, they should “do some rioting against them” or leave the matter
for the authorities to handle. Eight percent of male whites advocated
counter-rioting. Suburban whites were slightly less inclined to advocate a
counter-riot than were city whites. Less educated whites tended to support
counter-rioting, and there was a striking degree of advocacy of counter-riot by
teenage males, twenty-one percent of whom agreed that they should riot
against Negroes. This percentage was slightly higher than the percentage of
Negr;)ateenagers who said they would join a riot if one occurred in their
city.

Again, the degree to which these attitudes are, or might be, expressed in
behavior is not clear. Nevertheless, studies of recent riots indicate that a sig-
nificant number of “riot-related” arrests of whites have taken place. Occa-
sionally, as in the Detroit riot of 1967, whites have been arrested on charges
of looting, apparently in cooperation with blacks. More frequently, however,
white males have been arrested beyond or near the perimeters of riot areas for
“looting outside the riot areas, riding through the area armed, refusing to
recognize a police perimeter, shooting at Negroes.”44 Such incidents were
particularly apparent in the New Haven, Plainfield, Dayton, and Cincinnati
riots of 1967. The white counter-riot, of course, has historical precedent;
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most of the Northern race riots before 1935 involved pitched battles between
whites and blacks, with working-class white youth particularly in evidence.45

The historically prominent role of youth in militant white violence has
received less attention than.it deserves. A similar pattern has been evident in
more recent years, as the figures above would suggest. Participation of white
working-class youth in violence against civil-rights activity and against blacks
moving into white neighborhoods has been noted in many Northern cities. In
Chicago, for example, white youth were especially prominent in the Trumbull
Park housing disturbances of the late 1950’s, the assault on civil-rights activ-
ists attempting to integrate South Side beaches in the early 1960°s, and the
violence accompanying Martin Luther King’s West Side campaign in 1966.
Militant white youth have been active in several racially troubled areas of
Chicago in 1968. In Blue Island, for example, sixty-seven white youths were
arrested after harassing and beating Negroes following an incident in which
two young whites were shot.46 Schools in many areas have been disrupted by
conflict between black and white youth. The new militancy of black high
school students is being countered in some areas by a corresponding white
student militancy. In Trenton, N.J., for example, militant white high school
students, many carrying signs reading “White Power,” boycotted classes pro-
testing incidents of “roughing-up” by black students.47

Although youth have been prominent in relatively disorganized instances
of militant white violence, the major efforts at organized militancy have been
made by the adults who comprise the leadership of the various neighborhood
defense organizations which have appeared in the North and West. Some of
these, like the “Breakthrough” organization in Detroit, urge members to
“study, arm, store provisions and organize;” a similar group called “Fight
Back” in Warren, Michigan, argues that “The only way to stop them is at the
city limits.”48 Others focus less on arms training and storage, concentrating
on community patrols to discourage black intrusion. The most significant of
these urban vigilante groups is the North Ward Citizens Committee of Newark,
whose leader, Anthony Imperiale, has recently been elected to the Newark
City Council.

Newark’s North Ward is a primarily Italian-American neighborhood with a
large and growing black population, adjacent to the predominantly black
Central Ward, which was the scene of the Newark riot of 1967. The strident
nativism of the North Ward Citizens Committee reflects the ironies of the
process of ethnic succession in America. Not too long ago,

The Italians were often thought to be the most degraded of the Euro-
pean newcomers. They were swarthy, more than half of them were
illiterate, and almost all were victims of a standard of living lower than
that of any of the other prominent nationalities. They were the rag-
pickers and the poorest of common laborers; in one large city their
earnings averaged forty percent less than those of the general slum-
dweller. Wherever they went, a distinctive sobriquet followed them.
“You don’t call an Italian a white man?” a West Coast construction
boss was asked. “No sir,” he answered, “an Italian is a Dago.” Also,
they soon acquired a reputation as bloodthirsty criminals. Since
Southern Italians had never learned to fight with their fists, knives
flashed when they brawled among themselves or jostled with other
immigrants. Soon a penologist was wondering how the country could
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build prisons which Italians would not prefer to their own slum quar-
ters. On the typical Italian the prison expert commented: “The knife
with which he cuts his bread he also uses to lop off another ‘Dago’s’
finger or ear . . . he is quite as familiar with the sight of human blood as
with the sight of the food he eats.”49

Today, of course, the situation has shifted considerably, and the North
Ward Italians feel themselves beleaguered by a horde of criminal blacks, insti-
gated by radicals. The North Ward Citizens Committee operates patrols of
the neighborhood, and members train in karate. Their militant quest for law
and order is rooted in a set of severe insecurities attendant on life in Newark,
where all the problems of the urban white North exist in extreme form.
Newark is over half black; it leads all cities of its size in crime rates. It was
the scene of one of the most disastrous episodes of black disorder and violent
official response in the Sixties. The sense of fear pervading the white ghetto
is reflected in Imperiale’s words: “When is it gonna stop? Everybody says,
‘don’t bother ’em now. Leave ’em alone, and they’ll calm down.” Well, it
took riots that burned down half of a town before we learned.”S0

Accompanying the fear of black violence is a strong sense of relative in-
justice. The citizens of the North Ward, conscious that their own neighbor-
hood is deteriorating, strongly resent the concentration of state and Federal
monies being poured into the black community.

Are there no poor whites? But the Negroes get all the antipoverty
money. When pools are being built in the Central Ward, don’t they
think the white kids have got frustration? The whites are the majority.
You know how many of them come to me, night after night, because
they cim’t get a job? They’ve been told, we have to hire Negroes

first.5

The sense of special and unjust treatment for whites with grievances is com-
pounded by what Imperiale regards as unfair discrimination against his
organization:

The Mayor says he is going to try to get funds to start civilian patrols in
the Central Ward. He claims this should be done for the so-called
ghetto area. I went to Washington to get federal funds to set up a civil-
ian patrol program in the North Ward and the other areas of the city,
black as well as the white, and I was pushed from pillar to post. It is all
right for the Central Ward but not for the North Ward where I am called
a para-military organization.52

In August, Imperiale’s headquarters was bombed, and Imperiale has been
highly critical of the lack of response by the law and city officials. “What
makes me mad is that if the bombing had happened in the Central Ward, there
would have been all kinds of FBI agents and authorities. When we get bombed,
neither the mayor, the governor nor anyone else said it was a bad thing to
have happened. No statement whatsoever was made in the papers.”53

This sense of injustice and of exclusion from political concern could lead
to a heightened political alienation. The citizens of Newark’s North Ward are
largely correct in feeling that the polity has ignored them. At present, the
Imperiale organization remains involved in traditional political action through
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the electoral process. Imperiale has insisted on this: “The Anti-Vigilante bill
will do nothing because I am not a Vigilante. Iam one-hundred percent for a
para-military law because that would outlaw people dressed in uniforms get-
ling together and practicing sabotage and overthrow of the government. I
love the government and am trying to save it.”54 Should legitimate politics
bear few significant results in terms of the grievances of the white ghetto, the
North Ward Citizens Committee and similar groups may feel driven beyond
politics. If this were to happen, the protest of the working-class urban white
could take a new and ominous form, whose outlines are best indicated by the
white paramilitarism examined below.

WHITE PARAMILITARISM

Groups willing to use violence to defend presumably threatened “Ameri-
can” values are not new in this country’s history. Nevertheless, the state of
thinking and information on these groups is undeveloped. This is doubtless
partly due to their frequently illegal and usuaily conspiratorial nature. It is
due also to a certain amorphous character of the groups themselves. Para-
military groups are constantly fragmenting, dissolving, undergoing rapid mem-
bership turnover, and forming and breaking alliances with other groups, both
illicit and above-board. Their disorganized character is an important index of
the nature of these groups and of their relation to the larger social and politi-
cal structure. As one observer has suggested, “The Minutemen are more a
frame of mind than an organization or movement.”55 Put differently, these
groups could be said to represent a frame of mind in search of an organiza-
tion, and having little success in finding one. “Patriotic” paramilitary groups
are composed of men whose grievances are not well articulated and who are
unable to organize themselves into a coherent political force, partly because
of their own ideology and background and partly as a result of the response
of the polity to them. Consequently the source of their grievances remains
unaltered, while they are driven farther and farther away from normal
political life.

“Paramilitarism” here refers to the activities of a group which prepares for
coordinated, violent action in order to restore, defend, or create general val-
ues, having a technological capacity for collective violence, and existing out-
side formal legal or military institutions.56 A number of the groups discussed
above have paramilitary aspects, as do some black organizations. This section
focuses on groups which are almost pure types of the paramilitary organiza-
tion, in the sense of dissociation from legitimate political structures and a
considerable degree of armament. One such group, the Minutemen, is the
largest and best-organized of the type, and will serve here as a model.

The contemporary Minutemen organization was founded in 1961 out of
several local guerrilla-style groups which had arisen during the years 1957 to
1960, at a time when the sense of threat from a growing and ostensibly mono-
lithic international Communism pervaded the country’s psyche, conditioned
its foreign policy, and dominated its rhetoric. This cold-war atmosphere must
be kept in mind in order to recognize that the Minutemen, like other white
militant groups of a violent nature, are not so distant from the more respect-
able elements of the larger society as it appears on the surface. Rather, the
original aim of the Minutemen—to provide guerrilla training in case of an
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armed invasion of the United States by Soviet forces—may be interpreted as a
logical extension of the national security policies of the American government
and of a populace which took seriously the issue of whether it was better to
be dead or Red.

It was not entirely unnatural, therefore, that when the image of a sharply
dichotomized world altered considerably—especially as a result of new per-
ceptions of differences among various Communist nations—some of those
with a deeper stake in the earlier image began to ask whether there was not
some kind of internal subversion of American commitment, whether in fact
“Communists™ or their allies had substantially taken control of the American
polity. This became the theme of the Minutemen soon after their origin, and
remains today.

Minutemen believe that Communists are in substantial control of American
politics, education, and communication; that liberals and fellow-travelers are
working hand in hand, knowingly or otherwise, with the hard-core in prepara-
tion for a total Communist takeover of the country. This will occur in the
near future at an unspecified date referred to as “The Day,” at which time
patriotic Americans will have to take to countryside, armed, in defense of the
country.

Minutemen refer to themselves as “America’s last line of defense against
Communism,” and see violence as justified in view of the depth of the threat
to American principles; “When our constitutional form of government is
threatened we are morally justified in resorting to violence to discourage
Communists and their fellow travelers.”57 They view the use of armed force
as an explicitly counter-revolutionary measure in the face of a thirty-year,
largely nonviolent, bureaucratic left-wing revolution which has been taking
place in this country.

An informed estimate of active Minutemen membership as of 1968 puts it
at eight to ten thousand nationally, with heaviest concentrations in the West
Coast, especially around Los Angeles and Seattle; the Southwest; and the
Midwest, especially the St. Louis-Kansas City area, with a sizable pocket in
New York.58 That the Minutemen are capable of much violence is undis-
puted. Recent Minutemen-linked events have included an attempted bank
robbery, complete with dynamiting of police and power stations, near
Seattle;59 an assault on a peace group in Connecticut; and an attempted as-
sault on three left-wing camps in the New York area. In the last incident,
some twenty Minutemen were arrested and a sizable amount of weaponry
confiscated. The weapons included the following:

125 rifles, single or automatic; ten pipe bombs; five mortars; twelve .30
calibre machine guns; twenty-five hand guns; twenty sets of brass
knuckles with knives attached; 220 knives of various sorts; one ba-
zooka; three grenade launchers; six hand grenades; fifty 80 mm. mortar
shells; one million rounds of ammunition of all kinds; chemicals for pre-
paring bomb detonators, including picric acid; thirty walkie-talkies and
various other communication devices including short-wave equipment
capable of intercepting police bands; fifty camouflage suits with boots
and steel helmets; and a crossbow.60

Minutemen train for guerrilla operations and conduct seminars on weapons
use, making of explosives, and so on.61 A considerable amount of effort is
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spent on gathering intelligence on potential targets—communications centers,
power stations, arms supplies—and this effort includes an attempt to infiltrate
police and National Guard units. This has apparently been partly successful.
Minutemen infiltration of the New York State Police netted considerable in-
formatjon on police radio communications.62

Effort is also devoted to a campaign of psychological warfare oriented to
the harassment of liberals. The Minutemen message below, printed on stick-
ers and post cards, has become well-known:

TRAITORS BEWARE

See the old man at the corner where you buy your papers? He may
have a silencer equipped pistol under his coat. That extra fountain pen
in the pocket of the insurance salesman who calls on you might be a
cyanide gas gun. What about your milk man? Arsenic works slow but
sure. Your auto mechanic may stay up nights studying booby traps.
These patriots are not going to let you take their freedom away from
them. They have learned the silent knife, the strangler’s cord, the target
rifle that hits sparrows at 200 yards. Traitors beware. Even now the
crosshairs are on the back of your necks.

MINUTEMEN

In addition to their own potential for violence, the Minutemen represent
what may be the clearest example of a kind of political alienation which
could conceivably come to characterize a wider and wider range of groups in
American society. Lacking sufficient data, an analysis of their source and
future is at best tentative and exploratory. Still, several facts are illuminating.

The Minutemen membership is largely composed of marginal whites. The
founder and leader, Robert DePugh, is a Midwestern small entrepreneur with
a history of business failure, who now operates a small, largely family-owned
veterinary drug concern. The former Midwest Coordinator of the group, now
head of a smaller but similar group called the Counter-Insurgency Council,
owns and operates a small machine shop and gunsmithy in a small Illinois
town.63 The group arrested in Redmond, Washington, in connection with the
attempted bank robbery included a longshoreman, a grocery clerk, a church
maintenance man, a ship’s oiler, a civilian driver for an Army base, and a
draftsman.64 Those arrested in the New York camp episode included a land-
scape artist, two truck drivers, a cab driver, a heavy equipment operator, a
milkman, a draftsman, a mold-maker, an airport steward, a gardener, a horse
groom, a bus driver, a New York City fireman, a plasterer, two mechanics and
aclerk.65 Most of these were young, between the ages of eighteen and thirty-
one. A close student of the Minutemen describes their membership as pre-
dominantly male, of Western European ancestry and at least nominal Christi-
anity; at least one-half blue-collar workers, few professionals or salaried white
collar workers, and an over-representation of small proprietors.66 It is note-
worthy that this distribution parallels to a considerable extent estimates of
contemporary Klan membership. This fact may indicate a similar set of con-
ditions underlying the rise of the two groups, as well as offering an explana-
tion for the failure of the Minutemen to recruit Southern membership.67
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This distribution also approximates the traditional social base of fascist
movements.

.The standard explanations of “right-wing” militancy in the United States
have relied heavily on the notion that such militancy represents a form of
“status politics” accompanying the strains of prosperity.68 This kind of ex-
planation clearly applies fairly well to groups such as the John Birch Society,
whose membership tends to be suburban and relatively affluent.69 But in the
case of “patriotic” organizations as well as organized Southern racism, a cer-
tain division of labor is apparent, based on class or at least occupational lines.
Just as the Citizens Councils represent a higher-income membership than the
Klans, the Birch Society represents the prosperous and at least quasi-
respectable arm of the radical “anti-Communist” movement. At the level of
the Minutemen a different kind of analysis may be required.

While the problem of “status™ is doubtless great for the marginal white, his
grievances run much deeper. In an important sense, the small-time, small-
town businessman, the urban clerk, or worker has been overwhelmed by
social developments beyond his capacity to understand or to control. It can
be argued that the source of his complaint is not “Communism” at all; rather,
it is a form of capitalism which has been imposed upon him from outside—not
the classical entrepreneurial capitalism of early America, which he cherishes,
but the newer, bigger, corporate capitalism of contemporary America. The
new capitalism, while creating new opportunities and new security for large
business and for much of organized labor, and extending an at least rudimen-
tary welfare state apparatus to the poor, has largely passed by those in the
various occupational backwaters which the Minutemen membership repre-
sents. The advantages—tax loopholes, government contracts, controlled mar-
kets, and the like—accruing to large-scale corporate capitalism are not avail-
able to them; nor for many, are the benefits of organized labor. Increasingly
left behind in the thrust of these developments, the marginal white feels all of
the strains of modern life without most of its benefits.

This situation is strongly reflected in Minutemen ideology, which, while
“anti-Communist™ on the surface, is actually much more complex. To begin
with, the nature of “Communism” for the Minutemen is considerably blurred,
as it is for many extreme right-wing groups: “No matter what the name by
which this collective ideology is known; commun-ism, social-ism, liberal-ism,
progressiv-ism or welfare-ism, it still adds up to the same thing; it is the anti-
thesis of individualism, it is the enemy of freedom.”70 In a real sense, the
“enemy” is a complexity and centralization which goes well beyond the
meaning of “Communism.” For that matter, Minutemen ideology explicitly
renounces contemporary capitalism in its espousal of the classical variant;
DePugh argues that there is a “great difference between theoretical capitalism
(the free enterprise system) and capitalism as a power structure.”7! And
again, . . . the ‘power elite’ is indeed a strange combination of monopoly
capitalism and world communism.”72 These facts are congruent with evi-
dence of the Populist character of certain other right-wing phenomena; for
example, a study of support for Senator Joseph McCarthy found his support
highest among small businessmen who opposed both labor unions and big
corporations.73

The content of Minutemen ideology leads to the strong suspicion that the
agitation against“Communism” represents primarily a muddled political
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awareness of the nature of a “New Industrial State”74 in which certain groups
have been effectively cut off from appreciable influence. The sense of perse-
cution by an organized conspiracy is heightened by their political exclusion
and finds its mode of expression in the ideological preoccupations of the
larger society.

Political impotence leads the Minutemen to a sense that orderly political
activity is not feasible, and the Minutemen—like many militants on the Left—
renounce existing political parties and call for political purism: “Throughout
history all major political changes, violent and nonviolent, have been made by
minorities. Logically, then, the patriots must cooperate only with their own
kind, not in coalitions with members of the vested bureaucracy, either Demo-
cratic or Republican.”75 In 1966, the Minutemen organized their own politi-
cal party, the Patriotic Party. This reflects the growing politicization of the
group and an attempt, if not to influence the political order substantially, at
least to promote a recognition of the political, rather than criminal, character
of the group. The Minutemen have insisted on their political identity in the
face of numerous criminal prosecutions. ‘“We are not criminals,” wrote
DePugh while fleeing indictment in connection with the Seattle bank robbery,
“we are political refugees in our own land.”76

The Minutemen have been unable to organize themselves for political
action in an effective sense. They remain a loose collection of armed guerrilla
bands. Their attempts at alliance with other groups have met with little suc-
cess. They were allied with the Birch Society until DePugh was expelled from
that organization in 1964. Informal affiliation remains; some of the Minute-
men arrested in the New York incident were also Birch members. Individual
Minutemen have had connections with the American Nazi Party and the Klan;
the National States Rights Party cut off its support of the Minutemen in 1964
on the ground that the Minutemen had “gone too far.”77 The lack of endur-
ing alliances among such groups is traditional, but in the case of the Minute-
men more specific factors may be involved, including the lack of anti-Semitic
of anti-Negro elements in Minuteman ideology. The Minutemen’s highly in-
dividualistic ideology and their loose control over membership severely hinder
more effective collective organization. At the same time, the lack of strong
organizational control may increase the potential for localized violence by
individual members and units.

Lack of effective organization furthers the Minutemen’s political impo-
tence. Their effective exclusion from politics in turn influences their percep-
tion of the nature of the “power structure” and forces them further into a
political limbo where violence becomes increasingly seen as the only effective
activity. As Hofstadter has suggested, this kind of political exclusion serves to
confirm pre-existing conceptions of the polity as in the hands of a malignant
force:

The situation becomes worse when the representatives of a particular
political interest—perhaps because of the very unrealistic and unrealisi-
ble nature of their demands—cannot make themselves felt in the politi-
cal process. Feeling that they have no access to political bargaining or
the making of decisions, they find their original conception of the
world of power as omnipotent, sinister, and malicious fully confirmed.
They see only the consequences of power—and this through distorting
lenses—and have little chance to observe its actual machinery.78
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CONCLUSION

For decades, violent white militancy represented the rough edge of a wider
national nativism aimed at excluding immigrants and blacks, Indians and for-
eigners, from full participation in American life. Official policy today, except
in some areas of the South and the more hardbitten sections of the North
repudiates these aims. Still, a significant minority of white Americans feel
driven to the use or contemplation of violence in support of similar aims.
Their protest reflects the failure of American society to eradicate the underly-
ing causes of the disaffection of both blacks and whites. On the one hand,
the failure to deal with the roots of racism has meant the rise of violent black
protest in the cities, which the working-class white fears will spill over into his
own neighborhood along with rising crime and sinking property values. On
the other hand, the failure to deal with the institutional roots of white mar-
ginality has left many whites in a critical state of bitterness and political
alienation as they perceive the government passing them by.

For the Minutemen, the Klan, and similar groups, adrift and overwhelmed
by the processes of the modern corporate state, the language of racism or
anti-Communism structures all discontents and points to drastic solutions.
Politically immature groups define the source of their problems in terms pro-
vided for them. This should not obscure the fact that their problems are
genuine.

Continued political exclusion and organizational fragmentation render
such groups increasingly prone to violence as a last political language. An
effective response to these groups must transcend mere surveillance and con-
demnation, which can only aggravate their frame of mind without providing
redress of their situation.

For the most part, the political response to white militancy has been either
repressive or self-servingly encouraging. The current emphasis on “law and
order” partakes of both elements. A continued repressive response to the
militancy of both blacks and whites could conceivably lead to a state of guer-
rilla warfare between the races. There are precedents for such warfare in
some of the race riots of the first half of the century, and in recent clashes
between armed black and white militants in the South.

. Of more immediate importance is the growing militancy among white
policemen, as evidenced by the recent activity of the Law Enforcement Group
in New York, the beating of black youths by policemen in Detroit, and the

revelation of Ku Klux Klan activity in the Chicago police force. The new

militancy of the police has obvious and ominous implications for the Ameri-
can racial situation, indeed for the future character of all forms of group pro-
test in America. The policing of protest takes on a new aspect when the
policeman carries with him the militant white’s racist and anti-radical world-
view. The following chapter analyzes the sources and direction of the
increasing protest of the police.
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Chapter 7
THE POLICE IN PROTEST

THE POLICE AND MASS PROTEST:
THE ESCALATION OF CONFLICT, HOSTILITY AND VIOLENCE

One central fact emerges from any study of police encounters with student
protesters, anti-war demonstrators or black militants; there has been a steady
escalation of conflict, hostility and violence.

The Black Community

Writing in 1962, three years before the Watts riots and almost the distant
past in this respect, James Baldwin vividly portrayed the social isolation of
the policeman in the black ghetto:

... The only way to police a ghetto is to be oppressive. None of the
Police Commissioner’s men, even with the best will in the world, have
any way of understanding the lives led by the people; they swagger
about in twos and threes patrolling. Their very presence is an insult,
and it would be, even if they spent their entire day feeding gumdrops
to children. They represent the force of the white world, and that
world’s real intentions are, simply, for that world’s criminal profit and
ease, to keep the black man corralled up here, in his place. The badge,
the gun in the holster, and the swinging club, make vivid what wilt
happen should his rebellion become overt . . .

It is hard, on the other hand, to blame the policeman, blank, good-
natured, thoughtless, and insuperably innocent, for being such a perfect
representative of the people he serves. He, too, believes in good inten-
tions and is astounded and offended when they are not taken for the
deed. He has never, himself, done anything for which to be hated—
which of us has? And yet he is facing, daily and nightly, the people
who would gladly see him dead, and he knows it. There is no way
for him not to know it: There are few things under heaven more un-
nerving than the silent, accumulating conternpt and hatred of a people.
He moves through Harlem, therefore, like an occupying soldier in a
bitterly hostile country; which is precisely what, and where he is, and
is the reason he walks in twos and threes.1

Today the situation is even more polarized. There have been riots, and
both black Americans and police have been killed. Black anger has become
more and more focused on the police: the Watts battle cry of “Get Whitey”
has been replaced by the Black Panther slogan: *“Off the pigs.” The black
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community is virtually unanimous in demanding major reforms, including
police review boards and local control of the police. According to the Kerner
Commission? and other studies,3 conflict with the police was one of the
most important factors in producing black riots. In short, anger, hatred and
fear of the police are a major common denominator among black Americans
at the present time.

The police return these sentiments in kind—they both fear the black com-
munity and openly express violent hostility and prejudice toward it. QOur re-
view of studies of the police revealed unanimity in findings on this point:
the majority of rank and file policemen are hostile toward black people.4 Us-
ually such hostility does not reflect official policy, although in isolated in-
stances, as in the Miami Police Department under Chief Headley, official
policy may encourage anti-black actions.5 Judging from these studies, there
is no reason to suppose that anti-black hostility is a new development brought
on by recent conflicts between the police and the black community. What ap-
pears to have changed is not police attitudes, but the fact that black people
are fighting back.

The Harlem Riot Commission Report of 1935 reserved its most severe
criticism for the police:

The police of Harlem show too little regard for human rights and con-
stantly violate their fundamental rights as citizens . . . The insecurity of
the individual in Harlem against police aggression is one of the most
potent causes for the existing hostility to authority . . . It is clearly the
responsibility of the police to act in such a way as to win the confidence
of the citizens of Harlem and to prove themselves the guardians of the
rights and safety of the community rather than its enemies and
oppressors.6

And William A. Westley reported from his studies of police in the late forties:

No white policeman with whom the author has had contact failed to
mock the Negro, to use some type of stereotyped categorization, and
to refer to interaction with the Negro in an exaggerated dialect, when
the subject arose.”

Students of police seem unanimous in agreeing that police attitudes have
not changed much since those studies. In a study done under a grant from the
Office of Law Enforcement Assistance of the United States Department of
Justice, and submitted to the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement
and the Administration of Criminal Justice in 1966, Donald J. Black and
Albert J. Reiss, Jr. found overwhelming evidence of widespread, virulent
prejudice by police against Negroes.8 The study was based on field observa-
tions by thirty-six observers who accompanied police officers for a period of
seven weeks in the summer of 1966 in Boston, Chicago, and Washington,

D.C. It was found that thirty-eight percent of the officers had expressed “ex-
treme prejudice,” while an additional thirty-four percent had expressed “con-
siderable prejudice” in front of the observers. Thus, seventy-two percent

of these policemen qualified as prejudiced against black Americans. It must
be remembered that these views were not solicited, but were merely recorded
when voluntarily expressed. And it seems fair to assume that some proportion
of temaining twenty-eight percent were sophisticated enough to exercise a
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certain measure of restraint when in the presence of the observers. Also, ex-
amples presented by Black and Reiss make it clear that their observers found
intense and bitter hatred towards blacks. Moreover, these are not rural south-
ern policemen, and our investigation has shown that their views are typical of
those in most urban police forces.

Concrete examples of this prejudice are not hard to find. For example, the
Commission’s Cleveland Study Team found that prejudice had been festering
in the Cleveland police force for a long time but suddenly bloomed into
virulent bigotry following the July, 1968 shootout between police and black
militants. When white police were withdrawn from the ghetto for one night
to allow black community leaders to quell the rioting, racist abuse of Mayor
Carl B. Stokes, a Negro, could be heard on the police radio. And posters with
a picture of the Mayor under the words “WANTED FOR MURDER” hung in
district stations for several weeks after the shoot-out. Elsewhere our inter-
views disclosed the fact that nightsticks and riot batons are as times referred
to as “nigger knockers.”® Robert Conot writes that “LSMFT”—the old
Lucky Strike slogan—has slipped into police argot as: “Let’s Shoot a Mother-
Fucker Tonight.”10

Police actions often reflect these attitudes. In recent years there have been
numerous allegations by Negro and civil liberties groups of police insulting,
abusing, mistreating, and even beating or murdering blacks. Studies of the
police by independent bodies tend to support these allegations. For instance,
the 1961 report on Justice of the United States Civil Rights Commission con-
cluded that “Police brutality . . . is a serious problem in the United States.” 11
Without presently recounting specific additional instances and varieties of mis-
conduct, suffice it to say that this conclusion finds support throughout the
literature on police.12

The problem has become even more acute with the emergence of increased
black militancy. Reports in numerous cities, including Detroit,13 San Fran-
cisco,14 New York,15 and Oakland,16 indicate that police officers have at-
tacked or shot members of the black community, often Black Panthers, at
offices, social events, and even court house halls. Indeed, it appears that such
incidents are spreading and are not isolated in a few police departments.

Moreover, difficult to document, it seems clear that police prejudice im-
pairs the capacity of the police to engage in impartial crowd control. If any-
thing, the behavior which typifies day-to-day policing is magnified in riot situ-
ations. The report of the Kerner Commission indicates that, for example,
police violence was out of control during the 1967 riots,17 and similar find-
ings are seen elsewhere,18 including the study of the Commission’s Cleveland
Study Team.

Protesters: Student and Anti-War

Conflict has not only been escalating between the police and the black
community; bad feeling and violence between the police and students and
peace groups has also increased.

The earliest peace marches were treated much like ordinary parades by
the police, and the protesters, many of whom accepted nonviolence as their
guiding principle, seldom baited the police or expressed hostility toward them.
But slowly incidents began accumulating until by the spring and summer of
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1968 protest marches frequently became clashes between protesters and the
police.

As discussed in our chapter on anti-war protest, the escalation of the war
led to growing frustrations and greater militancy on the part of protesters.
Yet the police handling of protesters was often unrestrained and only in-
creased the potential for violence—in the immediate situation and for the
future. Predictably, the escalation continued. Protesters grew bitterly angry;
and as anger against the police became a major element in protest meetings
and marches, the police grew to hate and fear the protesters even more. Num-
erous respected commissions, among them the Cox Commission,19 which
studied the student uprising at Columbia University, and the Sparling Com-
mission,20 which studied the April, 1968 peace march in Chicago, found that
the police used uncalled-for force, often vindictively, against protesters, often
regardless of whether the latter were “peaceful” or “provocative.”

The extent of violence in police-protester confrontations was most clearly
shown to the nation by the media coverage of the 1968 Democratic National
Convention in Chicago. What was shown and reported confirmed what some
people already thought, confused others, but probably changed few minds.
However, the investigation of this Commission’s Chicago Study Team docu-
ments “unrestrained and indiscriminate police violence on many occasions.”

During the week of the Democratic National Convention, the Chicago
police were the targets of mounting provocation by both word and act.
It took the form of obscene epithets, and of rocks, sticks, bathroom
tiles and even human feces hurled at police by demonstrators. Some
of these acts had been planned; others were spontaneous or were them-
selves provoked by police action. Furthermore, the police had been put
on edge by widely published threats of attempts to disrupt both the
city and the Convention. ’

That was the nature of the provocation. The nature of the response
was unrestrained and indiscriminate police violence on many occasions,
particulary at night.

That violence was made all the more shocking by the fact that it was
often inflicted upon persons who had broken no law, disobeyed no
order, made no threat. These included peaceful demonstrators, on-
lookers, and large numbers of residents who were simply passing
through, or happened to live in, the areas where confrontations were
occurring.

Newsmen and photographers were singled out for assault, and their
equipment deliberately damaged. Fundamental police training was
ignored; and officers, when on the scene, were often unable to control
their men. As one police officer put it: “What happened didn’t have
anything to do with police work.”21

Significantly, the violent police actions seen on television were less fierce than
the brutality they displayed at times or places where there were no television
cameras present.22

What is truly unique about Chicago, however, is not the occurrence of
police violence; rather, it is the extent and quality of media coverage given
to the actual events, the fact that a respected commission with sufficient re-
sources chose to find out what happened, and the extent and quality of media
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coverage of the report of those findings. For similar violence has occurred in
many places, including New York, San Francisco, and Los Angeles.. )

For example, in March, 1968, in New York’s Grand Central Station, while
demonstrators engaged in typical Yippie tactics, police sudden}y gpgeared
and, without giving the crowd any real chance to disperse, indiscriminately
attacked and clubbed demonstrators.23 A similar outburst occurred a month
later in Washington Square;24 and of course the police violence that spring at
Columbia, described in detail in Chapter Three, is by now a matter of com-
mon knowledge. The dispersal of a march of thousands to pentury City in
Los Angeles during the summer of 1967 is also a case in point. There, as
reported in Day of Protest, Night of Violence, a report p{epared by the
American Civil Liberties Union of Southern California, dispersal was accom-
panied by similar police clubbing and beating of demonstrators, children,
and invalids.25 It should be emphasized that the decision to disperse that
march was at best questionable since the protesters were not a viol.ent,
threatening crowd. Moreover, the report finds that the paraders C!ld not
violate the terms of their parade permit, and thus “the order to disperse
was arbitrary, and served no lawful purpose.”26 o

The point that the Chicago Convention violence is not unique 1s.hlgh-
lighted by considering that in April, 1968, four months earlier, similar
violence occurred between police and protesters during another peace
march in Chicago. An investigation was conducted by an independent )
committee which was chaired by Dr. Edward J. Sparling, president emeritus
of Roosevelt University, and whose membership included such persons as
Professor Harry Kalven, Jr., of the Chicago Law School and Mr. Warren
Bacon, Vice President of the Inland Steel Corporation. To quote from the
report of this committee:

On April 27, at the peace parade of the Chicago Peace Counci}, the
police badly mishandled their task. Brutalizing demonstra.tors x.mthout
provocation, they failed to live up to that difficult professionalism
which we demand. ) )

Yet to place primary blame on the police would, in our view, be’
inappropriate. The April 27 stage had been prepared.by the Mayqr s
designated officials weeks before. Administrative actions concerning
the April 27 Parade were designed by City Officials to communicate
that “these people have no right to demonstrate or express their )
views.” Many acts of brutal police treatment on April 27 were dx-.
rectly observed (if not commanded) by the Superintendent of Police
or his deputies.2?

What happened during the Chicago Convention, theref(?rg, is. not something
totally different from police work in practice. Our analysis indicates that the
Convention violence was unusual more in the fact of its having been docu-
mented than in the fact of its having occurred. The problem most definitely
is not one unfortunate outburst of misbehavior on the part of a few officers,
as the report of the Chicago Administration alleged.28

In closing this section, it is instructive to note two fact‘s: first, that the
behavior of most police, most of the time, is not necessarily represen.ted by
their actions in situations involving protest. In protest situations their own
political views often seem to control their actions. Secondly, a violent response
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by police to protestors is not inevitable. For example, recently a major Lon-
don demonstration protesting the Vietnam war and the politics of the “Estab-
lishment” resulted in no serious violence, and one serious attempt to provoke
trouble was avoided by a superbly disciplined and restrainted team of police-
men. According to The New York Times:

... But the police never drew their truncheons and never showed
anger. They held their line in front of the embassy until, as the
attackers tired, they could begin to push the crowd down South
Audley Street and away from the square.

Americans who saw the Grosvenor Square events could not help
drawing the contrast with the violence that erupted between the Chicago
police and demonstrators at the Decmoratic Convention in August.29

More recently, in the United States, during the inaugural ceremonies for
President Nixon, the Washington, D.C. authorities and city police received
a complimentary reaction from all sides. David Dellinger called the police
performance “beautiful’” and added that, ““At key points the Mayor and other
people stepped in to prevent [violence] from escalating.” The Washington
Daily News, in an editorial of January 22, 1969, described the conduct of
the police as “a superb demonstration of discipline—a new, professional
police force awesome in its strength and self-control.” In the materials that
follow, we shall attempt to analyze those features of the policeman’s role in
society that contribute to a breakdown of discipline and self-control.

THE PREDICAMENT OF THE POLICE

The significance of police hostility, anger and violence need hardly be
stressed. Yet any analysis along this line runs the risk of being labelled anti-
police, and it is often argued that such analyses demand more of the police
than of other groups in society. However, this criticism may both be true and
miss the point.

In some senses we do demand more of the police than we do of other
groups—or more accurately, perhaps, we become especiatly concerned when
the police fail to meet our demands. But this must be the case because it is to
the police that we look to deal with so many of our problems and it is to the
police that we entrust the legitimate use of force. Moreover, unnecessary
police violence can only exacerbate the problems police action is used to
solve. Protesters are inflamed, and a cycle of greater and greater violence is
set into motion—both in the particular incident and in future incidents. More
fundamentally, the misuse of police force violates basic notions of our society
concerning the role of police. Police are not supposed to adjudicate and
punish; they are supposed to apprehend and take into custody. To the extent
to which a nation’s police step outside such bounds, that nation has given up
the rule of law in a self-defeating quest for order.”

So it becomes especially important to explore why the police have become
increasingly angry and hostile toward blacks and protesters and why they are
inclined to over-react violently when confronting such persons. The necessary
starting point is a careful examination of what it is like to be a policeman today.

The predicament of the police in America today can scarcely be overstated,
caught as they are between two contradictory developments: their job is
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rapidly becoming much more difficult (some say in}ppssible), whilc? at t‘he
same time their resources—morale, material and training—are deterforatmg.
No recent observer doubts that the police are under increasing strain largely
because they are increasingly being given tasks well beyond their resources.

The Policeman’s Job

The outlines of the growing demands upon the police are w?ll known and.
require but brief review here. Increasingly, the police are requn'?d to cope yv1th
the problems which develop as conditions in the black con'unun}ty remain in-
tolerable and as black anger and frustration grow. Yet all mtelllgent. police
observers recognize that the root causes of black violence and rgbelhon are
beyond the means or authority of the police. As former Super{nteqdent of
the Chicago Police Department, 0. W. Wilson, commented on riots in a recent
interview:

I think there is a long-range answer—the correction of the inequities_
we’re all aware of: higher educational standards, improved economic
opporthnities, a catching up on the cultural lag, a strengthening of
spiritual values. All of these things in the long run must be brgught to
bear on the problem if it is to be solved permanently, and obviously it
must be solved. It will be solved, but not overnight.30

Since the publication of the Kerner Commission Report there' is no longer
much reason for anyone not to understand the nature of the §ocxal ills under-
lying the symptomatic violence of the black ghettos. B\{t while we all know
what needs to be done, it has not been done. The American policeman as
well as the black American must therefore suffer daily from the consequence
of inaction and indifference. )

James Baldwin’s characterization of the police as an army of occupation,
quoted earlier, requires more and more urgent consideration. The police are
set against the hatred and violence of the ghetto and'aré delegated to sup-
press it and keep it from seeping into white areas. ngmﬁcant!y, no one
knows this better than the police who must try to perform this dangt?rous
and increasingly unmanageable and thankless task. Througho.ut our inter-
views with members of major urban police forces, their despgr and anger in
the face of worsening violence and impending disaster was evident. .No re-
cent account about the police by scholars and journalists reports ev:de.ncef to
the contrary. As the Saturday Evening Post recently wrote of the pohce.z in
St. Louis: “To many policemen, the very existence o.f [an. emergency riot
mobilization] plan implies that it will be used, and it is this sense of inevita-
bility, this feeling that events have somehow slipped out of their control,

that unnerves and frustrates them . . . .”31 L .
And, of course, the police are correct. Events are slipping out of their con-

trol and they must live, more than most people, with tt.le threat of danger and
disaster. As one patrolman told a Post reporter, “the fus.t guys there ['respond-
ing to the riot plan] —they’ve had it. I’ve thought of getSng myself a little

sign saying ‘expendable’ and hanging it around my neck. 32 When the tem-
peratures rise above 100 degrees in the ghetto and tenements overrun V\{lth
people, rats, hopelessness and anger, it is the police wh’o are on the line; and
any mistake can bring death. A New York policeman interviewed by our
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Task Force put the widespread apprehensions of the police simply: “Yeah,
I’m scared. All the cops are. You never know what’s going to happen out
there. This place is a powder keg. You don’t know if just putting your
hand on a colored kid will cause a riot.”

Similarly, the police can do little to ameliorate the reasons for student and
political protest. Many demands of the protesters—moral political leadership,
peace, and reform of the universities—lie outside the jurisdiction of the police.
Bult‘ when protesters are met with police, protest becomes a problem for the
police.

Protest, moreover, poses an unusual problem for the policeman. Although
policemen are characteristically referred to as law-enforcement officers, more
than one student of police has distinguished between the patrolman’s role as
a “peace officer” concerned with public order,33 and the policeman’s role as
detective, concerned with enforcing the law. As a peace officer, the patrol-
man usually copes with his responsibilities by looking away from minor
thefts, drunkenness, disturbances, assaults, and malicious mischief. *[T]he
normal tendency of the police,” writes James Q. Wilson, ““is to underenforce
the law.”34

In protest situations, however, the police are in the public eye, and fre-
quently find themselves in the impossible position of acting as substitutes
for necessary political and social reform. If they cope with their situation by
venting their rage on the most apparent and available source of their predica-
ment—blacks, students and demonstrators—it should occasion no surprise.
The professional restraint, compassion and detachment, oftentimes displayed
by police, are admirable. Under pressure and provocation, however, the police
themselves can pose serious social problems.

The Resources of the Police

As the job of the policeman has become more important and sensitive,
society has neglected the police in quite direct ways. From our study of the

police in many cities it is apparent that law enforcement as an occupation has
declined badly.

The Problem of Manpower: Quantity and Quality

It is hard to say why men join the police force, but the evidence we have
indicates that police recruits are not especially sadistic or even authoritarian,
as some have alleged. On the contrary, the best evidence that we have been
able to accumulate from the works of such police experts as Niederhoffer35
and MacNamara36 suggests that the policeman is usually an able and gregarious
young man with social ideals, better than average physical prowess and a
father conventional outlook on life, including normal aspirations and self-
interest.

One outstanding problem of the police is a decline in pay relative to com-
parable occupations.37 Correspondingly, the prestige of the occupation in
the estimate of the general public has fallen sharply, and there has been a
sharp decline in the quality and quantity of new recruits.38 Most departments
have many vacancies. In New York City, for example, according to a study
conducted by Arthur Niederhoffer,39 more than half of the recruits to the
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New York City Police in June, 1940, were college graduates. During the
last decade, on the other hand, the proportion of recruits with a college de-
gree has rarely reached five percent. Niederhoffer attributes this change to
a decline in the relative financial rewards for being a policeman.40 He notes
that: “In the 1930s . . . top-grade patrolmen in New York City earned three
thousand dollars a year. They owned houses and automobiles; they could
afford the luxuries that were the envy of the middle class; and they were
never laid off. In the panic of the Depression, the middle class began to re-
gard a police career pragmaticlly.”41 However, as the affluence of the coun-
try has risen in general, the relative rewards of police work have lagged badly.
“Patrolmen’s pay in major cities now averages about $7,500 per year—33%
less than is needed to sustain a family of four in moderate circumstances in
a large city, according to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.”42 Even
though a top-grade patrolman in New York now earns about $9,000, this
is less than a skilled craft-worker, such as an electrician or plumber, earns
in New York.43 Meanwhile, we have encouraged police to aspire to a middle-
class life style. To achieve this, many police “moonlight” on a second job
and have wives who work. Others—we do not know what percentage—engage
in graft and corruption, which, in some cities, has been described as *“a way
of life.”44

Thus a decline in the relative salary of the police profession is at least
partly to blame for the fact that, while we have increasingly become com-
mitted to professionalism among the police, in many of our great cities the
quality of recruits has actually been declining. In fact, matters are worse
than they might appear; for while the average level of education among
police recruits has been declining, the average level of educational achieve-
ment in the population has been increasing rapidly. Thus, new police re-
cruits are being taken from an ever-shrinking pool of undereducated per-
sons; increasingly it is such people who find being a policeman a “good
job.”45

In many urban departments today the older policemen are better educated
and qualified than are the young policemen—a reversal of the trend operating
in almost every other occupation in America. As an Oakland police captain
with twenty-seven years on the force described changes in his department to
our interviewer:

We are not getting the type of college people in the department that we
were before. The guys that we’re getting now have had a high school
education, have gone into the army for a couple of years and have come
out and are looking to get in the police department because of the

good pay. Oakland is a relatively high-paying department, but still

does not get educated recruits. We’re not getting one twentieth of

the people out of the junior colleges that we should get. What we’re
going to have to do is subsidize the education of these people.

Even more bleak is the picture painted by Dr. Maurice Mensh, a physician who
cares for the Washington, D.C. police:

This is an uneducated group. You should read some of the essays they
write. They can hardly write . ... And you put them on the street and
ask them to make decisions that are way beyond their capacity.46
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Moreover, such situations exist even in what are considered to be the most
elite, competent and educated police forces in the country. For example,
in Berkeley, California, there has recently been a sharp decline in the educa-
tional level of recruits.47

Alongside problems of recruitment are problems of retention. For exam-
ple, the San Francisco Chronicle reported November 12, 1968 that 195 offi-
cers of the San Francisco Police Department had suddenly put in for early re-
tirement. This was approximately eleven percent of the force, which like most
urban departments, chronically operates at about five percent below author-
ized strength for lack of suitable applicants. The mass of retirement applica-
tions followed the June passage of a ballot proposition to improve policemen
retirement benefits and permit retirement at an earlier age. The purpose of
the new program was to aid the department in recruiting new officers. Iron-
ically, its results thus far have been to increase retirement applications.

What reason did these policemen give for quitting the force at the
earliest possible moment? One veteran inspector said, “It’s a dog’s job. It’s
ajob the average man wouldn’t take. It doesn’t have to be, but it is.” An-
other inspector explained his decision this way: “...We’re running scared . ..
If there are social injustices, that’s society’s bag. We can’t cure them. All we
can do is make arrests. . ..” In the judgment of Captain Charles Barca, the
men leave because, “It’s just an ugly, difficult, uncomfortable way to make
a living and will continue to be that way until the general public develops
more appreciation for officers and more respect for them.”48

Although the San Francisco episode was striking because a change in the
law produced a sudden mass retirement, reports from urban departments
across the nation show that the majority of officers retire as soon as they are
eligible.

Even more troubling is the fact that many urban departments report mas-
sive resignation rates—often nearly twenty percent per year—among officers
short of retirement. According to our interview with Berkeley Police Chief
William Beall, Berkeley officers quit the force at all stages of their career.
“We lose many veteran officers with ten to tifteen years on the force, men
who are at the peak of their efficiency.” Almost none of these men take
law enforcement jobs elsewhere—Berkeley is one of the highest paying and
most admired departments in the nation—but take up other occupations.
“The men who find these opportunities are our best, as you would expect,”
Chief Beall told our interviewer. Thus for many policemen the way to cope
with the predicament of modern policing is simply to get out.

One obvious consequence of all this has been a shortage of manpower
on police forces. An examination of the Uniform Crime Reports of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation shows that the number of full-time police
employees per 1,000 population in America’s cities has gone virtually un-
changed since 1960, while the number of complaints handled by the police
has increased enormously .49 A corollary is, of course, the tendency to over-
work and overextend our police.

Training: Deterjoration in the Face of New Needs

Perhaps an even more significant effect of pressing manpower needs is the
tendency to allow existing training programs to deteriorate because of the
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pressure for immediate manpower. There is considerable evidence that the
new recruits are receiving less adequate training from within departments than
in the recent past.50 However, this deterioration has largely gone unnoticed
outside the police. For while police academies have undoubtedly been up-
graded in many cities and while their curricula have been immeasurably im-
proved, frequently new recruits are not given the benefit of these improve-
ments. Because of the overwhelming need for manpower, recruits often are
hustled out of their training period and onto the streets before they have been
adequately instructed. To appreciate the severity of this problem, one need
only consider the following excerpts from our interviews with New York
policemen about officer training. We select New York because it is the largest
police department in the nation and is generally regarded as a police depart-
ment with outstanding training practices.

A patrolman on a Brooklyn beat:
There is no professionalization in this department. We’re getting a
bunch of dummies on this job now. We’ve got guys out on the
street who haven’t had any training outside of three or four days
in the academy. We had one class that graduated in December and
it had three weeks of training and we had another class that was in
June for only I think it was two days, and they were put out on
the street. The Mayor says we’ve got to have more policemen; so
we put these guys out, and they shouldn’t be there. And they keep
saying, we’ll send them back to the academy for their training later,
and they’ve said this half a dozen times now and the guys are still
out on the street. You know, they aren’t even training these guys
to shoot . ... The way it stands now, we’re putting uniforms on
guys and calling them cops, but they’re not cops; they don’t know
anything.

A sergeant:
I was an instructor at the police academy last year and I know I
had one of my classes turned out on the street after about three
weeks. They’re supposed to come back to work one day a week at
the academy for what they missed, but it never happened. They’re
out there working now with just three weeks training. Last night
I had a couple of young officers who had just a very short time on
the job and only a few weeks in the academy and something hap-
pened and one of the detectives fired his revolver and one of these
young guys couldn’t resist, he fired too. I'm really afraid of what’s
going to happen with these young guys. They’re all eager to get in
and do what they think is real police work, but they just don’t have
the training.

A patrolman:
We had a young officer killed about two days ago, and I went and
checked on his record myself, so I know this to be a fact. He had
been out of the academy for a few months now and he had never
had any training on how to handle a gun,

Indeed, according to a story in the New York Times more than 2,000 new
policemen had been assigned to duty during the first eight months of 1968
without being cleared by the background investigation which “normally pre-
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cedes appointment to the force.”51 The reason given by city officials was
the urgent need to obtain new policemen.

Deterioration of existing training programs is particularly unfortunate at
a time when new and vastly improved methods of training are needed if the
police are adequately to deal with demonstration, protest, and confrontation.
In dealing with crowds, police are required to exhibit teamwork, imperson-
ality, and discipline seldom demanded in their routine work. In fact, certain
characteristic features of police training may hinder men from operating
properly in crowd control situations. As the National Advisory Commission
on Civil Disorders observed:

Traditional police training seeks to develop officers who can work in-
dependently and with little direct supervision. But the control of
civil disturbances requires quite different performance—large numbers
of disciplined personnel, comparable to soldiers in a military unit,
organized and trained to work as members of a team under a highly
unified command control system. No matter how well-trained and
skilled a police officer may be, he will be relatively ineffectual to

deal with civil disturbances so long as he functions as an individual.52

Thus one National Guard commander complained after viewing the police
utilization of Guard units during the Detroit riot of 1967:

They sliced us up like baloney. The police wanted bodies. They
grabbed Guardsmen as soon as they reached the armories, before
their units were made up, and sent them out, two on a fire truck,
this one on a police car, that one to guard some installation . . . .
The guards simply became lost boys in the big town carrying guns.S3

Perhaps no more dramatic illustration of the shortcomings of police
crowd control techniques can be offered than the Detroit riot of 1967.
Responsibility for riot control was divided between U.S. Army paratroopers
on one side of town and a combination of Detroit police and the National
Guard on the other. The Guard proved as untrained and unreliable as the
police and between the two, thousands of rounds of ammunition were
expended and perhaps thirty persons were killed while disorder continued.
Yet in paratrooper territory, only 201 rounds of ammunition were fired,
mostly in the first several hours before stricter fire discipline was imposed,
only one person was killed, and within a few hours quiet and order were
restored in that section of the city.54

The Police View of Protest and Protesters

Faced with the mounting pressures inherent in their job, the police have
naturally sought to understand why things are as they are. Explanations
which the police, with a few exceptions, have adopted constitute a relatively
coherent view of current protests and their causes. The various propositions
making up this view have nowhere been set out and made explicit, but they
do permeate the police literature. We have tried to set them out as explicitly
as possible.

As will be seen, this view functions to justify, indeed, it suggests, a strategy
for dealing with protest and protesters. Like any coherent view of events, it
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helps the police plan what they should do, and understand what they have
done. But it must also be said that the police view makes it more difficult

to keep the peace and increases the potential for violencé. Furthermore,
police attitudes toward protest and protesters often lead to condu.ct at odds
with-democratic ideals of freedom of speech and political expression. .Thus
the police often view protest as an intrusion rather than as a c(lmtributhlon

to our political processes. In its extreme case, this may result in treatmg.the
fundamental political right of dissent as merely an unnecessary inconvenience
to traffic, as subversive activity, or both.

The “Rotten Apple” View of Man

What is the foundation of the police view? On the basis of our interviews
with police and a systematic study of police publication§,55 we hfi‘ve found
that a significant underpinning is what can best be described as a “rotten
apple” theory of human nature. Such a theory of human nature is hardly
confined to the police, of course. It is widely shared in our socxety’.’ Many
of those to whom the police are responsible hold the “rotten apple” theory,
and this complicates the problem in many ways.

Under this doctrine, crime and disorder are attributable mainly to the
intentions of evil individuals; human behavior transcends past experience,
culture, society, and other external forces and should be understood in
terms of wrong choices, deliberately made. Significantly—and contrary to
the teachings of all the behavioral sciences—social factors such as poverty,
discrimination, inadequate housing, and the like are excluded from ?he
analysis. As one policeman put it simply, “Poverty fioesn’t‘ cause crime; peo-
ple do.” (And as we discuss later, the policeman’s view of “crime”’ is ex-
tremely broad.) ) )

The “rotten apple” view of human nature puts the policeman at odd.s with
the goals and aspirations of many of the groups he is called upon to Bohce..
For example, police often relegate social reforms to the category of” coddling
criminals,” or, in the case of recent ghetto programs, to “selling out to
trouble-makers. Moreover, while denying that social factors may contribute
to the causes of criminal behavior, police and police publications, somewhat
inconsistently, denounce welfare programs not as irrelevant but as harmful be-
cause they destroy human initiative. This negative view of thf: goals of )
policed communities can only make the situation of both police and pphced
more difficult and explosive. Thus, the black community sees the polll.ce not
only as representing an alien white society but also as advocating positions
fundamentally at odds with its own aspirations. A recent report by fhe Group
for Research on Social Policy at Johns Hopkins University (commissioned
by the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders) summarizes the
police view of the black community:

The police have wound up face to face with the social consequences
of the problems in the ghetto created by the failure of other white in-
stitutions—though, as has been observed, they themselves have con-
tributed to those problems in no small degree. Tl}e .distfmt and )
gentlemanly white racism of employers, the discrlmmatloq of white
parents who object to having their children go to school with Negroes,
the disgruntlement of white taxpayers who deride the present welfare
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system as a sinkhole of public funds but are unwilling to see it replaced
by anything more effective—the consequences of these and other forms
of white racism have confronted the police with a massive control
problem of the kind most evident in the riots.

In our survey, we found that the police were inclined to see the riots
as the long range result of faults in the Negro community—disrespect
for law, crime, broken families, etc.—rather than as responses to the
stance of the white community. Indeed, nearly one-third of the white
police saw the riots as the result of what they considered the basic
violence and disrespect of Negroes in general, while only one-fourth
attributed the riots to the failure of white institutions. More than
three-fourths also regarded the riots as the immediate result of agitators
and criminals—a suggestion contradicted by all the evidence accumulated
by the riot commission. The police, then, share with the other groups—
excepting the black politicians—a tendency to emphasize perceived de-
fects in the black community as an explanation for the difficulties that
they encounter in the ghetto.56

A similar tension sometimes exists between the police and both higher civic
officials and representatives of the media. To the extent that such persons
recognize the role of social factors in crime and approve of social reforms,
they are viewed by the police as “selling out” and not “supporting the police.”

Several less central theories often accompany the “rotten apple” view.
These theories, too, are widely shared in our society. First, the police widely
blame the current rise in crime on a turn away from traditional religiousness,

and they fear an impending moral breakdown.57 Yet the best recent evidence
shows that people’s religious beliefs and attendance neither reduce nor in-
crease their propensity toward crime.58

But perhaps the main target of current police thinking is permissive child-
rearing, which many policemen interviewed by our task force view as having
led to a generation “that thinks it can get what it yells for.” Indeed, one
officer interviewed justified the use of physical force on offenders as a correc-
tive for lack of childhood discipline. “If their folks had beat ’em when they
were kids, they’d be straight now. As it is, we have to shape ’em up.” While
much recent evidence, discussed elsewhere in this report, has shown that stu-
dents most concerned with social issues and most active in protest movements
have been reared in homes more “permissive,” according to police standards,
than those who are uninvolved in these matters, it does not follow that such
“permissiveness™ leads to criminality. In fact the evidence strongly suggests
that persons who receive heavy corporal punishment as children are more
likely to act aggressively in ensuing years.59

The police also tend to view perfectly legal social deviance, such as long
hair worn by men, not only with extreme distaste, but as a ladder to potential
criminality. At a luncheon meeting of the International Conference of Police
Associations, for example, Los Angeles patrolman George Suber said:

You know, the way it is today, women will be women—and so will
men! I got in trouble with one of them. I stopped him on a freeway
after a chase—95, 100 miles an hour . . . . He had that hair down to
the shoulders.
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I said to him, “I have a son about your age, and if you were my
son, I'd do two things.” “Oh,” he said, “what?”” “I’d knock him on
his ass, and I’d tell him to get a haircut.” :

“Oh, you don’t like my hair?” “No,” I said, “you look like a fruit.”
At that he got very angry. I had to fight him to get him under control.60

Non-conformity comes to be viewed with nearly as much suspicion as actual
law violation; correspondingly, the police value the familiar, the ordinary, the
status quo rather than social change. These views both put the police at odds
with the dissident communities with whom they have frequent contact and de-
tract from their capacity to appreciate the reasons for dissent, change, or any
form of innovative social behavior.

Explaining Mass Protest

It is difficult to find police literature which recognizes that the imperfec-
tion of social institutions provides some basis for the discontent of large seg-
ments of American society. In addition, organized protest tends to be viewed
as the conspiratorial product of authoritarian agitators—usually “Communists™
—who mislead otherwise contented people. From a systematic sampling of
police literature and statements by law enforcement authorities—ranging from
the Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation to the patrolman on the
beat—a common theme emerges in police analyses of mass protest: the search
for such “leaders.” Again, this is a view, and a search, that is widespread in
our society.

Such an approach has serious consequences. The police are led to view
protest as illegitimate misbehavior, rather than as legitimate dissent against
policies and practices that might be wrong. The police are bound to be
hostile to illegitimate misbehavior, and the reduction of protest tends to be
seen as their principal goal. Such an attitude leads to more rather than less
violence; and a cycle of greater and greater hostility continues.

The “agitational” theory of protest leads to certain characteristic con-
sequences. The police are prone to underestimate both the protesters’ num-
bers and depth of feeling. Again, this increases the likelihood of violence.
Yet it is not only the police who believe in the “agitational” theory. Many
authorities do when challenged. For example, the Cox Commission found
that one reason for the amount of violence when police cleared the buildings
at Columbia was the inaccurate estimate of the number of demonstrators in
the buildings:

It seems to us, however, that the Administration’s low estimate largely
resulted from its inability to see that the seizure of the building was
not simply the work of a few radicals but, by the end of the week, in-
volved a significant portion of the student body who had become dis-
enchanted with the operation of the university.61

In line with the “agitational” theory of protest, particular significance is
attached by police intelligence estimates to the detection of leftists or out-
siders of various sorts, as well as to indications of organization and prior
planning and preparation. Moreover, similarities in tactics and expressed
grievances in a number of scattered places and situations are seen as indicative
of common leadership.
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Thus Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, in testimony before this commission on Septem-
ber 18, 1968, stated that:

Communists are in the forefront of civil rights, anti-war, and student
demonstrations, many of which ultimately become disorderly and
erupt into violence. As an example, Bettina Aptheker Kurzweil,
twenty-four year old member of the Communist National Committee,
was a leading organizer of the “Free Speech” demonstrations on the
campus of the University of California at Berkeley in the falt of
1964.

These protests, culminating in the arrest of more than 800 demon-
strators during a massive sit-in, on December 3, 1964, were the fore-
runner of the current campus upheaval.

In a press conference on July 4, 1968, the opening day of the Com-
munist Party’s Special National Convention, Gus Hall, the Party’s Gen-
eral Secretary, stated that there were communists on most of the
major college campuses in the country and that they had been involved
in the student protests.62 :

Mr. Hoover’s statement is significant not only because he is our nation’s highest
and most renowned law enforcement official, but also because his views are
reflected and disseminated throughout the nation—by publicity in the news
media and by FBI seminars, briefings, and training for local policemen.

Not surprisingly, then, views similar to Mr. Hoover’s dominate the most
influential police literature. For instance, a lengthy article in the April, 1965
issue of The Police Chief, the official publication of the International Associa-
tion of Chiefs of Police, concludes, referring to the Berkeley “Free Speech
Movement”:

One of the more alarming aspects of these student demonstrations is the
ever-present evidence that the guiding hand of communists and extreme
leftists was involved.63

By contrast, a “blue-ribbon” investigating committee appointed by the
Regents of the University of California concluded that:

We found no evidence that the FSM was organized by the Communist
Party, the Progressive Labor Movement, or any other outside group.
Despite a number of suggestive coincidences, the evidence which we
accumulated left us with no doubt that the Free Speech Movement
was a response to the September 14th change in rules regarding politi-
cal activity at Bancroft and Telegraph, not a pre-planned effort to
embarrass or destroy the University on whatever pretext arose.64

And more recently, the prestigious Cox Commission, which was headed by
the former Solicitor General of the United States and investigated last spring’s
Columbia disturbances, reported:

We reject the view that ascribes the April and May disturbances pri-
marily to a conspiracy of student revolutionaries. That demonology is
no less false than the naive radical doctrine that attributes all wars,
racial injustices, and poverty to the machinations of a capitalist and
militarist “Establishment.”65
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One reason why police analysis so often finds “leftists” is that its criteria
for characterizing persons as “leftists” is so broad as to be misleading. In
practice, the police may not distinguish “dissent” from ““subversion.” For
example, listed in The Police Chief article as a “Communist-linked” person is
a “former U.S. government employee who, while so employed, participated
in picketing the House Committee on Un-American Activities in 1960.”66
Guilt by association is a central analytical tool, and information is culled from
such ultra-right publications as Tocsin and Washington Report. Hostility and
suspicion towards the civil rights movement also serves as a major impetus
for seeing Communist involvement and leadership. The Police Chief found it
significant that black civil rights leaders such as James Farmer, Bayard Rustin,
John Lewis, James Baldwin and William McAdoo were among ““the swarm
of sympathizers” who sent messages of support to the FSM.67

Some indication of how wide the “communist” net stretches is given by
a December, 1968, story in the Chicago Tribune. The reporter asked police to
comment on the Report of this Commission’s Chicago Study Team:

While most district commanders spoke freely, many policemen declined
to comment unless their names were withheld. The majority of these
said the Walker report appeared to have been written by members of
the United States Supreme Court or Communists.68

Supplementing the problem of police definition and identification of left-
ists is a special vision of the role which such persons play. Just as the presence
of police and newsmen at the scene of a protest does not mean they are lead-
ers, so the presence of a handful of radicals should not necessarily lead one to
conclude that they are leading the protest movement. Moreover, our chapter
on student protest as well as other studies of student protest—including the
Byrne Report on the Free Speech Movement and the Cox Report on the
Columbia disturbances—indicate that “the leadership,” leaving aside for the
moment whether it is radical leadership, is able to lead only when events such
as administration responses unite significant numbers of students or faculty.
For example, the FSM extended over a number of months, and the leaders
conducted a long conflict with the university administration and proposed
many mass meetings and protests, but their appeals to “sit-in” were heeded
by students only intermittently. Sometimes the students rallied by the thous-
ands; at other times the leadership found its base shrunken to no more than
several hundred. At these nadir points the leaders were unable to accomplish
anything significant; on their own they were powerless. Renewal of mass
support for the FSM after each of these pauses was not the work of the leader-
ship, but only occurred when the school administration took actions which
aroused mass student feelings of betrayal or inequity. The “leadership” re-
mained relatively constant in its calls for support—and even then had serious
internal disputes—but the students gave, withdrew and renewed their support
independently, based on events. Clearly, the leaders did not foment student
protest on their own; and whatever the intentions or political designs of many
FSM leaders, they never had the power to manufacture the protest movement.

One special reason for this kind of police analysis of student protest may
derive from police unfamiliarity with the student culture in which such pro-
tests occur. When this culture is taken into account, one need not fall back
upon theories of sinister outside organizers to explain the ability of students
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to organize, plan, and produce sophisticated leaders and techniques. Even

at the time of the Free Speech Movement in 1964, many of the students, in-
cluding campus leaders, had spent at least one summer in the South taking
part in the civil rights struggles. Moreover, everyone had read about or seen
on television the “sit-ins” and other nonviolent tactics of the civil rights
movement. Also, while the police in Berkeley saw the use of loudspeakers
and walkie-talkies as evidence of outside leadership, the former had long been
standard equipment at student rallies and meetings, and the latter were avail-
able in nearby children’s toy stores (and were largely a “put on” anyway).
Finally, with the intellectual and human resources of thousands of under-
graduates, graduate students and faculty at one of the most honored universi-
ties in the world, one would hardly expect less competent organization and
planning.

A similar analysis may be made of conspiracy arguments relying on simi-
larities in issues and tactics in student protests throughout the nation; ex-
planations more simple than an external organizing force can be found. There
is no question that there has been considerable contact among student pro-
testers from many campuses. For example, students who are undergraduates
at one university often do graduate work at another. And television news
coverage of protest, student newspapers, and books popular in the student
culture have long articulated the grievances and tactics around which much
unrest revolves. Thus, when it is also considered that students throughout
the country do face similar circumstances, it is hardly surprising for similar
events to occur widely and to follow a recognizable pattern. Interestingly,
collective actions, such as panty raids, have spread through the student sub-
culture in the past without producing sinister conspiracy theories.

A related problem for police is sorting among certain types of claims from
and statements about radical movements. Chicago prior to and during the
Democratic National Convention is a case in point. To quote from the re-
port of the Commission’s Chicago Study Team:

The threats to the City were varied. Provocative and inflammatory
statements, made in connection with activities planned for convention
week, were published and widely disseminated. There were also intelli-
gence reports from informants.

Some of this information was absurd, like the reported plan to con-
taminate the city’s water supply with LSD. But some were serious; and
both were strengthened by the authorities’ lack of any mechanism for
distinguishing one from the other.

The second factor—the city’s response—matched in numbers and
logistics at least, the demonstrators’ threats.69

Surely it is unsatisfactory not to distinguish the absurd from the serious.”0
And just as surely, the incapacity to distinguish can only result in inadequate
protection against real dangers, as well as an increased likelihood of unneces-
sary suppression and violence. Again, this illustrates some of the problems of
the police view when confronted with modern mass protest. The police are
more likely to believe that “anarchist” leaders are going to contaminate a city’s
water supply with LSD than they are to believe that a student anti-war or black
protest is an expression of genuine, widespread dissatisfaction. Moreover, some

* radicals have increasingly learned to utilize and exploit the power of the media

\
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in order to stage events and create scenes, to provoke police into attacking
peaceful protesters, and the police have played an important role in assuring
their success. '

An interesting footnote to this discussion of police ideas about protest may
be added by noting that, if the standards used by leading police spokesmen to
identify a conspiracy were applied to the police themselves, one would con-
clude that police in the United States constitute an ultra-right wing conspiracy.
For example, one would note the growing police militancy with its similar
rhetoric and tactics throughout the nation, and the presence of such outside
“agitators” as John Harrington, president of the Fraternal Order of Police,
at the scene of particular outbursts of militancy. We hasten to add that we
do not feel that this is an adequate analysis of the situation. Police, like
students, share a common culture and are subject to similar pressures, prob-
lems and inequities; the police across the country respond similarly to similar
situations because they share common interests, not because they are a
“fascist”-led conspiracy.

MILITANCY AS A RESPONSE TO THE POLICE PREDICAMENT:
THE POLITICIZATION OF THE POLICE

INTRODUCTION
Traditional Political Involvement of Police

Political involvement of the police is not per se a new phenomenon. In-
deed, it is well known that in the days of the big city political machines the
police were in politics in a small way. They often owed their jobs and promo-
lions to the local alderman and were expected to cooperate with political
ward bosses and other sachems of the machines. In Albany, writes James Q.
Wilson, “The . . . Democratic machine dominates the police department as it
dominates everything else in the city.”7! In some cities under such domina-
tion, police were expected or allowed to cooperate with gamblers or other
sources of graft. Wilson comments, however, that ““there is little evidence
that this is the case in Albany.”72 Still, they played relatively minor roles in
active politics. As Wilson writes, “The police are in all cases keenly sensitive
to their political environment without in all cases being governed by it.”73
Their political concerns are ordinarily reserved for those decisions affecting
their careers as individual members of a bureaucracy.

Yet there was traditionally another—perhaps more significant—way in
which the police were political; as the active arm of the status quo. For
decades the police were the main bulwark against the labor movement:
picket lines were roughly dispersed, meetings were broken up, organizers
and activists were shot, beaten, jailed, or run out of town. Such antj-union
tactics are unusual today when national labor leaders are firm figures of the
establishment, but most of these same men experienced encounters with the
police in their youth. While these days have passed for the unions—except
perhaps for those having a large Negro membership—participants in the new
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protest movements of the Sixties also have come to see the police as enforcers
of the status quo. Civil rights workers, first in the South and then in the
North, and subsequently student and anti-war protesters, have met with ac-
tive police opposition, hostility and force. In addition, as we have discussed
elsewhere, minority communities, especially black and Spanish-speaking, have
come to regard the police as a hostile army of occupation enforcing the

status quo.

While these types of political involvement pose serious questions, recent
events point to a new and far more significant politicization of the police.
This politicization exacerbates the problems inherent in, for example, using
the police to enfore the status quo against minority groups; but, more signifi-
cantly, it raises questions that are at the very basis of our conception of the
role of the police in our society.

The Role of the Police

The importance of police to our legal processes can hardly be overestimated.

The police are the interpreters of the legal order to the population; indeed, for
many people, they are the sole source of contact with the legal system. More-
over, police are allowed to administer force—even deadly force. Finally, the
police make “low visibility” decisions; the nature of the job often alows for
the exercise of discretion which is not subject to review by higher authorities.
Styles of enforcement vary from place to place, and informality often pre-
vails.™ So what the policeman does is often perceived as what the law is, and
this is not an inaccurate perception.?5

At the same time, and because he is a law enforcement officer, the police-
man is expected to exhibit neutrality in the enforcement of the criminal law,
to abide by standards of due process, and to be responsible to higher officials.
The concept of police professionalization connotes the further discipline that
a profession imposes; and while the police have not yet achieved all of these
standards, it is useful to list some of them. For example, one expects a pro-
fessional group to have a body of specialized knowledge and high levels of edu-
cation, training, skills, and performance. The peer group should enforce these
standards, and elements of state control may even be interjected (as is true,
for instance, of doctors and attorneys).

Complicating matters, however, is the policeman’s perception of his job,
for this may conflict with these demands and expectations. For example, the
policeman views himself as an expert in apprehending persons guilty of
crimes. Since guilty persons should be punished, he often resents (and may
not comply with) rules of procedural due process, seeing them as an adminis-
trative obstacle. So also when a policeman arrests a suspect, he most likely
has made a determination that the suspect is guilty. Thus it may appear irra-
tional to him to be required to place this suspect in an adjudicatory system
which presumes innocence.76 Moreover, there is a tendency to move from

this position to equating “the law” with “the police.” One commentator has
noted the following:

In practice, then, the police regard excessive force as a special, but not
uncommon, weapon in the battle against crime. They employ it to

punish suspects who are seemingly guilty yet unlikely to be convicted,
and to secure respect in communities where patrolmen are resented, if

The Police in Protest 203

not openly detested. And they justify it on the grounds that any
civilian, especially any Negro, who arouses their suspicion or withholds
due respect loses his claim to the privileges of law abiding citizens.”?

Thus the policeman is likely to focus more on order than on legality and to
develop a special conception of illegality.”8 These tendencies are accentuated
by and contribute to the growing police frustration, militancy and
politicization. :

Police Militancy and Politicization: An Overview

The insufficient resources available to the police and a view that attributes
unrest to “malcontents” who illegitimately “agitate™ persons, in combination
with the growing stresses inherent in the policeman’s job, led to greater and
greater police frustration. And this frustration has increased as the police
perceive that some high police and governmental officials and the courts do
not accept their prescriptions for social action (such as “unleashing” the
police), let alone their demands for more adequate compensation and equip-
ment. In response, the police have become more militant in their views and
demands and have recently begun to act out this militancy, sometimes by
violence but also by threatening illegal strikes, lobbying, and organizing
politically.

This militancy and politicization have built upon an organizational frame-
work already available: guild, fraternal, and social organizations. These or-
ganizations—especially the guilds—originally devoted to increasing police pay
and benefits, have grown stronger. The Fraternal Order of Police, for example,
now has 130,000 members in thirty-seven states.”9 Moreover, these organiza-
tions have begun to challenge and disobey the authority of police commanders,
the civic government, and the courts and to enter the political arena as an or-
ganized, militant constituency.

Such developments threaten our long tradition of impartial law enforce-
ment and make the study of “police protest” essential to an understanding of
police response to mass protest. Moreover, many of the manifestations of
this police activism bring the police themselves into conflict with the legal
order—they may act in a manner inconsistent with their role in the legal order,
or even illegally. Yet much of this activity is justified in the name of law
and order.

The issues raised by the growing police militancy and politicization may
at times be made especially difficult and complex because tension exists be-
tween our idea of free expression and some of the demands which we must
place on the police. In what follows, however, we shall argue that the role of
police in a democratic society places special limits on police activism and that,
although exact limits are hard to define, in several respects police activism
has exceeded reasonable bounds.

It is important to note at this point that not all of our expectations with
regard to police behavior are, or should be, reflected in statutes, regulations,
or court decisions. We may well expect police to act in ways which would be
inappropriate—even impossible—to define in terms of legality and illegality.
The issues raised are not necessarily “legal issues,” except in the sense that
they affect the legal system.80 Moreover, even where legal issues are involved,
it cannot be stressed too much that the solution to problems is not going to be
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found merely in “strict enforcement” of the law: solutions to the problems
necessarily will lie in more fundamental sorts of action. Similarly, it is im-
portant to understand that the courts in fact can be little more than a genera-
tor of ideals. The real problem comes in devising means to infuse these ideals
within the administrative structure of police organization. To assert that the
courts are an effective check upon police misconduct is often to overlook

that misconduct in our desire to affirm the adequacy of our judicial procedures.

ACTIVISM IN BEHALF OF MATERIAL BENEFITS

Growing activism is seen both in the issues to which the police address
themselves and in the means employed to express these views. A traditional
area of police activism is the quest for greater material benefits. Police have
long organized into guild-like organizations, such as the Fraternal Order of
Police, whose aims include increased wages, pensions, and other benefits.
However, difficulties arise when police increase the militancy of their de-
mands. The growing phenomenon of “police protest” is itself a form of mass
protest which in many ways directly affects the police response to other pro-
testing groups.

An example of such increased militancy is the threat of a police “strike”
in New York by John Cassese, President of the Patrolmen’s Benevolent As-
sociation.8! This is not solely a “‘police issue,” but instead is related to the
issue of the rights of all government employees. One hardly needs to be re-
minded of the strikes of transit workers, sanitation workers, teachers, and so
forth to realize that the right of government employees to strike is still a
disputed issue—in fact, if not in law. Regardless of the merits of the arguments
on this general question, it is clear that a police strike is among the most
difficult to justify, for the police are clearly in that category of government
employment where continued service is necessary not only in the public in-
terest but for the public safety.

And even then the policeman is different; we have seen that, as a law en-
forcement officer, his role is peculiarly important and sensitive. Thus when
police demands for higher material benefits are expressed in a manner defiant
of the law, such as illegal strikes, unique problems arise. First, the law en-
forcement apparatus is placed in the incongruous postion of one part having
to enforce a law against another part. Even if vigorous enforcement does
occur, this is hardly a way to improve the morale and efficiency of the sys-
tem. Second, efforts to encourage the public to respect and obey laws are
seriously undermined. To more people than ever, the law is made to seem
arbitrary, subject to the policeman’s whim, and lacking in moral force.

Less explicit forms of “strikes™ raise related problems. One such tactic is
known as the “blue flu.” In Detroit last year, for example, according to news-
paper accounts, an

aggressive police association steamrollered city hall into acceptance of
one of the most generous salary scales in the nation by the classic trade-
union device of “job action” and “blue flue,” police vernacular for
phony illnesses that keep police off the job as a display of power.82
Ray Girardin, then the police commissioner, was quoted as saying, “I was

practically helpless. I couldn’t force them to work.”83 “Blue flu” has also
been reported elsewhere.84
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Even more significant, perhaps, is the tactic of varying the enforcement of
the criminal law as a means of exerting pressure. In Detroit the police com-
bined a slowdown in ticket writing with their “blue flu” campaign.85 New
York has experienced this tactic also (although over the issue of one-man pa-
trol cars).86 Over-enforcement of the criminal law can also be used as a tactic
of police pressure. Long Island police, for example, are reported to have
given unprecedented numbers of traffic tickets in unprecedented circumstances—
for such things as exceeding the speed limit by one mile per hour.87 Even
when such conduct stays within the letter of the law, it is correctly perceived
by citizens as a non-neutral, political abuse of police power. In this sense it
is an even more direct assault on norms of due process and illustrates even
more graphically that when the police abuse the law we are left without the
machinery to “police the police.”

ACTIVISM IN THE REALM OF SOCIAL POLICY

A second substantive area of growing militancy involves broader questions
of social policy, including which type of conduct should be criminal, societal
attitudes toward protest, the procedural rights of defendants, and the suffici-
ency of resources allocated to the enforcement of the criminal law. On each
of these issues the police are likely to consider themselves expert; after all,
they deal in this area day after day.

Police Violence

The most extreme instances of police militancy are seen in confrontations
between police and other militant groups, whether they be students, anti-war
protesters, or black militants. The police bring to these confrontations their
own views on the substantive issues involved, on the character of the protest-
ing groups, and on the desirability and legitimacy of dissent—in other words,
the view discussed previously. In numerous instances, including the recent
Democratic National Convention in Chicago, the nature of the police re-
sponse, to quote the Commission’s Chicago Study Team, has been “‘unre-
strained and indiscriminate police violence.”88 The extent of this violence
has previously been described in some detail.

To understand how it happens one must consider that the police view these
other militants as subversive groups who inconvenience the public and espouse
dangerous positions. Perhaps some flavor of this feeling is given by the follow-
ing excerpt from the tape of the Chicago Police Department radio log at 1:29
AM. Tuesday during the Convention:

Police Operator: “1814, get a wagon over at 1436,
We’ve got an injured hippie.”

Voice: *“1436 North Wells?”

Operator: “North Wells.”
In quick sequence, there are the following remarks from five other
police cars:

“That’s no emergency.”

“Let him take a bus.”

“Kick the fucker.”

“Knock his teeth out.”

“Throw him in a wastepaper basket.”89
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Similarly, columnist Charles McCabe tells of returning to the lower East Side
of New York, his childhood home, and meeting a childhood friend who was
now a policeman:

We went to a corner saloon, together with a couple of buddies and
we talked—mostly about cops.

It was really terrifying. These guys, all about my age, had been to
Manhattan and Fordham and St. John’s. They had brought up decent
families. But they had become really quite mad in their work. On the
subject of hippies and black militants, they were not really human.

Their language was violent. “If I had my way,” said one, “I’d like
to take a few days off, and go off somewhere in the country where
these bastards might be hanging out, and I’d like to hunt a couple of
them down with a rifle.” The other cops nodded concurrence. I
could only listen.90

When these attitudes are coupled with a local government which is also
hostile to the protesting group and with provocations by that group, un-
restrained police violence is not surprising. Indeed, the police may develop
the expectation that such conduct, if not expected, will at least go unpunished.
Such may well have been true of the Chicago convention, where the Mayor’s
negative attitude toward police restraint during the April racial disorders was
well known9! and where discipline against offending police officers was
thought unlikely.92

Another striking instance of police militancy carried into action is found
in the growing number of reports of police attacks on blacks—attacks entirely
unrelated to any legitimate police work. Police attacks on members of the
militant Black Panther Party are a case in point. In Brooklyn it was reported
that off-duty police, plus an undetermined number of other men, attacked
several Panthers in a court building where a hearing involving the Panthers was
taking place.93 And in Oakland after the Huey P. Newton trial, two police-
men were reported to have shot up a Black Panther office.94 Moreover, in
other cities, including Detroit95 and San Francisco,%6 off-duty police officers
have attacked or shot members of the black community. Accounts of such
incidents could continue, but the point is clear; these are isolated episodes

only in the trivial sense of being especially clear cut and well publicized
atrocities.

The Revolt Against Higher Authority

Attempts by higher officials to avoid occasions for such outbursts of
militancy illustrate the severity of that problem and place in perspective an-
other manifestation of police militancy—the revolt against higher authority.
A well documented example of this phenomenon has been provided by the
Commission’s Cleveland Investigative Task Force.

The Task Force has found that, in the wake of the July twenty-third
shoot-out, police opposition to Mayor Carl Stokes and his administration
moved toward open revolt. When police were withdrawn from ghetto duty
for one night in order to allow black community leaders to quell the rioting
and avoid further deaths, police reportedly refused to answer calls, and some
sent racist abuse and obscenities against the Mayor over their radios. Officers
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in the fifth district flatly refused to travel in two-man squads, one white and
one black, into the East Side. For several weeks after the riot, posters with
the picture of Mayor Stokes, a Negro, under the words “Wanted for Murder”
hung in district stations. Spokesmen for the police officers’ wives organization
have berated the mayor; the local Fraternal Order of Police has demanded the
resignation of Safety Director Joseph F. McNanamon; and many have re-
portedly been privately purchasing high-powered rifles for use in future riots,
despite official opposition by police commanders.

Similar revolts against higher police and civic authority over similar issues
have occurred elsewhere. For example, in New York on August 12, 1968,
Patrolmen’s Benevolent Association President John Cassese instructed his
membership, about ninety-nine percent of the force, that if a superior told
them to ignore a violation of the law, they should take action notwithstanding
that order.97 Thus if a superior ordered that restraint be used in a particular
area of disorder (because, for example, shooting of fleeing looters would
create a larger disturbance with which his men could not deal), policemen
were to ignore the orders. According to Cassese, this action, stemmed from
police resentment both of directives to “cool it” during disturbances in the
wake of Dr. Martin Luther King’s assassination and of restraints during dem-
onstrations the follwing summer. Cassese charged that the police had been
“handcuffed” and were ready for a “direct conflict” with City Hall to end
such interference.98 Police Commissioner Howard R. Leary countered with a
directive of his own reasserting the authority of the departmental chain of
command and promising disciplinary action against any officer who refused
to obey orders.99 Thus far the dispute has remained largely rhetorical, and
no test incident has yet arisen.100

Cassese’s position may understate the extent of militancy in the New York
police force. According to anonymous sources quoted by Sylvan Fox, New
York Times reporter and former Deputy Commissioner in Charge of Press
Relations for the New York Police Department, Cassese took the steps out-
lined above in an effort to head off a grass-root, right-wing revolt within his
own organization.101 “He responded just like the black militants to the guys
coming up from below,” Fox quotes one informant. “This was an attempt
by a union leader to get out in front of his membership.” This militant chal-
lenge was from the Law Enforcement Group (LEG), some of whose members
are alleged to have beaten Black Panthers outside a Brooklyn courtroom.102
In fact, it would appear that Cassese was not able to appease these new
young militants by his actions. The group has become more and more promi-
nent—the first of the militant, young, right-wing policemen’s groups to at-
tract nation-wide attention.

Clearly such militancy is outside any set of norms for police behavior; in-
deed, it is the antithesis of proper police behavior. Moreover, the implications
of such conduct for the political and legal system are profound. The immedi-
ate problem, of course, is to find to whom one can turn when the police are
outside the law. A corollary is that illegal police behavior will encourage a
similar lack of restraint in the general population. Moreover, within the
police department itself, the effects of the erosion of authority have untold
consequences. A graphic illustration of the loss of discipline and authority
which can occur within a police force was recounted by this Commission’s
Chicago Study Team: “A high-ranking Chicago Police commander admits
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that on occasion [during the convention disorders] the police ‘got out of
control.” This same commander appears in one of the most vivid scenes of
the entire week, trying desperately to keep an individual policeman from beat-
ing demonstrators as he screams, ‘For Christ’s sake, stop it!” 7103

Activism and Politicization

A form of police militancy which may raise somewhat different problems
is what we have called the politicization of the police—the growing tendency
of the police to see themselves as an independent, militant minority asserting
itself in the political arena. Conduct in this category may be less extreme
than the police lawlessness discussed previously in the sense that it may not
necessarily be in violation of the law or departmental orders. On the other
hand, the issues it raises are, if anything, more complex and far-reaching. More-
over, it exacerbates the problems previously discussed.

Before turning to the more controversial forms of police politicization, we
shall focus on the organized police opposition to civilian police review boards,
for this experience foreshadowed the later politicization of the police.

Police Solidarity and the Civilian Police Review Boards

The police see themselves, by and large, as a distinct and often deprived
group in our society:

To begin with, the police feel profoundly isolated from a public which,
in their view, is at best apathetic and at worst hostile, too solicitous of
the criminal and too critical of the patrolman. They also believe that
they have been thwarted by the community in the battle against crime,
ttihat tl;:gr have been given a job to do but deprived of the power to

o it.

One result of this isolation is a magnified sense of group solidarity. Students
of the police are unanimous in stressing the high degree of police sofidarity.
This solidarity is more than a preference for the company of fellow officers,
esprit de corps, or the bonds of fellowship and mutual responsibility formed
among persons who share danger and stress. It often includes the protective
stance adopted regarding police misconduct.105 A criticism of one policeman
is seen as a criticism of all policemen, and thus police tend to unite against
complaining citizens, the courts, and other government agencies. Students of
police feel that this explains both the speedy exoneration of police when
citizen complaints are lodged, and the paucity of reports of misconduct by
fellow officers. It seems clear, for example, that the officers who took part
in the famous Algiers Motel incident did not expect to get into trouble and
that the presence of a State Police Captain did not deter them.106

Because of this situation many government officials and citizens have de-
manded that a means of reviewing police conduct be established and that it
be external to the police department. The Civilian Police Review Board is
one such recommendation. It, however, is anathema to the police, and fights
against these boards marked one of the earliest exertions of political power
by the police.

Both because it served as an example for police elsewhere and because of
its role in the evolution toward militancy of the police involved, the most
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significant single case is the Civilian Review Board battle in New York City.107
There, in 1966, the largest police force in America, led by the Patrolmen’s
Benevolent Association, successfully appealed to the public to vote a civilian
review board out of existence.

On July 7, 1966, Mayor Lindsay fulfilled a campaign promise by appoint-
ing a review board made up of three policemen and four civilians. The PBA
placed a referendum on the November ballot to abolish the board. From
then until the election the PBA conducted one of the most hardfought and
bitter political campaigns in New York City’s history. According to a number
of accounts policemen campaigned hard while on duty: patrol cars and
wagons bore anti-review board signs, police passed out literature, and even
harassed persons campaigning on the other side. Many have claimed that at
the height of the campaign cars with bumper stickers supporting civilian re-
view were flagrantly ticketed, while an anti-review sticker seemed to make
autos almost ticket-proof. Billboards, posters, and ads were heavily exploited
and the campaign was heavily financed by the PBA and private sources. One
poster depicted damaged stores and a rubble-strewn street and read: *This is
the aftermath of a riot in a city that had a civilian review board.” Included
in the text was a statement by J. Edgar Hoover that civilian review boards
“virtually paralyzed” the police. Another poster showed a young girl fear-
fully leaving a subway exit onto a dark street: *“The Civilian Review Board

Her life . . . your life . . . may depend on it.” On No-
vember 8, 1966, election night, the civilian review board was buried by a
landslide of almost two to one.

Similar battles have since been waged in cities throughout the nation.108
Our review of printed material circulated by police organizations, articles in
police magazines, and speeches by prominent police spokesmen indicates a
frequent theme which is fairly represented by the following:

No matter what names are used by the sponsors of the so-called “Police
Review Boards” they exude the obnoxious odor of communism. This
scheme is a page right out of the Communist handbook which says in
part” . . . police are the enemies of communism, if we are to succeed
we must do anything to weaken their work, to incapacitate them or
make them a subject of ridicule.” 109

At the outset, it was the distrust by minority group members of internal
police review procedures which caused the demands for civilian review boards;
the militant opposition of the police has only heightened this distrust. Thus,
as might be anticipated, a cycle of greater and greater polarization has been
set in motion.

An example of this polarization was seen in St. Louis in September,
1968.110 The five-man civilian police board suspended one policeman for
thirty days and another for ten and sent a letter of reprimand to four others
for use of excessive force in a highly controversial arrest and detention of two
black militant leaders. While the black community and pro-civil rights whites
called this merely a “slap on the wrist,” it produced an angry rebellion among
rank-and-file police. More than 150 police officers attented an intial protest
meeting. A second meeting produced a petition signed by more than 700,
one-third of the total force, demanding the resignation of the police board
and saying police no longer had any confidence in the board. Subsequently,
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the city has rapidly been polarized. Civil rights and student groups, the ACLU
and others have come to the support of the board. Meanwhile the police have
built a powerful coalition with unions, neighborhood clubs, political associa-
tions, the American Legion, civic groups, and various ad hoc committees. In
the words of Los Angeles Times correspondent D. J. R. Bruckner, the polariza-
tion of the community ““is a frightening situation.”

Beyond the Review Board

Perhaps the most significant impact of these struggles, aside from further
polarizing an already polarized situation, has been to give the police a sense
of their potential political power. Their overwhelming victories in review
board fights have given them, as one distinguished law professor interviewed
by a Task Force member put it, “a taste of blood.” Indeed, many experts
believe the American police will never be the same again. Police organizations
such as the Patrolmen’s Benevolent Association, conceived of originally as
combining the function of a trade union and lobbying organization for police
benefits, are becoming vehicles for the political sentiments and aspirations
of the police rank and file, as well as a rallying point for organized opposition
to higher police and civilian authority. We call this phenomenon the politiciza-
tion of the police.

On issues concerning the criminal law and its enforcement, the police tra-
ditionally have asserted their views by communications within the existing
police structure and by testimony before legislative and executive policy-
making bodies. Today, as a result of their growing politicization, the police
are more likely to resort to activist forms of expression such as lobbying and
campaign support for measures and candidates conforming to their ideology.
Indeed, at a time when they are becoming more and more disenchanted with
the decisions reached by our political process, the police perceive no sharp
line dividing traditional activities from more partisan political issues such as
choices among candidates for local or national office.

One example of partisan political involvement was found in the last two
Presidential campaigns. During the 1964 campaign a number of departments
had to issue special directives in order to curtail policemen from wearing
Goldwater buttons on their uniforms and putting Goldwater stickers on
their patrol cars. Moreover, this last fall there were reports that police in
Washington, D.C., and other cities were passing out Wallace-for-President
literature from police patrol cars.111

But perhaps the most significant political action is seen on the local level,
and this political activity is far from the traditional seeking of higher benefits.
According to Michael Churns, one of the founders of the Law Enforcement
Group in New York, his group is more interested in “constitutional and
moral” issues than “the purely monetary considerations. We’re for better
conditions in the country.”112 A survey of police in five cities found that
police “are coming to see themselves as the political force by which radicalism,
student demonstrations, and Black Power can be blocked.113

This activity takes many forms, one of which is campaign support. The
following excerpt from a story in the San Francisco Chronicle reveals a prac-
tice which is becoming more common across the nation:

Plans were announced yesterday to have policemen from all com-
munities in Alameda County sell $10-a-person tickets for a testimonial
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dinner for Robert Hannon, Republican candidate for State Senate.
Detective Sergeant Jack Baugh of the Alameda County Sheriff’s
Department, co-chairman of the dinner, said the record of Democratic
State Senator Nicholas Petris is “repulsive to a police officer.”
Baugh said tickets would be sold by police outside of their working
hours and in civilian clothing.114

Police are also discovering that as a lobby they can have great political
power. Mayor John Lindsay has seen this power in New York. When he
tried to have police cadets take over traffic patrol duties in New York, the
Patrolmen’s Benevolent Association lobbied against him in the state legisla-
ture and won.115 On other issues, such as the use of one-man squad cars
and the consolidation of precincts, the mayor has had to back down.116 In-
deed, the PBA may well be one of the most powerful lobbies in the New
York State Legislature. The scale of its activities is indicated by a reception
held in March, 1968 for members of the state legislature.117 More than
500 people were entertained in the Grand Baliroom of the DeWitt Clinton
Hotel in Albany by three bars, a live orchestra, and similar trappings. The
success of PBA lobbying is seen, again, in the fact that, after a bitter fight,
the New York State Legislature, at the urging of the PBA, broadened the
areas in which police may use deadly force.

A powerful police lobby is not unique to New York. In Boston, for
example, the PBA lobbied vigorously against Mayor Kevin White’s decision
to place civilians in most jobs occupied by traffic patrolmen, a move which
would have freed men for crime work. The City Council, which had to ap-
prove the change, sided with the police.118 The mayor then went to the
state legislature, but the police lobby again prevailed and White lost. In
November 1968, the PBA again prevailed over the mayor when the City
Council substantially altered the police component of White’s Model Cities
Program. Changes included the removal of a plan to allow citizens to re-
ceive (not judge) complaints against the police and the deletion of references
to the need to recruit blacks to the police force.119

In a West Coast city in which we conducted interviews, a graphic example
of police lobbying was described. According to a policeman on the board of
the local Police Officers Association, the practice has been to put “pressure”
on city council members directly through phone calls, luncheons, and the
like. So far the local POA leaders are uncertain how far this has gotten them.
As one POA board member told a Task Force interviewer: “[We have gotten
very little] although we have tried to wine and dine them and even blackmail
the members of the city council. But they are too stupid to understand
what the Association is trying to do.”

Militant tactics similar to those used by students, anti-war protesters, and
blacks have also found their way into police activism. For example, New
York police have marched on City Hall, and Detroit police have shown up in
uniform at a city council hearing in what some councilmen are reported to
have felt was a blatant attempt at intimidation.!20 Moreover, because they
are law enforcement officers, police can avail themselves of tactics beyond
those available to most dissident groups—and of even more questionable
legitimacy. The examples of slowdowns in ticket writing and over-enforce-
ment of the criminal law have already been discussed. In addition, an extra-
ordinary tactic has been reported in a confrontation between Philadelphia
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Police Commissioner Frank L. Rizzo and the city’s school board over the
stationing of police in unruly, predominantly black schools. Rizzo is said

to have told the school board that the police performed many duties of which
the public was unaware—for example, keeping “dossiers” on a lot of people
including “some of you school people.” 121 The threat was left implicit.
Similarly, a private Los Angeles group called “Fi-Po,” the Fire and Police
Research Association, maintains dossiers on individuals and groups, compiled
from “open sources.” During the 1968 campaign Fi-Po is reported to have
passed the word that the son of a candidate for a major California political
office had once been arrested on a narcotics charge.122

One of the more militant police groups in New York is “LEG,” the Law
Enforcement Group. Its activism is not only political but is often directed
against the courts. The hostility of police to the United States Supreme
Court—and their disregard of some of its rulings—is widely known.123 LEG,
however, directs much of its attention to lower courts. Indeed, it came into
existence with a petition calling for the removal of Criminal Court Judge
John F. Furey from the bench because LEG alleged he permitted unruly con-
duct in his court during the arraignment of two members of the Black
Panther Party.124

As pointed out previously, the police tend to view themseives as society’s
experts in the determination of guilt and the apprehension of guilty persons.
Because they also see themselves as an abused and misunderstood minority,
they are particularly sensitive to what they perceive as challenges to “their”
system of criminal justice—whether by unruly Black Panthers or “misguided”
judges.

LEG’s current political activities are varied. They are demanding a grand
jury investigation of “coddling” of criminals in the courts.125 And moving
more explicitly into the realm of partisan politics, LEG announced a campaign
to support United States Senators who will prevent “another Warren Court”
by blocking the appointment of Abe Fortas as Chief Justice.126 But perhaps
LEG’s most extraordinary tactic is its system of court watchers. Off-duty
members attend court sessions and note “misbehavior”” by judges, prosecutors,
probation officers, and others involved in the judicial process. Lieutenant
Leon Laino, one of the founders of LEG, described this program to a Task
Force interviewer:

The courts have a lot to do with the crime rate in the way they handle
people, let them out on bail or without bail so that they can commit the
same crime two or three times before coming to trial. Nowadays the
courts let people get away with anything. Even disrespectful conduct
while in court. But since we have instituted a policy of court watchers
... we have noticed a change in the behavior of these judges.

LEG has already signaled out several judges as “coddlers” of criminals.127 Es-
pecially where judges must stand for re-election, the potential for further
police intervention into the judicial and electoral process appears clear.

Although the politicization of the police is recent and thus difficult to
assess, one thing is clear—police political power in our large cities is both con-
siderable and growing. The police are quite consciously building this power,
and its impact is being felt throughout the political system. An example is
given by an observer in New York: :

The Police in Protest 213

In fact, there’s a growing danger of disagreeing with the cops. On
precinct consolidation, for example, councilmen, rabbis, state senators
privately would say “It doesn’t sound like a bad idea, but the police
are getting everybody so hot, I don’t see how we could go with it.”

See, these [issues like precinct consolidation] are not the exciting
issues and a lot of people don’t feel like taking on a political force
like the cops.128

Some police spokesmen rate this power even higher:

We could elect governors, or at least knock ’em off. I've told them
[the police] if you get out and organize, you could become of one the
strongest political units in the commonwealth.129

And in cities, including New York130 and Boston131 there is talk that police
spokesmen may run for public office.

Thus the growing police politicization, combined with the disruptive po-
tential of other forms of police militancy, make the police a political force
to be reckoned with in today’s city. Indeed at times they appear to dominate.
For example, aides to New York Mayor John Lindsay are reported to feel
that the mayor’s office has lost the initiative to the police, who now dominate
the public dialogue.132 And some observers feel that ultimate political power
in Philadelphia resides in Police Commissioner Frank L. Rizzo, not the
mayor.133 The implications of this situation are pointed to by Boston Mayor
Kevin White:

Are the police governable? Yes. Do I control the police, right now?
No.134

The Military Analogy

Political involvement of the police—even apart from its contribution to
more radical forms of police militancy—raises serious problems. First, aside
from the military, the police have a practical monopoly on the legal use of
force in our society. For just such a reason our country has a tradition of
wariness toward politicization of its armed forces, and thus both law and cus-
tom restrict the political activities of members of the military. Similar con-
siderations obviously apply to the police.

In some senses the police are an even greater source of potential concern
than the armed forces because of their closeness to the day-to-day workings
of the political process and their frequent interaction with the population.
These factors make police abuse of the political process a more immediate
prospect. For example, bumper stickers on squad cars, political buttons on
uniforms, selective ticketing and similar contacts with citizens quickly impart
a political message. -

A second factor which has led to restrictions on members of the armed
forces is the fear that unfettered political expression, if adopted as a principle,
might in practice lead to political coercion within the military. Control over
promotions and disciplinary action could make coercion possible, and pres-
sure might be exerted on lower ranking members to adopt, contribute to,
or work for a particular political cause. Thus, again, regulation (and some-
times prohibition) of certain political activities has been undertaken. For
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example, superiors are prohibited from soliciting funds from inferiors, and
many political activities are prohibited while in uniform or on duty. Such
considerations again apply to the police.

The Judicial Analogy

Even where coercion of the populace (or feilow force members) does not
exist in fact, politicization of the police may create the appearance of such
abuses. This can affect the political process and create both hostility toward
the police and disrespect for the legal and political system.

Moreover, lobbying, campaigning and the like, in and of themselves, tend
to make the policing function itself appear politically motivated and non-
neutral. Since the policing function is for so many people so central and im-
portant a part of our legal mechanisms, the actual or apparent politicization
of policing would carry over to perceptions of the entire legal system. Such
perceptions of politicization would be contrary to society’s view that the
system should be neutral and nonpolitical. And such a situation would, of
course, have adverse consequences for confidence in and thus reliance on its
legal system to resolve disputes peacefully. And this is most true of those
groups—students, anti-war protesters, and blacks—who perceive the police
political position as most hostile to their own aspirations and who are also
among the most heavily policed. Moreover, the legal system would in turn be
exposed to even greater political pressures than is presently the case.

So, while the police may be analogous to other government employees
or to members of the armed forces, they are also, and perhaps more impor-
tantly, analogous to the judiciary. Each interprets the legal order to and
imposes the legal on the population, and thus the actions of each are ex-
pected to be neutral and nonpolitical. In the case of the judiciary, there is a
strong tradition of removing them from the partisan political arena lest their
involvement impede the functioning of the system.

It may be useful in this connection to illustrate just how strong are our
societal norms concerning judicial behavior and to note that these norms
often demand standards of conduct higher than what is legally required. For
example, even when judges run for re-election, it is widely understood that
the election should not be political in the usual sense. Moreover, at various
times in our history there has been public uneasiness about justices of the
Supreme Court advising presidents of the United States. Perhaps even more
to the point, however, is the fact that whereas justices have from time to
time informally advised presidents, it is unthinkable that they would take to

the stump or engage in overt political activity in their behalf.

CONCLUSION

Thus we find that the policeman in America is overworked, undertrained,
underpaid, and undereducated. His difficulties are compounded by a view ex-
pounded at all law enforcement levels—from the Director of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation to the patrolman on the beat. This view gives little
consideration to the effects of such social factors as poverty and discrimina-
tion and virtually ignores the possibility of legitimate social discontent. Typi-
cally, it attributes mass protest instead to a conspiracy promulgated by agita-
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tors, often Communists, who misdirect otherwise contented people. This
view, disproven so many times by scholars and distinguished commissions,
tends to set the police against dissident groups, however lawful.

Given their social role and their view, the police have become increasingly
frustrated, alienated, and angry. These feelings are being expressed in a grow-
ing militancy and political activism.

In short, the police are protesting. Police slowdowns and other forms of
strike activity, usually of questionable legality, are employed to gain greater
material benefits or changes in governmental policy (such as the “unleashing
of the police””). Moreover, direct police challenges to departmental and civic
authority have followed recent urban disorders, and criticisms of the judiciary
have escalated to ‘“‘court watching” by police.

These developments are a part of a larger phenomenon—the emergence of
the police as a self-conscious, independent political power. In many cities
and states the police lobby rivals even duly elected officials in influence. This
poses serious problems; for police—just as courts—are expected to be neutral
and nonpolitical—even the appearance of partiality impairs public confidence
in the legal system. Thus, difficult though it may be to articulate standards

for police conduct, the present police militancy seems to have exceeded reason-

able bounds.

Moreover, this police militancy is hostile to the aspirations of other dissi-
dent groups in our society. Police view students, the anti-war protesters, and
blacks as a danger to our political system, and racial prejudice pervades the
police attitudes and actions. No government institution appears so deficient
in its understanding of the constructive role of dissent in a constitutional
democracy as the police.

Thus, it should not be surprising that police response to mass protest has
resulted in a steady escalation of conflict, hostility, and violence. The police
violence during the Democratic National Convention in Chicago was not a
unique phenomenon—we have found numerous instances where violence has
been initiated or exacerbated by police actions and attitudes. Such police
violence is the antithesis of both law and order. It leads only to increased
hostility, polarization, and violence—both in the immediate situation and in
the future. Certainly it is clear today that effective policing ultimately de-
pends upon the cooperation and goodwill of the policed, and these resources
are quickly being exhausted by present police attitudes and practices.

Implicit in this analysis is a recognition that the problems discussed in
this chapter derive from larger defects. Their importance reflect the urgent
need for the fundamental reforms discussed elsewhere in this report—reforms
leading, for example, to more responsive political institutions and an affirma-
tion of the right to dissent.

Police spokesmen, in assessing their occupation, conclude that what they
need is more money and manpower and less interference by the civic govern-
ment and the courts. As this chapter has indicated, the latter recommendation
is mistaken, and the former does not say enough. What is needed is a major
transformation of the police culture by, for example, bringing a greater variety
of persons into police work and providing better training. Because of time
limitations, this Task Force has not developed specific proposals for legislative
or executive action. We have, however, given thought to such proposals, and
in what follows we shall discuss the types of action we feel should be taken.

Ay Rt o
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A first step is a thorough appraisal by the Department of Justice of the
role piayed by the federal government in the development of the current
police view of protest and protesters. This would require several efforts, in-
cluding examining and evaluating literature distributed by the federal govern-
ment to local police agencies and examining all programs sponsored by the
federal government for the education of police. Moreover, an attempt should
be made to create an enlightened curriculum for police training concerning
the role of political activity, demonstration, and protest in a constitutional
democracy.

A second step toward a meaningful transformation of the police culture
would be the establishment of a Social Service Academy under the sponsor-
ship of the United States government. This Academy should be governed by
an independent board whose members would be selected for their eminence
in such fields as criminology, sociology, and psychology—in a manner ana-
logous to that used for the selection of members of the National Science
Board of the National Science Foundation.135 Like the military academies,
this institution would provide a free higher education to prospective police,
social workers, and urban specialists who, after graduation, would spend a
minimum of three or four years in their chosen specialty. Internships would
be arranged during one or more summers, and police graduates would un-
doubtedly be considered qualified to enter police departments at an advanced
level. The academy would provide the prospective policeman an opportunity
for the equivalent of a college education. Moreover, it would attract a larger
variety of people into police work—and help bring a desirable flexibility in
dominant police culture. This suggestion might be supplemented within
existing universities by a federally financed program of scholarships and
loans to persons who commit themselves to a period of police, social welfare
or urban work after graduation (or a foregiving of educational loans to per-
sons who in fact enter such occupations). Indeed; this nation has in the past
adopted analogous programs136 when the need in question was national
defense.

Accompanying the creation of a Social Service Academy should be the de-
velopment of a system of lateral entry in police departments. This has been
recommended numerous times in the past,137 and we can only urge that con-
sideration be given to a program of federal incentives to achieve this end.
Generally speaking, across the country one police department cannot hire a
man from another police department unless that man starts at the bottom.138
The only exception is in the hiring of police chiefs. This situation is analogous
to a corporation which filled its executive positions exclusively with persons
who had begun their careers with that corporation. One can imagine how
dismal the corporate scene would be if inbreeding were the fundamental and
unshakable norm in the acquisition of personnel. This is the situation in most
police departments.

The combination of these two programs would no doubt lead to increased
pay for police. Lateral entry itself would tend, through the market mecha-
nism, to drive wages up, and the insertion of academy-trained recruits into the
labor pool would have the same result. The quality of people and training
which we envision should go a long way toward making policing a profession,
in the full sense of that term. As this result is approached, substantial in-
creases in police pay would be necessary and desirable, and these increases
should be significantly more than the ten or fifteen percent usually mentioned.
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The impact of these changes will be felt only over a period of perhaps ten
years. Yet a short-run means to alleviate the problems discussed above is a
necessity. Several possibilities exist. First, the lack of police manpower is
in part due to a problem of definition. Certain functions which the police
now perform, such as traffic control, could be performed by other civil serv-
ants. Other writers and commissions have recommended such a redefinition
of the “police function,” and we concur.

In need of similar re-examination is the definition of “‘crime.” This is not
the best of all possible worlds, and resources are limited. Thus even disregard-
ing the philosophical debate over legislation in the area of “private morality,”
a rational allocation of police resources might well remove certain conduct
from the purview of the criminal law.139 Not only would such action free
police resources for more important uses, but it would also remove one source
of police corruption and public disrespect for law.

If communities are to be policed adequately—and this concept includes the
community’s acceptance of the policing as well as the quality of the policing—
the principle of community control of the police seems inescapable. Local
control of the police is a fairly well-established institution in the suburbs,
and it may well be a necessity in the central cities. We recognize that the im-
plementation of this policy is a complex matter—that different plans would
be appropriate in different urban situations and that different types of con-
trol for different police functions may be desirable. We feel, however, that
the principle is sound and that alternative models should be developed and
utilized.

Finally, institutionalized grievance procedures are badly needed, especially
in our large cities. It is clear that effective machinery should be external to
any offending governmental agency if it is to be effective and be perceived as
effective.140 Ideally, the police should not be singled out for such treatment,
but it is imperative that they be included. We suggest that models for a
federal grievance procedure be explored.
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Chapter VIII

JUDICIAL RESPONSE IN CRISIS

The actions of the judicial system in times of large-scale mass protest—and
especially civil disorder—are an important, if severe, test of a society’s judicial
system and its capacity to protect the rights and liberties of its citizens.1 This
chapter is a study of the judicial system and its response to mass protest. Be-
cause of the breadth of this topic—ranging from anti-war protest to black mili-
tancy and from the nature of political justice to the mechanics of processing
thousands of cases during civil disorders—we have chosen to focus our inquiry
more narrowly. So we begin this chapter with a survey of the actions of
courts during the recent urban disorders. We then indicate some of the causes
and implications of these actions, focusing primarily on themes which we feel
have been developed inadequately elsewhere. In so doing we also indicate the
broader implications of our analysis for the legal system and its functioning
during periods of social unrest and mass protest, whether that be black mili-
tancy, student unrest, or anti-war protest.

To undertake even the study of the judicial response to the recent urban
disorders, however, is far from easy, for there is little in the way of data. In-
deed, there are far fewer studies in depth about even the routine operations of
judges, prosecutors, and other court officials in the lower criminal courts than,
for example, about police. Furthermore, judges are not as uniform in their
views as police, and they are not organized into guild organizations that have
a sharp ideological character. So it is more difficult to generalize about judi-
cial attitudes and actions.

Moreover, early governmental investigations of riots include few explicit
comments on the operation of the judicial system. Reports of the 1919 Chi-
cago riot, the 1935 Harlem riot, the 1943 Detroit riot, and the 1965 Watts
riot offer, at most, cursory generalizations, without data on case processing,
bail, or counsel. These early commissions evidently did not consider judicial
actions as having any great importance; they were more or less taken for
granted. This view was equally shared by government agencies and academics—
even such classical studies of urban race relations as DuBois’ study of The
Philadelphia Negro? and Drake and Cayton’s Black Metropolis3 evaluated
criminality without addressing its judicial context.

Official resports of riots during 1968, however, have given more attention
to the judicial system. Undoubtedly this is in part because of an increased
sensitivity in recent years to standards of judicial due process, largely because
of the lead of the Supreme Court. Another reason for this recent concern is,
of course, that during the urban disorders of the 1960’s persons have been ar-
rested in the thousands, straining the capacity of the courts to process and
adjudicate cases in an orderly fashion. Almost 4,000 persons were arrested in
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Watts in August, 1965;% more than 7,200 persons were arrested in Detroit in
a nine-day period in 1967;3 1,500 were arrested during a five-day riot in
Newark;6 in April, 1968, following the death of Martin Luther King,7 over
3,000 persons were arrested in Chicago within a three-day period; during the
week following Dr. King’s death, 7,444 were arrested in Washington, D.C.,
and over 5,500 in Baltimore.8 Thousands of other persons, including lawyers
and media personnel, were, in the process, brought into contact with the
lower criminal courts, persons who would not otherwise have been exposed
to or even had second-hand knowledge about them. Responses ranged from
anger at the injustices and callousness of the judicial system during periods of
civil emergency to praise for overworked officials who did their best under
trying conditions.

In these circumstances, it is not surprising that official attention has turned
to assessing the administrative competence of the courts to cope with the vol-
ume of cases generated by civil disorders. The Kerner Commission Report de-
yoted a chapter to problems of criminal justice during crises,? and the Chicago
Riot Study Committee included a chapter on the courts in their report of
August, 1968.10 Other investigations have specifically focused on the courts;
a District of Columbia committee reported on the courts in May, 1968;11 a
Baltimore committee reported in the same month;12 a New York committee
presented recommendations to Mayor Lindsay for court procedures during
emergencies in August, 1968;13 and the American Bar Association reviewed
the problems of courts during civil disturbances in the spring issue of the
American Criminal Law Quarterly.14 We shall draw on these reports, as well
as our own interviews and other materials, to describe judicial operations dur-
ing civil disorders.

THE LACK OF PREPARATION: AN OVERVIEW

The first major urban riot of the 1960’s—in the Watts section of Los An-
geles—was unanticipated by the judicial system, which understandably experi-
enced severe administrative pressures. But even after the development of
“emergency contingency plans” in some cities judicial systems continued to
be unprepared for and overwhelmed by civil disorders.

The lack of preparation had an immediate practical impact. In Detroit,
within two days of the beginning of the riot, 4,000 were incarcerated in make-
shift jails. William Bledsoe, an Assistant State’s Attorney General assigned to
the Civil Rights Commission, reported that prisoners were “‘standing where
there wasn’t enough room to lie down. Or at least, people would take turns
lying down. If you did find a place, you didn’t dare get up. ... Men and
women were housed under these conditions together, without sanitary facili-
ties, with perhaps one or two bologna sandwiches a day, if that. .. 215 In
Newark, a large proportion of those arrested were held in an armory without
proper food, water, and toilet or medical facilities until detention pressures
finally forced authorities to release defendants on lower bails.16

Despite the Kerner Report’s publication of lucid recommendations con-
cerning the administration of justice in crisis, only New York had f ormulated
a comprehensive emergency plan for the judicial system by April, 1968. Even
in Washington, D.C., where the judicial system responded more fairly and ef-
ficiently than any other urban jurisdiction, “advance planning had been con-
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fined to discussion, making plans that were not operational by the time of the
riot, or the drawing up of isolated plans that did not really resolve the central
problems of mass arrest and detention.”17 .

And in Chicago, for example, the Bar Association’s Special Committee on
Civil Disorders, which had been established almost ten months before the riot
in April, 1968, had made no practical recommendations either to its constitu-
ency or the courts.

Thus, it is not so surprising that in Washington, D.C., cells built for eight
were at times crowded with up to sixty persons.18 And in Chicago, whose
jail handles on an average day some fifty arrestees, on the weekend of the riots
following Dr. King’s death there were over five hundred cases per day without
any corresponding increase in clerical and administrative personnel.19

In all cities studied there was a serious shortage of professional and admin-
istrative personnel. The lack of a centralized and efficient record-keeping sys-
tem meant that families and lawyers could not quickly locate defendants, nor
could they always find an official who would accept bond.

These practical difficulties, which might have been predicted, often were
aggravated by inflexible and hostile policies of court and correction officials.
In Chicago and Baltimore, defendants were initially prevented from making
phone calls to their families on the grounds that the security risk would be too
great. In Detroit, men who were absent from their homes for as long as ten
days could not be located by families or employers. In Baltimore, defendants
were arraigned in courtrooms guarded by armed and helmeted soldiers. When
lawyers were available there was little opportunity for lawyers to advise their
clients, and some judges even refused to allow lawyers in their courtroom dur-
ing the arraignment procedures. ‘“The writ of habeas corpus,” commented
one Detroit defense lawyer, “was suspended and for several days there was a
sign on the door of the Wayne County Jail that stated that no attorneys,
either assigned or retained, could see their clients.””20

The indignities to prisoners caught up in mass arrests were aggravated by
the imposition of high bail, amounting to preventive detention, inadequate
representation, and minimal observance of due process requirements.

The Role of Lawyers in Crisis

An important factor in shaping the judicial response was the absence of ade-
quate defense lawyers in criminal court. During riots, the lack of experienced
criminal lawyers becomes a major crisis, for the adversary system of justice de-
perds upon defense attorneys to maintain its impartiality and integrity. When
lawyers are either untrained, uninterested, or unavailable, the adversary sys-
tem becomes a fiction and defendants are forced to rely on the good sense,
professionalism, or benevolence of the courts—an outcome particularly unde-
sirable in the stressful situation accompanying mass disorders.

One of the most severe deficiencies in the administration of justice under
normal conditions is its failure to provide skilled defense counsel for defend-
ants. Though lawyers are qualified to help strengthen the dignity, self-
assertiveness, and power of the poor and disaffiliated, they have only recently
begun to show organized interest in this task.21 This becomes especially
clear in times of civil disorders. The Kerner Commission found that the most
serious legal problem during civil disorders is the “shortage of experienced
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defense lawyers to handle the influx of cases in any fashion approximating
individual representation.”22 With the possible exception of some special in-
terest groups, such as the American Civil Liberties Union and neighborhood
legal agencies, the response by the organized bar to such emergencies has
been, with very few exceptions, slow, insufficient, and ineffective. To make
mattexs worse, the judiciary has at times restricted participation by volunteer
groups, as in Detroit and Newark in 1967 and Chicago in 1968, where lawyers
were denied access to courtrooms and jails.23

In Detroit, volunteer lawyers found it difficult to contact clients, and the
organized bar made little effort to represent prisoners at arraignment, though
they later responded after the riot was brought under control. According to a
local law professor, “the legal profession in Detroit did not check the court of
justice throughout most of the week in which the riot occurred. In fact, the
profession was paralyzed.”24 By the middle of the second week of prelimi-
nary examinations it was difficult to secure the volunteer services of lawyers,
since only 10 to 15 percent of the members of the Detroit Bar Association
had offered their services.25 While the bar associations in Chicago, Baltimore,
and Washington, D. C., responded more quickly to the civil disorders in
'1968, the resulis were by no means adequate. Little had been done to imple-
ment the Kerner Commission’s recommendation that “the bar in each com-
munity undertake mobilization of all available lawyers for assignment so as to
insure early individual legal representation to riot defendants. . . .”26 Wash-
ington was the only city where the organized bar and judiciary cooperated in
quickly recruiting and directing volunteer lawyers. In Chicago, the Bar Asso-
ciation offered assistance to the Chief Judge and Public Defender, who de-
clined on grounds that extra resources were not needed. This response was
taken at face value. The Bar Association refrained from criticizing the courts’
actions during the riots, preferring instead to act as a broker between the
courts and various legal defense organizations.2? This was seen by representa-
tives of these organizations as quiescent support of the courts’ policies. Vol
unteer help was also initially refused by the Public Defender, who resented
the interference of “outsiders” and regarded with suspicion their lack of expe-
rience in criminal courts.28

During the riots, courts in various cities often became armed camps, and
some lawyers were intimidated by police and troopsin and around the court-
rooms. According to one volunteer in Detroit, “going into the court building
was a devastating experience. It was surrounded by armed guards with ma-
chine guns. The building was practically a tomb and prisoners were being
processed by some method I couldn’t fathom.”29 In Chicago, lawyers were
initially turned away from the courts by police guards. Those that demanded
and received entry were ignored and, in some cases, met with hostility from
baliffs and court officials. At first, they were not allowed to enter the “bull-
pens” to interview prisoners. Even members of the Public Defender’s Office
were turned away from the jail by nervous sheriff’s deputies. “I'm surprised
that no one got shot there,” commented an assistant public defender. “Ire-
member walking up the steps of the jail with my public defender card in

front and saw the Sheriff’s police with a machine gun, with the safety off,
pointed at me. . . .”’30

Moreover, even when volunteer lawyers were present, they were all too
often unfamiliar with criminal court practices. According to a survey in De-
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troit, 67 percent of the lawyers had spent less than S percent of their time in
criminal court.31

Without organization or leadership, most volunteer lawyers found them-
selves facing chaotic situations in which they spent many frustrating hours
waiting, petitioning officials, and wasting their considerable skills and re-
sources. In Washington, D.C., according to Ronald Goldfarb:

Lawyers converged on the Courthouse. Being unfamiliar with General
Sessions, they groped for several hours trying to figure out the system.
After doing so, they sat around, in many cases, waiting for appoint-
ments that were slow in coming because of the breakdown in the paper-
ing process.32

In Detroit and Washington, D.C., however, experienced criminal lawyers and
law school interns established a briefing course for the volunteers.33 There
was no time for organization of similar programs in Chicago or Baltimore.
Many inexperienced volunteers quickly Jeft the courts out of feelings of frus-
tration and incompetence.

With the exception of Chicago, black lawyers and criminal court “regu-
lars™ were generally absent from the ranks of volunteers. In Washington, the
president of the predominantly black Washington Bar Association claimed
that Negro defense lawyers had been purposely by-passed by the courts in
favor of “uptown” lawyers.34 In Chicago, the city’s black Bar Association
mobilized its members after the riot was over, held emergency meetings, and
made public statements criticizing the court’s expedient policies. This pres-
sure helped to prod the court into holding bail hearings. In addition, these ac-
tions demonstrated sympathy by black lawyers with the “brothers on the
street” and also helped to “reinstitute faith” in both black lawyers and the
legal process.35

In general, riots have underlined the fact that the great majority of law-
yers have little interest or experience in the legal problems of the poor. Bar
associations have taken at best only a charitable interest in the criminal
courts. This problem is compounded during riots by court officials who
rarely extend cooperation to volunteers and maintain a veil of secrecy over
proceedings. Legal agencies with special interest in judicial reforms also find
that their efforts during a civil disorder tend to be frustrated in the interest of
efficient rather than just proceedings. In Detroit and Chicago, members of
the Lawyers’ Guild and ACLU openly expressed their frustrated with the
courts. “We lent dignity to it last time by participating,” said a spokesman
for the Detroit Civil Liberties Union. “It was a farce.”36

High Bail as Preventive Detention

Another serious problem in the judicial response to riots is found in bail.
We have put together a city-by-city survey of bail practices during civil disor-
der in Detroit, Newark, Washington, D.C., Baltimore, and Chicago. The evi-
dence is clear: the constitutional right to bail was almost invariably replaced
by what in effect was a policy of preventive detention. This was particularly
unfortunate. Not only did it work great hardships on the individuals in-
volved—such as loss of employment because of absence—it also these
persons an especially unfavorable experience with the practical workings of
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“the rule of law,” an experience which was unlikely to persuade anyone of
the merits of “working within the system for orderly change.” In this way,
the functioning of the judicial system during disorders may have contributed
to'the very grievances that lie at the roots of such disorders. Moreover, the
implicit justification (if there was one) for these practices—that without pre-
ventive detention persons arrested would return to rioting—ignores two most
important points. First, no evidence exists that this is true as a general propo-
sition; indeed, it is surely untrue with respect to a great many of riot-related
arrests—because of either the circumstances of the area or of the arrest, or the
normal lapse of time involved in processing an arrested person. Thus, the
“feedback to riot” justification for holding large numbers in custody is wholly
lacking in evidence; and furthermore, it seems implausible to believe that fol-
lowing a court appearance, an arrestee charged with looting would return to
the riot area, especially if his promise not to return was made a condition of
his release. Second, the Kerner Commission correctly pointed out that alter-
natives exist to incarceration and suggested:

... that communities and courts plan for a range of alternative conditions
to release, such as supervision by civic organizations or third party cus-
todians outside the riot area, rather than to rely on high money bail to
keep defendants off the streets. The courts should set bail on an indi-
vidual basis and provide for defense counsel at bail hearings. Emergency
procedures for fast bail review are needed.37

In fact, all too often the constitutional right to bail seemed irrelevant. Ac-
cording to Judge Crockett of the Recorder’s Court in Detroit:

. . . hundreds of presumably innocent people, with no previous record
whatever, suddenly found themselves separated from their unknowing
families and jobs and incarcerated in our maximum security detention
facilities . . .; and all of this without benefit of counsel, without an ex-
amination, and without even the semblance of a trial.38

Whether this was because the courts were too overcrowded or because the
courts intended to aid other public agencies in quelling the disturbances or
were expressing distaste and fear of the participants in the disturbances, the
effect was the same: punishment was applied before trial.

Detroit: In Detroit the use of bail as preventive detention was explicitly ac-
knowledged by the judiciary. The twelve Recorder’s Court judges met on the
second day of the riot (Monday, July 27) and agreed to set bonds averaging
$10,000; some were set as high as $200,000.39 The Detroit Free Press noted
that as a result of the decision, hundreds of persons were “railroaded through
Recorder Court Sunday . . . night and Monday, slapped with high bonds and
stashed away to await trial.”40 The high bail policy was applied uniformly—
ignoring the nature of the charge, family and job status of those arrested, the
prior record, and all other factors usually considered in the setting of bail. In
response to criticism from black leaders, this policy was defended by one Re-
corder’s Court Judge: “We had no way of knowing whether there was a
revolution in progress or whether the city was going to be burned down or
what.”41 With the exception of one judge who gave individualized hearings
but later said that even he had set bail too high, the judges of Recorder’s Court
carried out the high bail policy from July 23 to 30.
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The impact of this policy was immediate. The detention facilities became
severely overcrowded. The Wayne County Juvenile Home, with a capacity
for 160 boys, housed more than 650 boys who could not make bond. Judge
Lincoln, a Juvenile Court judge, dealt with this problem by declaring that “in
spite of all the pressures, there has not been one boy released back to feed
this riot.”42 Adult prisoners were incarcerated in maximum security prisons
and police garages as the County Jail became overcrowded. Prisoners able to
post bond were not always released. The overcrowded conditions did not
prevent the Sheriff of the County Jail from refusing release of prisoners if he
felt that the bond was “too low.” The Sheriff claimed that the Executive
Judge of the Recorder Court had ordered him to refuse release until the origi-
nal judge reviewed the bail to see if it had been set too low.43

According to Judge Crockett, the situation had gotten so “far out of con-
trol that there was justifiable fear that if there were no riot then the Recorder
Court’s actions would surely have started one. We had hundreds of people in
buses on Sunday for eighteen hours using a manhole as a latrine. This was
prior to arraignment.”44 A week after the start of the riot, judges released
hundreds of prisoners. Over 1,000 were released on their own recognizance.
Yet, by Monday of the second week, 2,000 people were still confined, and
on August 4, the end of the second week, 1,200 remained. Judge Crockett
commented later that “even now there is [no real appreciation] of the full
extent of the injustices we committed by our refusal to recognize the right
to immediate bail and our objection to fixing reasonable bail.”45

The arbitrariness of Detroit’s high bail policy is further supported by a
study made of 1,014 arrestees who were being detained awaiting trial in the
Michigan State Prison.46 Forty-four percent of those awaiting trial were mar-
ried, and 86 percent had resided at the same address for one to five years.
Eighty percent were employed, and 41 percent were employed at a major
auto company. Moreover, 49 percent of those employed had worked at the
same place for one to five years, and 14 percent had had the same employer
for five to ten years. There was no consistent prior record. Sixty-seven
percent had no prior convictions, 19 percent had one prior conviction, and
14 percent had previously been convicted two or more times. Thus from these
statistics, one would have expected Jess stringent bail policies than usual; in
fact the contrary was true.

Furthermore, the amount of bond showed little relation to the severity of
the crime charged. The study concluded that “arrestees who were married,
employed and without prior criminal records were treated virtually the same
as were defendants who were single, unemployed, and had previous convic-
tions and/or arrests.”’47 Moreover, there are grounds to believe that future
bail policies will have a similar effect. A former judge of Michigan’s Supreme
Court, for example, feels that the only lesson the Recorder’s Court is likely to
draw from the events is that “$15,000 to $20,000 bonds were unnecessary—
next time bond will be $2000 or so—to accomplish the same objective but to
avoid the exposure. $2,000 bonds will keep them off the streets.”48

Newark: In the summer of 1967, Newark courts employed a similar high
bail-preventive detention policy until detention pressures forced a complete
reversal. A “Release on Recognizance” program was initiated in the last days
of the riot, with half of those arrested being interviewed and 65 to 80 percent
of those being released. As in Detroit, public statements by high judicial
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officials showed a distinct lack of concern for those affected by a high bail
policy. At the height of the riot, according to the Newark Evening News
(July 14, 1967), the Chief Magistrate commented, “If they can’t afford it,
let them stay in jail.”49

Chicago: In the April, 1968, disorders following the assassination of Dr.
Martin Luther King, Chicago evidently took no notice of the Kerner Report’s
recommendations that

Communities and courts plan for a range of alternative conditionsto re-
lease, such as supervision by civic organizations or third party custodians
outside the riot area, rather than to rely on high money bail to keep de-
fendants off the streets. The courts should set bail on an individual basis
and provide for defense counsel at bail hearings. Emergency procedures
for fast bail review are needed.50

No emergency plans were made for release in a mass arrest situation. Rather,
the courts continued. the use of high bail to keep people off the streets. This
policy had results similar to those in Detroit and Newark: detention facili-
ties were overwhelmed and individualized justice was abandoned.

Yet the response of the Chicago courts to the April, 1968, disorders was
consistent with plans made after Newark and Detroit. Soon after the disor-
ders in those cities, the Chief Judge for the Circuit Court met at the Chicago
Bar Association with the State’s Attorney, Public Defender, Corporation
Counsel, and representatives of the Chicago Bar and Legal Aid Society. They
met to discuss “what lessons to draw from Newark and Detroit.” At that
meeting, the Chief Judge announced a high bail policy that would be followed
in Chicago with the explicit intention of keeping those arrested off the
streets during a riot.51

The April, 1968, riots were not the first time such a policy had been em-
ployed. In late January, 1967, Chicago experienced a snowstorn which im-
mobilized the whole city, including the police. During this period, acts of
Iooting and vandalism broke out on the predominantly black West Side. The
courts responded to this crisis by imposing high bail on “looters.” When the
Chief Judge of the Circuit Court, John Boyle, was asked about the consti-
tionality of using high bond to keep a defendant in jail rather than to guaran-
tee appearance at trial, he replied, “What do you want me to do—cry croco-
dile tears for people who take advantage of their city? Didn’tIread...all
about President Johnson’s ‘war on crime’?*%? The Public Defender, in re-
sponse to criticism from the ACLU that he was not challenging the courts’
bail policies, commented that he was “not going to start fighting with judges
because they set some bond that some people think is too high.”53

According to an ACLU study in Chicago, the average bail for the charge of
burglary under “normal” conditions is $4,300. Bail for the winter “looting”
cases ranged from $5,000 to $30,000, with an average of $14,000. Bond
hearin5g45, as reported in official transcripts, typically took the following
form:

The Clerk:  Sam B.

The Court:  Branch 46. 1-31.

The Clerk:  Bond, Mr. State’s Attorney?
The Court: BondforB...?

States
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Attorney: On SamB. .., your Honor, the State wili recommend
a bond of $20,000.
The Court:  $20,000.

And in another case:

The Court: ~ What do you do for a living, son?

Defendant:  Sir, I work for the post office and for . . . two jobs.

The Court:  Can you afford to hire a lawyer?

Defendant:  Yes, I could, your Honor.

The Court:  All right. You hire yourself a good lawyer, sir. We will
continue this case.

Defendant:  Your Honor, I have a wife and three kids and I only left
them with twelve dollars in the house. Could I possible
get...

The Court:  Twelve dollars.

Defendant:  But I get paid from the post office this coming Thursday
and I get my check at the other job, your Honor.

The Court:  You should have been on the job instead of out on the
corner that night.

Defendant: I had to get milk for my baby. I avoided this crowd as
far as I could and then I was afraid they would rob me,
your Honor; and my baby was crying. He is only 9
months old and I was going to—I was two blocks from
my house avoiding these crowds because I am afraid they
would rob me, but, your Honor, I got there and the po-
lice I saw—I could only see the top of the police car.
Then I wasn’t afraid any more because I thought the po-
lice wouldn’t bother me. Then when the police got close
the people went out of the store and dropped goods ali
over the ground.

The Court:  Someday you’ll learn how order is in Chicago.

Defendant:  Sir, may I please have a personal bond?

The Court:  No, sir.

State’s

Attorney:  Motion State, February 20, 1967.

The Court: I will not interfere with the bond. February 20, Bail-

iff.

Counsel was not permitted to represent defendants at the time bail was
set, and the preliminary hearings were continued by the court for at least
three weeks. This meant that defendants held under unusually high bail were
incarcerated for three weeks before the court would even consider if there
was probable cause to hold them. Almost all of the arrestees remained in cus-
tody unable to make bond. The city’s judicial policies with respect to “loot-
ing” were well expressed by Magistrate Maurice Lee: “This type of crime
during a city-wide emergency is comparable to grave-robbing,”55

1t is perhaps not surprising, then, that the April, 1968, disorders found
Chicago courts ready to impose bails which, though actually not “exorbitant,”
were nevertheless sufficiently high to prevent the immediate release of most
prisoners. Moreover, there was no official mechanism for notifying families
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of the detention or amount of bond required for the release of those arrested.
And volunteers were required to put tremendous pressure on the courts even
to participate in such matters as notification during the bond hearings.

Problems of actually posting bail were endless. In most cases, the family
of an arrested person knew only that he did not return home. The records
department of the jail was closed in the evenings and, when open, rarely had
information on the Iocation of prisoners. Many prisoners who had money
when arrested were initially unable to post bond since no bond clerks were
available. At the jail and House of Correction, hundreds of concerned rela-
tives were milling around with little idea of how to proceed. Several Sheriff’s
deputies guarded the jail, pointing their guns at the waiting crowd. Law stu-
dents and legal aid lawyers performed the tasks that clerks should have per-
formed if they had been assigned to the bond office.56

The bail policy was later justified by the Chief Judge of the Municipal Divi-
sion. “When a man is sitting on the bench and he’s looking out the window
and he sees the city afire, big blazes here and there and everywhere, and he
sees the people who are supposedly involved, it’s very difficult for him to
make a real considered judgment.”57 This inability to make a “considered
judgment” inevitably favored the police over defendants. About 800 defend-
ants were given bonds of $1,000 or over. Release-on-own-recognizance bonds
were restricted for the most part to curfew violators, indicating that the grav-
ity of the allegation tended to dictate the amount of bond. In determining
bond, the courts paid little attention to such criteria as the background of
those accused, despite the fact that over 70 percent of the defendants
had never been previously arrested, 83 percent had never been pre-
viously convicted, and about 50 percent were arrested within six blocks
of their homes. At least 37 percent of the arrestees spent over four
days in jail pending the disposition of their cases. Ten days after the riot be-
gan, there were still over 200 people in jail who could not make bond.58

Baltimore: In Baltimore, according to a local blue-ribbon committee, bail
for curfew violations was invariably set at $500 and few, if any, bondsmen
were available at the courts. “Very few defendants were released on their own
recognizance, and rarely was there time or inclination on the part of the judge
to hear a defense plea for a bail geared to the circumstances of the individual
defendant.”59 Of 345 curfew defendants who were not tried immediately,
only 99 managed to make bail.60 A significant number of curfew viola-
tors stood trial immediately under a stipulated prosecution; many reportedly
pleaded guilty because of the “threat of incarceration implicit in the bail sys-
tems.”’61 Of the 3,500 persons charged with curfew violations, all but 345
had been tried and sentenced during the riot:

The mass trials of many defendants took place in an atmosphere akin to
martial Jaw. The disorders and the administration of the curfew gener-
ally made detention of defendants an incommunicado detention. Con-
tact with those who might help in posting bail was problematic at best.
Thus there was considerable pressure on defendants to agree to be tried
summarily.62

Washington, D.C.: Bail policy in Washington, D.C., varied considerably.
Compared with policies in other cities, it was certainly less oppressive and less
arbitrary. Nevertheless, some judges set bond during the first two days of the
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riot with the express purpose of keeping defendants off the streets.63 Other
judges strictly adhered to the provisions of the Bail Reform Act, releasing
many prisoners on their own recognizance and cooperating with volunteer
lawyers to facilitate immediate release of their clients. Even so, fewer defend-
ants were released on personal recognizance than is usually the case under nor-
mal conditions. According to Ronald Goldfarb:

A check of Bail Agency records, and interviews with Bail Agency per-
sonnel, defense lawyers and prosecutors leads to one inescapable con-
clusion: defendants arraigned during the riot had more stable family
ties, better employment records and far less serious criminal records
than does the regular criminal defendant in the Court of General Ses-
sions. . . . It is clear that many judges effectively discarded the liberal
policies of the Bail Reform Act during the riot.64

‘Some Causes and Implications of Judicial Response

Routine Justice and Riot Justice

It is clear from the foregoing that the courts are ill prepared to cope with the
volume of cases encountered in civil emergencies. When we ask why, the rea-
son that is often given is strain—the added caseload simply is too much for
the courts to handle. Any operating system, from a washing machine to a
government bureau, breaks down from overload. Yet the “strain” explanation
suggests an implicit assumption we believe to be unfounded: that the courts
ordinarily offer services that are consonant with ideals of due process of law
under an adversary system. By contrast, the evidence points to a direct rela-
tion between the way courts function during emergency situations and the
way they function normally, and it is important that persons concerned with
the shortcomings of the courts during emergencies not lose sight of the simi-
lar day-to-day shortcomings. Reform of the former necessarily should em-
brace the latter.

The courts are ordinarily under-staffed and ill equipped; and the actions of
courts during civil disorders may be seen as ordinary practices writ large, given
public attention, and made vivid. In this section, we will examine routine jus-
tice as it proceeds in the same areas discussed previously. The similarities, we
believe, will become evident.

It is in the lower courts that the quality of criminal justice must be meas-
ured, for as many as 90 percent of the criminal cases in this country are
settled at this level.65 Though the Supreme and Appeal Courts set precedents
and receive wide publicity, it is the municipal courts which are the judicial
system of most relevance for the vast majority of accused persons. It is thus
of great significance that the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement
and the Administration of Justice found:

It is clear that the lower courts are generally manned by less competent
personnel than the courts of general jurisdiction. There are judges, at-
torneys and other officers in the lower courts who are as capable as
their counterparts in more prestigious courts, but the lower courts regu-
larly do not attract such persons66

And the President’s Commission on Crime in the District of Columbia re-
cently observed that “abbreviated trials, disregard for witnesses, inadequate
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and shabby facilities—all contribute to an appearance of justice which weak-
ens respect for law and order.”67 Again, according to the President’s Com-
mission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice:

Every day in the courthouses of metropolitan areas the inadequacies of

the lower courts may be observed. There is little in the process which
is likely to instill respect for the system of criminal justice in defendants,

witnesses or observers.68

Bail

If a defendant is charged with a non-capital offense, he generally has the
right to be released on bail. Apart from the eighth amendment guarantee that
bail cannot be “excessive,” there are no strict guidelines, though the Supreme
Court has ruled that the function of bail must be limited to guaranteeing the
appearance of the defendant at subsequent proceedings;69 thus it cannot be
based on a desire to protect society from subsequent criminal conduct. In
reality, however, the practices prevailing during riots also prevail in day-to-day
bail-setting. Usually there is no evaluation of the factors, such as the accused’s
family and community ties, which may affect the likelihood of escape; more
often bail is used against a defendant to “teach him a lesson,” or to “protect
the community,” just as it is during a civil disorder.70 The practical result of
the system is that persons with money or access to money are able to obtain
release on bail, while poor persons, who often cannot meet even the bonds-
man’s fee, remain incarcerated.

A study of the administration of bail in Philadelphia showed that over 50
percent of persons held in lieu of bail were eventually released after trial,
either through acquittal or on suspended sentence ot probation.”! Moreover,
several studies have demonstrated that accused persons released on bail are
able to put together a better defense and generally make a better appearance
before the court, since they are able to get fresh clothes and do not enter the
courtroom as prisoners.72 The results of these opportunities are dramatic:
persons released on bail are less likely to be convicted, and if convicted are
more likely to receive shorter or suspended sentences.”> Moreover, because
the judge need not take account of this “dead time” in sentencing, the period
awaiting trial often places pressure on the accused to plead guilty.

Ironically, then, the overcrowding of detention facilities during periods of
civil crisis may work to the advantage of those so detained, as compared to the
situation of the average poor arrestee charged with a felony. Overcrowded de-
tention facilities put pressures on judges to release early—within a few days or

a week—as compared to the weeks or months of jail time not uncommonly
experienced in routine justice.

Counsel

Though the Supreme Court has held that the accused must be informed of
his constitutional guarantees and his right to obtain or have counsel appointed,
in day-to-day situations—just as in civil disorder situations—judges generally
by-pass or give little emphasis to these requirements.

In theory the judge’s duty is to advise the defendant of the charges
against him and of his right to remain silent, to be admitted to bail, to
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retain counsel or to have counsel appointed, and to have a preliminary
hearing. But in some cities the defendant may not be advised of his
right to remain silent or to have counsel assigned. In others he may be
one of a large group herded before the bench as a judge or clerk rushes
through a ritualistic recitation of phrases, making little or no effort to
ascertain whether the defendants understand their rights or the nature
of the proceedings. In many jurisdictions counsel are not assigned in
misdemeanor cases; even where lawyers are appointed, it may not be
made clear to the defendant that if he is without funds he may have
free representation.’

In Detroit, for example, counsel is rarely provided at the arraignment stage
in Recorder’s Court and, according to one expert, “ordinarily the accused is
not informed that he has a right to have counsel ‘appointed,’ or that he can
exercise this right ‘immediately.’”75 For the many who have been inade-
quately advised of their right to attorney, their first appearance in court is
also likely to be their last. Most plead guilty without consultation, often un-
der the implied threat of an additional stay in jail if a further hearing for a
plea is required.

Even if an accused citizen obtains counsel, the reality of what “counsel”
means differs markedly from the abstraction envisioned in such Supreme
Court decisions as Gideon v. Wainwright (1963), Escobedo v. Illinois (1964),
Miranda v. Arizona (1966), and In re Gault (1967). In theory the right to
counsel is perhaps the most important of rights because the presence of coun-
sel should assure procedural regularity and the implementation of related prin-
ciples. In fact, however, we find few defense attorneys who give to the role
the attitude that Francis Allen has suggested as the mark of the qualified de-
fense attorney: “a constant, searching, and creative questioning of official
decisions and assertions of authority at all stages of the process.”76

Studies of criminal defense Tawyers suggest that “legal service” is charac-
teristically too little and too late. The relatively few private lawyers available
to the poor tend to be the least well trained and most inclined to violate the
profession’s code of ethics.77 Criminal lawyers are predominantly general
practitioners, unaffiliated with law firms, who make their livings from “small
fee” cases and do a great deal of trial work.”8 According to Ladinsky, solo
lawyers (most of whom handle the criminal matters of the poor) more often
than firm lawyers come from lower-class backgrounds and from families hav-
ing minority status. They “have quantitatively inferior education when com-

pared to firm lawyers.”79 It is not surprising, then, that criminal lawyers on
the average earn less from their work and outside sources than civil lawyers.80
Since most persons who appear in the lower courts are poor, where a de-
fendant has counsel (and, again, a large proportion of defendants, particularly
in misdemeanor cases, are not represented at all) that counsel is generally ap-
pointed without charge by the court. The quality of defense work by state-
appointed attorneys is often even less distinguished than that by small-fee
criminal lawyers. o P I

Moreover, even in large cities the criminal bar is small and tends, along
with the Public Defender’s Office—which is usually more competent than ap-
pointed attorneys—to constitute a closed system. Given the pressures of the
system to process vast numbers of cases, cooperation and accommodation are
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highly valued, with the result that most cases are negotiated on the basis of
informal norms developed in response to administrative needs rather than
legal principles:

Most cases are disposed of outside the traditional trial process, either by
a decision not to charge a suspect with a criminal offense or by a plea of
guilty. In many communities one third to one half of the cases begun
by arrest are disposed of by some form of dismissal by public prosecutor,
or judge. When a decision is made to prosecute, it is estimated that in
many courts as many as 90% of all convictions are obtained by guilty
pleas.81

Defense counsel is intimately involved in this process; his work comes to
depend on cooperation with other officials in the system. The mass of clients
may not be adversely affected. Yet the individual case may not be considered
solely on its merits.82 Moreover, there is not judicial review as to the fairness
of the bargain, no guarantee that the defendant will receive what he has bar-
gained for, and no control over the degree of pressure used to elicit acceptance
of the bargain.83 In this pretrial, publicly invisible method of dispensing jus-
tice, the defendant’s guilt is generally assumed, a burden that ideally at least
should be carried by the state.84 The process comes to look less rational—
subject to chance factors, to undue pressure, and sometimes to the hint of
corruption.85

Faced with enormous caseloads, lacking financial and technical resources,
and lacking especially the interest of the organized bar, the lower criminal
courts should not be expected to generate a quality of distinction during emer-
gencies that is fundamentally absent in its routine operations. Moreover, rec-
ommendations for improving the performance of courts during emergencies
will be lacking unless they also address the problems found in these routine
operations.

The Lower Courts as an Agency of Law Enforcement

Although one may liken the functioning of the judicial system during mass
disorders to its routine functioning, obviously something more dramatic is oc-
curring. Not only are the problems faced during riots more severe than those
confronted in the routine administration of justice; in addition, more varied
and intense outside pressures are brought to bear on the courts.

During riots there is fear in the wider community, the courts come under
scrutiny by the news media, and judicial authorities are in constant commu-
nication with political leaders. Under these circumstances, judicial actions
and statements indicate that the courts usually cooperate by employing their
judicial authority in the service of riot control, becoming, in effect, an agency
engaged in nonjudicial forms of law enforcement.

In Detroit, for example, the Chief Judge of Recorder’s Court made it clear
in press releases that high bonds would be used to keep “rioters” off the street
and that he would not release “thugs who would help to further [a] ‘takeover-
by-violence’ plan.”86 The courts in Detroit refused to release prisoners until
they were assured by the Mayor, a federal representative, and local military
commanders that the city was secure.87 The executive may tend to perceive
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judicial action as his responsibility. Regarding the Newark riot, the Governor
proclaimed that “New Jersey will show its abhorrence of these criminal activi-
ties, and society will protect itself by fair, speedy and retributive justice.”88
The judges and magistrates in Newark were responsive to the Governor’s direc-
tion that “the strength of the law . . . be demonstrated.”89 In Chicago,

where the judicial system is routinely under tight political control, the courts
cooperated with the Mayor’s office and city prosecutors in detaining “rioters”
until the emergency was declared over. The Chief Judge of Chicago’s Munici-
pal Division accurately reflected the political perspective of city hall: “I have
seen tremendous progress for this particular minority group. They have come
up so far and are progressing except for these civil disorders. Civil disorder. . .
is the worst thing for the black race. It’s bad; it’s creating a cleavage in our
society against them.”90

In response to, and usually in agreement with, a desire for a quick restora-
tion of order, the courts adopt a law enforcement perspective on riot control.
Such a perspective may be summarized as follows: (1) civil disorders repre-
sent a time of extreme and dangerous emergency, requiring extraordinary
measures of control and resistance; (2) the efforts of the police, military, fire
department, and other public agencies must be actively supported to restore
order as quickly as possible; (3) the presumption of guilt of defendants is made
necessary by the presence of troops in the city, the sight of “fires on the hori-
zon,” and a common-sense appreciation of the danger and inherent criminality
of a “riot” or “uprising”; (4) high bail is required to prevent rioters returning
to the riot; (5) the nature of the emergency and the overwhelming number of
defendants preclude the possibility of observing the niceties of due process;
(6) due process will be restored as soon as the emergency has been termi-
nated.9! Both the courts and the police seek to prevent growth of the disor-
der, to distinguish the leaders, and to control the mob. The courts attempt to
control the mob by detaining rioters until order is restored, by displaying
power and resolve in the processing of defendants, by observing strict security
precautions (having troops and police in court buildings and courtrooms, lim-
iting access to prisoners, and checking credentials of lawyers), and by coordi-
nating policies with other public agencies.

We have already suggested that the need for eliminating due process has
not been documented. The evidence suggests that most “rioters” will not ne-
cessarily return to the riot area following a court appearance.92' Moreover,
when during crisis courts do become an instrument of order, rather than of
law, communities find themselves without a tribunal for impartial judgment.
This conclusion has two important consequences. First, as we have already
noted, since the guilt of the accused is assumed, the adversary system and its
attendant guarantees of due process are further eroded. Second, while there is
ordinarily little control over the police and other agencies of government by
courts, during riots there is active cooperation.

The criminal courts do more than arraign and try accused persons and sen-
tence the guilty. When they operate properly, the courts insist on lawful
standards of operation from other agencies of government. We do not have in
mind here suits brought against governmental agencies, but rather what hap-
pens in the course of the routine criminal process. The courts have the re-
sponsibility to bring legal standards to bear on prosecutors, probation officers,
police, lawyers, and other persons and agencies involved in law enforcement.
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In doing so, the courts are presumed to constrain these persons and agencies
to adhere to law.

In order to perform this supervisory task, however, courts must in some de-
gree be independent of other parts of the criminal justice system. The neces-
sity for such independence—for a capacity to be both part of the law enforce-
ment apparatus and in some degree stand apart from it—has long been
recognized, for there are strong pressures on the criminal courts to be uncriti-
cal of other agencies of law enforcement. Recent Supreme Court decisions
concerning the proper use of police power reflect an awareness of this ten-
dency to erode the insulation between the criminal courts and other agencies
of law enforcement. Under normal conditions, this tendency is occasionally
halted by appellate court decisions and by professional standards of propriety.
During periods of civil emergency, however, even stronger pressures are gener-
ated for expedient action, and the courts surrender much of what remains of
their supervisory function; law enforcement agencies are encouraged, at least
implicitly, to exert control by any means necessary. Moreover, the court’s
own actions—such as preventive detention through high bail—may be in viola-
tion of law. By condoning and following such policies, the courts contribute
to the “breakdown of law” and to the establishment of an “order” based on
force without justice. The implications of this situation are far-reaching.
Some have been discussed earlier. To fully appreciate their gravity, however,
one must examine the unique role that the courts play in our governmental
system and the stresses that our legal system is undergoing in this time of
widespread dissatisfaction and protest.

Disenchantment with Law

The criminal courts, like all legal institutions, are “political” in the sense
that they engage in formulating and administering public policies.?3 The ties
and differences between the political and judicial systems, however, are com-
plex, and we must not overlook their distinctive characters.

The judicial system is tied to the political system in several obvious ways.
Judicial personnel are sometimes elected; even more often they are appointed
by political officeholders. Also, the enforcement of judicial decisions is often
left to political officials. Finally, the laws the judiciary is empowered to in-
terpret and apply are created and can be changed through political processes.
In general, the closeness of the courts to the political system does much to
ensure the flexibility of our legal system, its openness to change.
™ At the same time the judicial system is relatively insulated from politics.
The selection of judicial personnel is guided in some measure by standards de-
veloped according to legal rather than political competence, and tenure ar-
rangements have developed to protect judges from political interference.

A% Moreover, judges are expected, and in considerable degree expect themselves,

to be constrained by constitutional, statutory, and case law and by general
principles of legality, in their assessment of evidence and their decisions. Such
constraints are intended both to protect individuals against arbitrary state ac-
tion and to prevent the courts from usurping powers more properly exercised
by legislative and executive agencies.

In a constitutional democracy, then, the judiciary ideally functions as an
impartial arbiter of conflict, relatively free from partisan interests—whether
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they be social, economic, or political. Our society recognizes that departures
from that ideal are inevitable. However, it also views them with deep suspi-
cion; for when the judiciary assumes a partisan role, the ideal of legality may
seriously be undermined and the resolution of conflict reduced to the distri-
bution and availability of force.

The evidence presented with respect to judicial behavior during the recent
urban riots indicates a readiness by courts to lend their support to a system of
preventive detention, to become an instrument of political needs relatively
unrestrained by considerations of legality.94 In the process, they undermine
their own reputation as impartial arbiters of social disputes. Such actions lead
to disaffection among those who have come into contact with a partisan ju-
diciary, or who think they have. The importance of this cannot be underesti-
mated, for the courts are our model for the “rule of law” to which we urge
rioters to adhere. And lawlessness is precisely what we condemn in such dis-
sidents. ==

Riot situations, however, are not the first instance of such disaffection.
Yet the fact remains that the conduct of courts during riots reinforces the
cynicism which may feel toward the legal system and converts others to simi-
lar views.

Because such disaffection decreases the likelihood of widespread accept-
ance of appeals to the “rule of law,” it is important to examine briefly how
this disaffection developed, prior to and after the recent urban disturbances.
While it may be argued that much of this disaffection is due to naive and un-
real demands made of the courts by the disaffected, it must be emphasized
that the courts—and other branches of government—have themselves contrib-
uted to the decline of legal authority and, in some instances, to strengthening
the resolve of dissenting groups. To the extent that this is true, the courts,
like the police, may aggravate collective outbursts.

Political activity in the civil rights and anti-war movements was the first ex-
perience for many persons, both black and white, with the legal apparatus. In
the early stages of the civil rights movement, especially in the South during
the 1950°, the legitimacy of the legal system was assumed. People intention-
ally violated local laws, but they did so in the name of higher federal laws,
which they believed would prevail in the courts. They had implicit faith in
the justice of the legal system, if only it could be made to operate according
to its own stated ideals.
~ The trouble was that even in theory, but especially in practice, the ideals
of a federal system are ambiguous. Civil rights activists saw “the law” as fed-
eral law, the Constitution, the Supreme Law of the Land. White Southerners,
at least those in political power, defied the federal law and interposed state
law. Thus a paradox appeared: though federal law was declared by federal -
courts to be supreme, the hegemony of local laws and government—based on
white supremacy—prevailed in practice. State judicial systems often actively
participated in this erosion of legality. Moreover, federal courts, especially
the lower federal courts, often facilitated or acquiesced in this process, or at
best were powerless—whether for legal or political reasons—to do anything
about it. As a result, the stature of all law—state and federal, legislative and
executive and judicial—suffered. As Tom Hayden testified before this com-
mission on October 23, 1968:
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The major issue that shaped our political outlook . . . was domestic
policy and particularly the problem of civil rights in the South which
came to the attention of northern students in 1960 through the direct
action of voter registration campaigns. . . . Working in the South
brought us face to face for the first time with the reality that we had
never known, the direct reality of the police state. ... The crucial dis-
covery of that experience for many students, however, was that the
South was not an isolated and backward region but was an integral part
of the whole country. ...

An elementary lession began to dawn on us, a lesson that never was
taught us in our civics classes, and that lesson was simply that law serves
power. .. .95

Although the importance of experiences in the South cannot be overesti-
mated, disaffection was not merely a product of the civil rights struggle in the
South.

Two points are of particular importance in this respect. First, lower-class
blacks, whether in the North or South, have always been skeptical of the
courts’ capacity to administer fair and equal criminal justice.96 Aslong ago
as 1903, W. E. B. DuBois noted that “the Negro is coming more and more to
look upon law and justice, not as protecting safeguards, but as sources of hu-
miliation and oppression.”97 In recent years, most militant blacks have come
to believe, along with one SNCC leader, that “the legal system is bankrupt.
There is no such thing as justice for black folks in this country.”98 Thus, the
Kerner Commission was correct in concluding that “civil disorders are funda-
mental governmental problems, not simply police matters.”99 We will enlarge
on that perspective in our concluding chapter.

Second, among protesters outside the South there was also a deterioration
of respect for the legal system. To understand why this occurred, one must
examine (1) the expectations of these protesters, and (2) the suitability of the
courts for the role which they are forced to play in protest situations.

In the early 1960’s, students, blacks, and civil rights workers had much faith
in the courts, and early experiences in the civil rights movement at least held
out the hope that the judiciary might be a progressive governmental ally. In-
deed, the courts were often far ahead of the other branches of government in
upholding the notion of legality. Moreover, legality—with its corollaries of
consistency and impartiality—was often found to coincide with justice, and
this nurtured the expectation that some element of “social justice” could and
would emerge through the judicial process. Even when civil rights activists be-
came disillusioned with the legal system and the courts in the South and be-
gan to focus their attention on the North, they still had faith in the legal proc-
esses in the North—after all, it was not the South. Profound disillusionment,
however, soon occurred in the North also.

An extensive literature exists on the role that courts play in our democracy.

Some of this has already been sketched, but the functioning of courts is obvi-
ously much more complex than this. The importance of precedent, the doc-
trine of “political questions,” the scope of appellate review, the distinction
between “pure speech” and *“conduct,” the roles of the jury and the judge,
and similar nuances—which often prevent courts from reaching the “just” re-
sult or even from deciding a case on its substantive, as opposed to procedural,
merits—are all important to a sophisticated evaluation of the courts. How-
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ever, for better or worse, it is a fact that the vast majority of our citizens—and
protesters—do not have such refined notions concerning the courts.

Thus at least some of the disillusionment with the legal system might have
been avoided if a more “sophisticated” appreciation of our judicial and gov-
ernmental system had existed. Such an appreciation would have recognized
the limitations “inherent” in the judicial process and would not have been dis-
appointed by actions of courts which were consistent with a strict standard of
“neutrality” and “legality” but did not meet broader notions of social justice.
Indeed, it would have been recognized that, in other contexts (such as the

v South), judicial neutrality had been thought desirable.

However, such understanding of the limitations of the judiciary was not
widespread in the civil rights movement (as Tom Hayden’s testimony sug-
gests), and increasingly courts were perceived as and resented for acting in a
manner contrary to the movement’s conceptions of social justice. For exam-
ple, the Chief Judge of the Court of General Sessions in Washington, D.C., has
defended “neutrality” and “objectivity” by saying:

When faced with a mass civil disorder, there will be great pressure to
disregard the particular violation—especially if the activity is nonviolent;
especially when it is in support of a cause which is obviously just; and
especially when you happen personally to agree with some of the basic
aims of the demonstrators. We, the judges, cannot afford to succumb
to that kind of temptation.100

So, activists soon perceived “neutrality”’—at least a strict judicial interpreta-
tion of it—as an obstacle to social justice. Ironically, even those with “more
sophisticated” views are likely to agree with such a short run analysis. They,
however, point to the long-run necessity of a neutral judiciary. It is this point
that the disenchanted activists either did not see or rejected on grounds that
social needs were too urgent.

But that was only part of the problem. An authority can manage a claim
of “neutrality” provided it is also consistent. Yet an increased exposure to
the courts, especially the lower courts, seemed to those involved to reveal in-
consistency. An observer of civil rights activity in San Francisco in the sum- Vg
mer of 1964 commented:

Scores of defendants all accused of the same crime are being tried by
different departments of one system. There are variations in rulings on
the admissibility of evidence, variations in the attitudes of judges to-
ward the cases and, most importantly, great variations in outcome.
Some jurors have complained that attempts have been made to “gag”
them in the deliberation process. I know of one instance of three boys
who alleged that they were sitting together that night at the Sheraton
Palace. One of the boys was acquitted, one of the boys was convicted,
and one of the boys will be tried again because of a hung jury. The

boys expressed in amazement to me: “And we were sitting side by
side!”’101

Clearly, the reality was out of line with expectations. Defendants are less
likely than officials to view the system in overall terms.102

A.s important, perhaps, was the fact that students more and more tended
to view the courts as enforcers of rules that were themselves arbitrary. For
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example, students during the 1964 Free Speech Movement at the University
of California challenged the administration’s attempt to end a long tradition
of political activity near Sather Gate. Judge Robert Kroninger, when faced
with sentencing students arrested during the Free Speech Movement, made
the following evaluation: “Resistance to the rule of law whether active or
passive is intolerable, and to describe criminal conduct as civil disobedience is
to make words meaningless.”103 Yet from the perspective of the student pro-
testers, merely to describe their civil disobedience as criminal conduct is
equally meaningless. As they saw it the alternative was to acquiesce to an ad-
ministration which, according to the report of its own prestigious investiga-
tive committee, had “displayed a consistent tendency to disorder in its own
principles.” 104 .

Similarly, the courts have come to be seen as enforcing laws that are
technicalities either designed or used to suppress dissent. Such a view in many
instances was not without factual basis. For example, after the April, 1968,
peach march in Chicago, a distinguished commission reached the following
conclusion:

By attempting to discourage protest by withholding (parade) permits,

the City invites disaster at some time when it may have constitutional
reasons for prohibiting a particular assembly. . . . The First Amend-
ment is meaningless unless dissenting individuals attempt to take advan-
tage of the rights it affords. If such individuals do not make the at-
tempt, it is true that there is no violence, no conflict, no overt repression

of speech; there is also no freedom. . .. Ina democracy, it should not
require courage to defy authorities in order to express dissenting
views.105

Moreover, congressional enactment and judicial enforcement of a law specifi-
cally aimed at draft card burning—after this was already used as a means to
voice dissent—was widely seen as a blatant attempt to stifle dissent, as were
many of the policies promulgated by General Hershey, Director of the Selec-
tive Service System. Finally, anti-war protesters and blacks have seen them-
selves charged with criminal offenses—often of an omnibus nature such as
“mob action”—to which police actions have contributed.

It is obviously true that the courts, as such, should not be the object of
blame in many of the foregoing instances; under any realistic theory of judicial
responsibility they had no option open to them. At the same time, however, ;
it is true that judicial enforcement of these laws heightened the bitterness of
protesting groups and lessened their respect for the legal system. Perhaps,
then, any lessons to be drawn from this experience should be addressed to the
other branches of government. And central to any such lesson is the recogni-
tion that during periods of protest the legal and social system, fragile in the
first place, is by definition undergoing unusual stress, precisely because of the
importance of the issues involved and depth of feelings involved. To the ex-
tent that the courts are required to enforce laws which are not particularly
necessary or which place unnecessary stress on the legal system, the legal sys-

tem itself suffers. : £

Related to this is another manner in which the recent escalation of protest
has resulted in an enormous burden on traditional disciplinary and criminal 4
procedures and thus contributed to the growing disenchantment with the legal 2

Judicial Response in Crisis 243

system. This derives not so much from the larger number of cases, but rather
from the courts being asked to perform tasks for which they are inherently
unsuited. And this becomes increasingly true as protest increases, and it be-
comes more difficult to draw lines between dissent and criminality.106

The criminal process is based on the implicit assumption that crime, by
and large, is an individual enterprise, or at most an enterprise encompassing
only a small proportion of any community. The lower criminal courts are de-
signed to handle a large volume of misdemeanor cases in which most defend-
ants plead guilty and do not contest the authority and legitimacy of the
courts. Moreover, the process assumes that those activities defined as
“crimes” are disapproved of by a large proportion of the community. This,
however, is not true of contemporary mass protest, if the community in
which the protest occurs is taken to be the most relevant.

Often a significant segment of the protesting community is involved in
protest “crimes”—as for instance in Watts, Detroit, Berkeley, and Columbia—
and a large proportion do not define the activity as “‘crime.” Moreover, pro-
testers do not accept the court’s authority to decide the disputes. This situa-
tion is one in which even further disenchantment and erosion of the concept
of legality are likely; as such it presents a crisis for the courts and the legal
system. For by being required to pass judgment over communities which do
not support the judgment, courts are placed in an extremely difficult political
and thus legal situation.

The federal courts have faced this type of situation in the South; munic-
ipal courts in the North face what is perhaps an even more difficult situa-
tion with respect to the black communities. The black communities are
black, and they are segregated as a result of a history of white domination
going back to slavery. So perhaps more accurate than this analogy to the
South is to the colonial court, for the black communities of America—segre-
gated communities providing the maids and janitors and carwashers for more
affluent whites—come close to being internal colonies. And to the extent that
alack of political and social change forces the courts to deal with these prob-
lems, the legal system itself is placed in a difficult and dangerous position.

Recommendations

To those who seek recommendations for improving the performance of the
courts during civil crises, we can offer no simple—or even difficult—solutions.
When the courts become a central political forum, it seems reasonable to infer
that the traditional political machinery is malfunctioning. For the courts, the
fundamental problem is that they are organized to do one sort of task—
adjudicating—and that in civil disorders they are asked to deal with the out-
come of political conflict as if it were only a criminal matter. Under such
conditions, they often become and are perceived as an instrument of power
rather than of law.

Given the fact that the courts will probably continue to be burdened with
the responsibility of handling mass protests, every effort should be made to
improve- the ability of the courts to administer justice efficiently and fairly,
with full regard to the civil liberties of defendants. Several reforms are needed
in this respect:
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1. The criminal courts are in serious need of thorough reorganization so
that they may be capable of meeting even minimal standards of justice, de-
cency, and humanity under normal conditions. Such reorganization would
help to eliminate some of the more flagrant abuses of legal rights during a
civil disorder. More significantly, it would help to eradicate one of the causes
of such emergencies, for there is good reason to believe that injustice and the
ensuing loss of faith in the authority of the law may move rational persons to-
ward extra legal action. It is especially tragic that those who have most rea-
son to be disenchanted with our society—particularly the poor and ethnic
minorities—are treated most unjustly by the courts. Our criticism is not pri-
marily aimed at court officials, for in an important sense the personal compe-
tence of such officials is the least of our problems. Much more important is
the fact that we have not furnished the courts with financial, administrative,
and jurisprudential resources commensurate with their importance in a society
aspiring to constitutional democracy. .

2. The actions of the courts during a civil disorder should be lawful,
sympathetic, and respectful. It seems clear from the evidence that during pe-
riods of civil crisis pressures on the courts for expedient action are inevitable.
Despite these pressures, the courts must make every effort to encourage the
lawful operation of the entire law enforcement system, including the police
and prosecutors, as well as themselves. The Kerner Report made several im-
portant suggestions with respect to this problem. Among its recommenda-
tions are:

That communities adopt station house summons and release proce-

dures (such as are used by the New York City Police Department) in
order that they be operational before emergency arises. All defendants
who appear likely to return for trial and not to engage in renewed riot
activity should be summoned and released.

That recognized community leaders be admitted to all processing and
detention centers to avoid allegations of abuse or fraud and to reassure
the community about the treatment of arrested persons.

That the bar in each community undertake mobilization of all avail-
able lawyers for assignment so as to insure early individual legal represen-
tation to riot defendants through disposition and to provide assistance to
prosecutors where needed. Legal defense strategies should be planned
and volunteers trained in advance. Investigative help and experienced
advice should be provided.

That communities and courts plan for a range of alternative conditions
to release, such as supervision by civil organizations or third-party cus-
todians outside the riot area, rather than to rely on high money bail to
keep defendants off the streets. The courts should set bail on an indi-
vidual basis and provide for defense counsel at bail hearings. Emer-
gency procedures for fast bail review are needed.

That no mass indictments or arraignments be held and reasonable
bail and sentences be imposed, both during or after the riot. Sentences
should be individually considered and pre-sentence reports required.

The emergency plan should provide for transfer of probation officers
from other courts and jurisdictions to assist in the processing of ar-
restees. 107
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We support these recommendations of the Kerner Commission which were

" adopted in detail by the District of Columbia and other Committee reports, with

the following reservation. Clearly some emergency measures are needed to permit
the courts to operate in an orderly fashion during a civil crisis. The danger is
that such “temporary” measures may become permanent and “emergencies”
become routine. We are especially concerned with the trend toward devising
“emergency measures,” which are not addressed to needed fundamental reforms
in the routine criminal justice system. For example, recent official investiga-
tions of the operation of the courts in crisis have sought new laws and new
judicial techniques for controlling “rioters.” Thus, many cities are presently
exploring the possibility of preventive detention legislation,108 and a blue-
ribbon commission in Baltimore has recommended the passage of a “scaveng-
ing” law in anticipation of future riots.109 Moreover, these trends lead us to
believe that preparations are being made to deal efficiently with future civil
disorders while little is being done to remedy the social and political griev-
ances which motivate such disorders. This is a fundamental error.

Finally, we believe that a number of assumptions, both in social psychology
and in official conceptions, have served to obscure and undermine the politi-
cal character of contemporary protests. In our concluding chapter, we intend
to assess those assumptions.
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Chapter IX

SOCIAL RESPONSE TO
COLLECTIVE BEHAVIOR

Throughout this report we have concentrated on showing the difficulty of
determining what causes and what prevents violence, such as it is, in several
protest movements. A common theme has emerged from the analysis of these
movements. We have argued that they represent forms of political protest
oriented toward significant change in American social and political institu-
tions. In this concluding chapter we consider some of the implications of
this perspective for public policy. In doing so, we narrow our focus to the
question of the meaning of riots and civil disorder. We believe that conven-
tional approaches to the analysis and control of riots have inadequately under-
stood their social and political significance, and need to be revised.

In the first section of this chapter we examine the prespective on riots
developed in social-scientific theories of collective behavior. This is not
merely an academic exercise. At least since the 1919 Chicago Commission on
Race Relations,! these perspectives have influenced the assumptions under-
lying official responses to civil disorders. Even where direct influence is un-
clear, it remains true that there has been a remarkable similarity between
academic and official views on the nature, causes, and control of civil dis-
order. In the second section, we consider some of the themes in the official
conception of riots in the light of historical and contemporary evidence. In
the final section, we consider the implications of our findings for conventional
approaches to the social control of disorder. '

THEORIES OF COLLECTIVE BEHAVIOR

“Common sense” sees riots as threatening, irrational, and senseless. They
are formless, malign, incoherent, and destructive; they seem to raise to the
surface those darker elements of the human character which are ordinarily
submerged. Most of all, they are something others do: the lower classes, dis-
advantaged groups, youth, criminals. By.and large, this conventional view of
riots has been adopted in the development of the study of collective disorder,
although some of the most recent work in social science has come to perceive
the relative and definitional aspects of such terms as “order,” “violence,” and
“crime.” As William Kornhauser has recently written, “The readiness to as-
similate all politics to either order or violence implies a very narrow notion of
order and a very broad notion of violence . . . what is violent action in one
period of history becomes acceptable conflict at a later time.”2 It is this
more recent prespective that we attempt to apply to the analysis of collective
behavior, especially in our consideration of social response.
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" The “Crowd”

The modern study of collective behavior has its origins in the nineteenth-
century European writers on the “crowd.” In the work of Gabriel Tarde,
-Gustave LeBon, and others, the emergence of the “crowd” was identified
with the rise of democracy. It was seen as both the catalyst and symbol of
the decline of everything worthy in European civilization during and after
the French Revolution. In becoming part of a crowd, wrote LeBon, “a man
descends several rungs in the ladder of civilization.”3 Unlike civilized be-
havior, crowd behavior was impulsive, spontaneous, and uninhibited, rather
than the product of reason, established tradition, and the restraints of civi-
lized life. Ideas spread in the crowd through processes of contagion and sug-
gestion. In this view, the crowd developed like a highly infectious disease;
the crowd represented a pathological state.4 Like others after him, LeBon
had little to say about the origins of crowds; while exhaustively discussing
their nature, he left the conditions of their emergence obscure. In this way,
the “pathological” and “destructive” behavior of crowds was dissociated
from its environmental and institutional framework. Finally, LeBon and
other early writers tended to lump together indiscriminately what we today
regard as distinct phenomena; in their aristocratic assault on the crowd, they
included parliamentary bodies and juries as manifestations of *“crowd be-
havior.””S This approach, while perhaps useful in discrediting the aspirations
of rising social classes in a democratizing age, seriously undermined the analy-
sis of specific instances of collective behavior.

Transplanted to American sociology and social psychology, the precon-
ceptions of European theorists underwent considerable modification. 6 Lack-
ing a feudal tradition, American society was not receptive to the more ex-
plicitly anti-democratic biases represented in European theories of the crowd.
The irrational behavior of crowds was no longer, for the most part, linked to
the rise of democratic participation in government and culture. The simplis-
tic disease model of collective behavior was for the most part replaced by a
new perspective which, while discarding some of the older themes, retained
many of their underlying premises.”

The major change invoked in more recent analyses of collective behavior
is toward greater interest in the causes of disorder. At the same time, early
conceptions of the nature of riots have largely been retained.

The Nature of Riots

Social scientists usually place riots under the heading of *“collective be-
havior,” a broad concept which, in most treatments, embraces lynchings,
panics, bank runs, riots, disaster behavior, and organized social movements
of various kinds.8 Underlying this union of apparently diverse phenomena is
the idea that each in some sense departs from the more routine, predictable,
and institutionalized aspects of social life. Collective behavior, in the words
of a leading social psychology text, is not only “extraordinary” and *“‘dra-
matic,” but also “likely to be foolish, disgusting, or evil.”9 The crucial element
of “collective behavior” is not that it is collective—all group interaction is—
but that it is qualitatively different from the “normal” group processes of
society. Smelser, for example, acknowledges that although patriotic celebra-
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tions may erupt into riot, they are not to be considered as illustrative of
collective behavior.

True, they are based often on generalized values such as the divine,
the nation, the monarchy or the alma mater. True, they are collective.
True, they may release tensions generated by conditions of structural
strain. The basic difference between such ceremonials and collective
behavior—and the reason for excluding them—is that the former are
institutionalized in form and context.10

“Collective behavior” is thus conceived as nonconforming and even “de-
viant” group behavior. Under this conception, the routine processes of any
given society are seen as stable, orderly, and predictable, operating under the
normative constraints and cumulative rationality of tradition. The instability,
disorder, and irrationality of “collective behavior,” therefore, are character-
istic of those groups which are experiencing “‘social strain,” for example,
“the unemployed, the recent migrant, the adolescent.” 11 As such, “collec-
tive behavior” is characteristically the behavior of outsiders, the disadvan-
taged and disaffected. Sometimes, however, “collective behavior” becomes
the property of the propertied, as when businessmen and bankers “panic”
during a stock-market crash or the failure of a monetary system. Yet since
the propertied rarely experience such “social strain” they likewise rarely
inherit the derogation “panicky” and “crazy.” When they do they are also
relegated to the status of social outcasts, even though a bank run may in
fact be an illustration of rational self-interest, narrowly conceived. Usually,
however, “panicky” and *“‘crazy” are terms reserved for social movements and
insurrections, collective-behavior theorists suggesting that a fundamentally
similar departure from reasonable and instrumental concerns underlies all
of them.

According to a recent theorist, what such phenomena have in common is
their organization around ideas which, like magical beliefs, distort reality
and “short-circuit” the normal paths to the amelioration of grievances. 12
This distorted outlook is held responsible for the “crudeness, excess, and
eccentricity” of collective behavior. 13

Related to this conception of collective behavior as irrational is an im-
plicit notion that collective behavior is—particularly in its more “explosive”
forms—inappropriate behavior. Just as many bewildered observers tend to
view a riot in the same terms as a temper tantrum, so a social scientist
categorizes collective behavior as “the action of the impatient.” 14 Implicit-
in this perspective is the application of different premises to collective as
opposed to “institutionalized” behavior. To define collective behavior as
immoderate, and its underlying beliefs as exaggerated, strongly implies that
“established” behavior may be conceived as both moderate and reasonable,
barring direct evidence to the contrary. Needless to say, such an approach
has important political implications, which ultimately renders much of
collective behavior theory an ideological rather than analytical exercise.

This inherently judgmental aspect of collective behavior theory is made all
the more damaging by being unexpressed; indeed, many of the theoretical
traditions represented in current work on collective behavior stress the need
for a “‘value-free” social science.

.
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It should be emphasized that theories of collective behavior are not all of
a piece, nor are they necessarily as internally consistent as this overly brief
analysis implies. Several theorists, for example, recognize the potentially
constructive character of collective behavior: all, however, remain deeply
rooted in the tradition of viewing collective behavior as distinct from

“orderly” social life. 15 o . .
Whereas much of modern social science remains close to its early fore-

runners in its assessment of the nature and quality of collective behavior,
it departs from the traditional view in recognizing that the origins of collec-
tive disorder are neither mysterious nor rooted in the dark side of human
personality. 16 Rather, modern social theory usually focuses on two social
sources of collective behavior: a condition of social “strain” or “tension,”
leading to frustration and hostility on the part of marginal or disadvantaged
groups; and a breakdown of normal systems of social control, both in the
sense of widespread social disorganization and of the inability of local
authorities to maintain order in the face of emergent disorder. When con-
temporary theorists attempt to deal with the causes of riot, one or both of
these factors is generally invoked. On balance, the latter factor, i.e., the
breakdown of social control on a global or local level, predominates in these
discussions. A major text in the sociology of collective behavior stresses as
determinants of collective behavior both “social disintegration” and the
failure of those occupying positions of social control to effectively perform
their functions. 17 Another, while stressing the importance of “frustration’
as one kind of strain leading to “hostile outbursts” 18 also argues that firm-
ness in the “agencies of social control” may play a role in preventing out-
bursts. 19 This perspective is affirmed in a recent work directed specifically
to the causes and control of ghetto disorders, where it is argued that while
“social tensions” clearly underline riots, they amount to only a partial expla-
nation; “a key element in the outbreak of riots is a weakness in the system of
social control.” 20

Specifically, the failure of social control is said to be involved in a number
of ways, and at a number of stages, in the emergence of ghetto riots. On one
level, the breakdown of social control means the existence of “‘a moral and
social climate that encourages violence,” especially through the mass media.21
On another level, it means the failure of law enforcement agencies to stop the
process of *“contagion” 22 through which riots spread. Left inadequately con-
trolled, the riot escalates into widespread destruction and extensive sniper
fire. 23 Similarly, modern riot control manuals stress that riots are triggered
by “social contagion” and “the level of mob frenzy . . . is reinforced and aug-
mented by seeing others who are equally excited and also rioting.” 24

The retention of the concept of contagion illustrates the degree to which
most theories of collective disorder remain bound by earlier perspectives. The
conception of the “escalated riot” involving heavy sniper fire illustrates the
reciprocal relation between an inadequate theoretical framework and an in-
adequate attention to questions of fact, for, as the Kerner Commission ex-
haustively demonstrated, the existence of “heavy sniper fire” in the ghetto
riots of the 1960°s was largely mythical. 25 It is the kind of myth, however,
which fits very well the theoretical presuppositions dominating much collec-
tive behavior theory. It is also the kind of myth which may turn out to be
self-confirming in the long run.

s
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We find conventional theories of riots open to challenge on the following
counts:

1. They tend to focus on the destructive behavior of disaffected groups
while accepting the behavior of authorities as normal, instrumental and
rational. Yet established, thoroughly institutionalized behavior may be
equally destructive, or considerably more so, than are riots. No riot, for
example, matches the destructiveness of military solutions to disputed polit-
ical issues. 26 Further, available evidence suggests both that a) armed officials
often demonstrate a greater propensity to violence against persons than un-
armed civilians; and b) these actions often escalate the intensity of the dis-
order and comprise a good part of the ‘destructiveness’ of riots, especially in
terms of human deaths and injuries. Furthermore, as the reports of our
Chicago, Cleveland, Miami, and San Francisco study teams well illustrate,
riots are not unilaterally provoked by disaffiliated groups. Collective protest
involves interaction between the behavior of “rioters” and the behavior of
officials and agents of social control. Each “side” may on close inspection
turn out to be equally “riotus.” The fact that the behavior of one group is
labelled “riot” and that of the other labelled “social control” is a matter of
social definition. 27

2. They tend to describe collective behavior as irrational, formless, and
immoderate. As we will demonstrate in the next section, less emotional scru-
tiny of riots indicates that they show a considerable degree of structure, pur-
posiveness, and rationality. 28 Nor is “established” behavior necessarily
guided by rational principle. While the beliefs underlying a riot may fre-
quently be inaccurate or exaggerated, they are not necessarily more so than,
for example, commonly held beliefs about racial minorities by dominant
groups, the perception of foreign threats to national security, of the causes of
crime, of threats to internal security, and so forth. A measure of irrationality,
then, is not a defining characteristic of collective behavior generally or of riots
in particular; rather, it is an element of many routine social processes and insti-
tutions and forms of collective behavior. The more significant difference may
be that established institutions are usually in a more advantageous position
from which to define “rationality.”

The “inappropriateness” of riots is clearly variable, depending on the avail-
ability of alternative modes of action. Only by neglect of the relevant institu-
tional setting can “inappropriateness” be considered a definitive characteristic
of riots. Historically, riots have been used as a form of political bargaining in
the absence of other channels of effective action. Where such channels are
atrophied, nonexistent, or unresponsive, the riot may become a quasi-estab-
lished, relatively standard form of policital protest.29

Hans W. Mattick, a consultant to the Kerner Commission, has described
the underlying political character of recent urban riots:

The content of the riot is reciprocal, like a broken bargain. It consists
of claims and denials mad in the substance and conceptions of life,
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. The parties to the bargain are the
Negro community and the white majority, living under the rule of law,
at some level of social accommodation. In process of time the predom-
inant social forces come to shape the law in accordance with the differ-
ential distribution of power between the white majority and the black
minority. Such consolidations of power are reinforced with irrational
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myths about black inferiority and white supremacy, and supported by
discriminatory behavior patterns and prejudicial attitudes. As a result
the Negro community experiences unfair treatment at the har!ds of the
white majority and grievances accumulate. When c}alms of grievance
are made, they are denied, minimized, and rationalized away. Whgn
legal attacks are made on discriminatory patterns, the formal law is
changed in a grudging, rearguard action and represented as progress.
Meanwhile informal procedures are devised to subvert the formal
changes in the law. Grievances continue to accumulate and soon the
grievance bank of the Negro community is full: almost every aspect
of social life that has a significant effect on the life chances of Negroes
seems blocked. The progress of the law has been too little and. too late.
At this juncture of history, after a series of prior incidents of similar
character, the final incident takes place and violence erupts.
Any attempt to understand the nature of a riot based on final inci-
dents is, more frequently than not, to deal with symptoms rather than
causes. Indeed, final incidents are routine and even trivial. They are
distinguished in retrospect because they happen to have been the )
occasion for the eruption of violence; otherwise they resemble ordinary
events. 30

Beyond this, it is questionable whether there exists any necessary corre-
lation between appropriate or moderate behavior and the use of e'stabhshed
means. A strong preference for “normal channels” is discernible in many of
the critiques of disorderly protest, black or otherwise. However, in hy{nan
history, witches have been burned, slaves bought and sold, and minorities
exterminated through “normal” channels. The “rioters” in Pn:agu'e, for ex- )
ample, may not be “senseless” in believing that the Soviet Union is attempting
to crush Czechoslovakian aspirations for democracy; nor are they, necessarily
“irrational” in perceiving unresponsiveness in “normal channels. " T.he pro-
priety—and to a large degree the rationality —of disorderly be_hngr is Ultl-.
mately determined by historical outcomes, in the light of existing alternatives.
Further, an assessment of the existing alternatives to disorderly protest must
concern itself with the actual as well as the ideal, with substance as wel! s
form. To suggest, for example, that disorderly protest has no justification in
a society organized on democratic principles may obscure thta fact.that the ]
society historically has offered less equality of political part;cnpz_&tlon than its
stated form would suggest. Which, of course, is not to suggest disorderly .
protest is always justified. Our point is that such labels as “norma}’cha‘x‘mels
or “portest” do not automatically attach themselves to “goodnegs or “bad-
ness” and that particular demands and grievances should be considered on
their merits. ) - .

3. Finally, it is insufficient to analyze riots in terms of “tension” and
“frustration.” It is not that this perspective is wrong, but that it tells at once
too little and too much. Too little, because the idea of “tension” or “stra.in”
does not encompass the subjective meaning or objective im;_)act of subordinate
caste position or political domination. Too much, because it may mean almost
anything; it is a catch-all phrase that can easily obscure. me.s?ecxfxclty of
political grievances. It is too broad to explain the specific injustices aga1n§t
which civil disorders may be directed; nor does it help to illuminate the his-
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torical patterns of domination and subordination to which the riot is one of
many possible responses.

The difficulty with most traditional collective-behavior theory is that it
treats protest and riots as the “abnormal” behavior of social groups and de-
rives many of its conceptual assumptions from psychological rather than from
political premises. It may well be asked what remains of the idea of collective
behavior if a political perspective is adopted. Does such a perspective imply
that there is no such phenomenon, or that there is not a “carnival” element
or “contagion” element in riots that have political roots? Such an implication
is not intended. We recognize that there may well be an element of “fun” in
being caught up in a collective episode, whether race riot or panty raid. (Some
years ago, it was customary for Yale students to overturn trolley cars after
football victories.) We also recognize that individual participants in disorders
may have their share of disturbance or ignorance. What we object to is the
substitution of a psychological analysis for a political one, and, especially, the
one-sided application of psychological premises to collective protest. We see
no analytical justification for an arbitrary classification of some forms of
political action as based, wholly or in part, on the cognitive or emotional in-
adequacies of the participants. We do not object to collective behavior
theories which attempt to generalize about interaction and development in
a non-judgmental fashion. By contrast, we are most critical of those theories
that are inherently ideological, and that inadvertently use ostensibly ‘neutral’
concepts and ‘scientific’ language to discredit political action. From the
point of view of a political analysis, the question has to be asked, “Why did
Yale students move from overturning trolley cars to engaging in peace
marches?” Collective behavior theory, as presently developed, does not offer
adequate answers to that question, or to similar ones.

We have discussed collective behavior theories of riot to indicate how wide-
spread and dominant certain assumptions concerning riots are. These assump-
tions sometimes spill over into analyses of less violent forms of collective pro-
test, although this tendency to generalize has not been widespread. But it has
been true that the view of riots as pathological has been adopted by officials
who have analyzed riots. The next section deals specifically with these official
views, and contrasts them with historical and contemporary evidence support-
ing the view that riots represent a form of instrumental political action.

OFFICIAL CONCEPTIONS OF RIOTS

in Chapter IV, we discussed evidence indicating that the ghetto riots of
the 1960’s were participated in by a cross-section of the ghetto communities,
and given wide sympathy or support by those communities. Given these facts,
few serious official treatments of riots now attempt to explain the resulting
violence purely in terms of a criminal or “riff-raff”” element. Nevertheless,
some official commissions, while generally appreciating that riots attract some
popular support and participation, argue that riots are invariably aggravated
or instigated by the criminal activities of a small group of provocateurs who
take advantage of human weakness and transform basically non-violent in-
dividuals into an irrational mob.

Thus, riots are widely characterized as outlets for pent-up frustrations and
grievances sparked by a few. In Chicago, according to the 1919 Report, even
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“normal-minded Negroes” exhibited a “pathological attitude to society which
sometimes expresses itself defensively in acts of violence and other lawless-
ness.””31 The Harlem riot also drew upon the participation of “normal”
citzens:

[N]either the threats nor the reassurances of the police could restrain
these spontaneous outbursts until the crowds had spent themselves in
giving release to their pent up emotions . . . . Negro crimes result from
the fact that normal individual impulses and desires are often forced
to express themselves in a lawless manner in a disorganized social
environment.32

The Watts riot was characterized as an “insensate rage of destruction,” a

“spasm,” and a “formless, quite senseless, all but hopeless violent protest.”3 3
Similarly, the riots of 1968 were viewed as the product of a “sense of rage

and “years of frustration born and bred in poverty.”3

Implicit in this concept of frustration-aggression is the idea that riots are
without purpose or direction. Though it is granted that “rioters” have some
objective justification for their unhappiness and anger, it is also argued that
they tend to exaggerate the importance of underlying grievances. According
to the recent Chicago Commission, for example, “There is a conviction on the
part of a clear majority of our black citizens that [political] representation is
entirely-unsatisfactory and must be improved. This conviction, whether or
not to what extent it is true [our emphasis], is of critical importance to the
continued health of our city.”35

The essential problem with this perspective is that it neglects the intrinsi-
cally political and rational aspects of collective protest and fails to take seri-
ously the grievances which motivate riots. Looting, for example, which dis-
tinguishes the riots of the 1960’s, is a form of group protest and not merely
individualistic or expressive action. Looting is widespread, collective, public,
and undertaken by a cross-section of local residents whose behavior is per-
ceived by most of the community as a legitimate form of protest. The instru-
mental nature of looting is evident in its selective character: stores and super-
markets with a reputation for discrimination and exploitation are usually
singled out by looters.36 It is not accurate, therefore, to conceive of looting
as merely random or senseless violence.

Finally, the emphasis on the irrational and “hypnotic™37 aspects of rioting
tends to obscure the interactional nature of riots. It is misleading to ignore
the part played by social control agencies in aggravating and sometimes creat-

- ing a riot. It is not unusual, as the Kerner Commission observed, for a riot to
begin and end with police violence.

Abnormality

Almost every official riot commission has pointed out that riots are ab-
normal and useless: .
The problem will not be solved by methods of violence.38
The avenue of violence and lawlessness leads to a dead end.39
[T] here can be no justification in our democratic society for a re-
sort to violence as a means of seeking social justice.40
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[U] nless order is fully preserved, . . . no meaningful, orderly, and
physical, economic or social progress can occur.41
Violence cannot build a better society.42

This “violence doesn’t pay” argument is misleading on two counts. First,
it refers only to the domestic violence of disaffected groups, while ignoring
the fact that systematic official violence for social ends is widely upheld in
other spheres. Thus, the commissions of 1919, 1943, and 1968 do not even
mention the possibility of a connection between war and domestic violence.
1t is a matter of noral judgment to attribute “normality” to one kind of
violence~such as overseas war—but not to another. And it may be a glaring
example of motivated obtuseness to ignore the possible connection between
the public celebration of heroic military violence “over there” and the spo-
radic appearance of rebellious violence “back home.” The breakdown of
peaceful restraint during periods of war is among the most firmly established
findings of social science.

Second, whether or not violence is “useless” is a problem for historical
analysis, not a certainty. In any event, rioting has not been a particularly
novel or unusual technique for expressing grievances. Instances of such riot-
ing by both the respectable and disreputable poor in eighteenth—and nine-
teenth-century Europe have been well documented by historians.43 As
Hobsbawm has noted, the pre-industrial city mob “did not merely riotas  _
a protest, but because it expected to achieve something by its riot. It assumed
that the authorities would be sensitive to its movements, and probably also
that they would make some sort of immediate concession.” Like the modern
riot, the classical mob was composed of a cross-section of “the ordinary urban
poor, and not simply of the scum.”44 Moreover, one need not be fond of
revolutions to observe that riots are sometimes the preface to an even more
organized overthrow of existing arrangements with the substitution of new
regimes. And one need not admire the consequence of the Russian revolution
to appreciate those of America or France. All three began with rioting., There
is no intention of making dire predictions. Our only point is that the view-
point which holds that rioting is “useless” lacks a certain foundation in reality.
At the same time, rioting is a “primitive” form of political action, which may
lead to consequences undesired by the rioters. .

Collective violence by powerless groups acts as a “‘signaling device* to those
in power that concessions must be made or violence will prevail.45 Hobsbawm
gives the example of the Luddites, whose “collective bargaining by rioting was
at least as effective as any other means of bringing trade union pressure, and
probably more effective than any other means available before the era of
national trade unions.”46 Similarly, Rimilinger notes that those involved in
the development of European trade unionism were “convinced of the right-
eousness not only of their demands but also of the novel means proposed to
enforce them.”47

The available evidence, then suggests that contemporary urban riots are
participated in by a predominantly youthful cross-section of the lower-class
black community, that they are supported (usually passively) by other seg-
ments of that community, that they are often instrumental and purposive,
and that they are not a historically unuque form of social protest.
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SOCIAL CONTROL OF RIOTS

Official and academic conceptions of riots have strongly influenced the as-
sumptions underlying governmental response to civil disorders in the past. We
have argued that these conceptions seriously misconstrue the meaning of riots
on several counts. It follows that riot-control efforts based on these concep-
tions may be inadequate and often self-defeating.

No recent treatment advocates a purely repressive approach to riot control.
On the contrary, official conceptions of riots have usually been translated into
recommendations combining a program for the reduction of social tensions
with a call for the development of strategy and technology to contain disrup-
tion. On its face, this dual approach seems both reasonable and feasible. It
suggests sympathetic response to legitimate grievances, and at the same time
it offers the prospect of sophisticated, measured, and controlled force to
protect civic order. After considerable analysis, however, we have come to
question whether this two-pronged approach is ultimately workable.

Prospects of Support

First, implicit in the two-pronged theory is the assumption that, in prac-
tice, reform measures have about the same prospect of gaining executive and
legislative support as control and firepower measures. Historical experience,
however, suggests no such parity. On the contrary, commissions from the
Chicago Commission of 1919 to the Kerner Commission have adopted the
dual approach and have lived to observe control recommendations being im-
plemented without concomitant implementation of social reform measures.
Although it has generally been recognized that riots are motivated in part by
legitimate grievances, the ensuing political response clearly reveals that order
has been given priority over justice. After the Harlem riot in 1935, it was
reported that “extra police stand guard on the corners and mounted patrol-
men ride through the streets . . . . To the citizens of Harlem they symbolize
the answer of the city authorities to their protest . . . . It offers no assurance
that the legitimate demands of the community for work and decent living
conditions will be heeded.” Yet the Harlem Commission warned that riots
would recur so long as basic grievances were not answered.#8 Qver thirty
years later, the Kerner Commission reported a similar finding that “‘in several
cities, the principal official response has been to train and equip the police
with more sophisticated weapons.”49 Following the Kerner Commission,
there has been considerable development of riot control weapons and pro-
grams in urban areas,50 without similar efforts, recommended by the Com-
mission, to meet underlying and legitimate grievances. From the evidence, it
appears that it has been found more expedient to implement recommenda-
tions for control than recommendations for altering the social structure.
There is little evidence that a call for social reform on the one hand, and for
the development of sophisticated riot-control techniques and weaponry on the
other, will not suffer the same fate today.

We may suggest as a general rule that a society which must contemplate
massive expenditures for social control is one which, virtually by definition,
has not grappled with the necessity of massive social reform. There are var-
ious possible levels of social reform, ranging from merely token and symbolic

Social Response to Collective Behavior

amelioration of fundamentat problems to significant changes in the allocation
of resources—including political power. We feel that contemporary efforts

at reform in this country remain largely at the first level. Precisely because
society leaves untouched the basic problems, the cycle of hostility spirals:
there is protest, violence, and increased commitment to social control; as we
spiral in this direction, the “need” for massive social control outstrips the
capacity of democratic institutions to maintain both social order and demo-
cratic values. Little by little, we move toward an armed society which, while
not clearly totalitarian, could no longer be called consensual.

We need to reverse the spiral. A genuine commitment to fundamental
reform will have positive effects, both reducing the need for massive social
control and altering the quality and character of social control. We do not,
of course, suggest that every demand of every protester or protest group be
met. We do suggest, however, that a distinction be drawn between demands
and underlying grievances and that grievances be considered on their merits.
Too often attention is paid to disruption, but not to the reasons for it.

Law enforcement should be taken seriously. By this we mean to suggest
that policing should take place within the framework of due process of law,
using the minimum force required to effect the establishment of order. When
actual crimes are committed, suspects should be arrested, charged and tried in
a court of law, not beaten in the streets. As suggested in Chapter VII, we
should support reform of control agencies, not simply the addition of
weaponry. The reduction and reformation of control should also occasion
positive benefits by reducing polarization and hostility; that, in turn, should
decrease disaffection, thus decreasing the need for force, and so forth. Only
if the roots of disorder are attacked can the spiral be reversed and the prob-
lem of social order rendered manageable within a democratic framework.

The ramifications of reducing force and reforming the social structure,
including the established policing services, are evident if we examine the
connection between anti-war, student, and black protest. For example, a
reduction of military spending and involvement overseas would reduce the
level of anti-war and student protest, freeing resources which could then
be used to combat the problems of the ghetto. A greater understanding of
ghetto problems by control agents—a sympathetic understanding—would, in
turn, also reduce the need for massive force.

Strategies of Control

The escalation of violence is related to strategies of social control. Qur
evidence suggests that a diversion of resources into domestic force and away
from redress of social grievances is not only costly but self-defeating, since
the heightening of force is likely to be a factor in creating still more violence.
The ultimate result of force will probably not, in the long run, be to “channel
the energy of collective outbursts into more modest kinds of behavior”;51
the eventual effects may be directly contrary.

Because the police are received with hostility in the black communities
of America (for reasons discussed in Chapters Four and Seven), the iniroduc-
tion of more and better-armed police will, we believe, only aggravate the sit-
uation. The contemporary ideology and behavior of police across America
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make it difficult to think otherwise. Furthermore, the introduction of so-
phisticated weaponry will likely be seen by protesting groups as evidence of
governmental duplicity. The devolopment of “non-lethal” weapons, for
“example, will not be perceived by the young man in the ghetto as a humane
response to his condition; to him they will still be weapons—aimed at him—
and will be viewed with hostility. Finally, as we have developed at length,
the police, the military, and other agents of social control may themselves
be implicated in triggering riots and in building up long-term grievances.

The Political Significance of Riots

The conventional approach underestimates the political significance of
riots. Even given the possibility of efficient short-term control of riots, and
ignoring its immediate destructive effects, the political nature of riots suggests
that forceful riot control techniques may channel expressive protest into
more organized forms of political violence, thus requiring greater military
and para-military force with its inescapable monetary and social costs. Thus
it is not surprising that one expert finds that riots may be “giving way to more
specific, more premeditated and more regularized uses of force.”52 What is
surprising, however, is his conclusion that “only surveillance and covert pene-
tration supplies an effective technique of management.”53

We have learned from the Vietnam war that power and covert surveillance
may well have the unanticipated effect of increasing resistance. Indeed, the
literature of guerrilla warfare stresses that revolutionaries are made through
violence. So, too, the young man who encounters the hostile actions of a
policeman is likely to increase his hostility toward the society and to be at-
tracted to groups that express such hostility.54 Moreover, in measuring the
consequences of escalating domestic force, we must add the political and
social dangers of depending on espionage as an instrument of social control,
including its potential for eroding constitutional guarantees of political free-
dom.

For these reasons, we question the conventional two-pronged approach to
contemporary American protest. An approach that gives equal emphasis to
force and reform fails to measure the unanticipated consequences of employ-
ing force; and it fails to appreciate the political significance of protest. If
'American society concentrates on the development of more sophisticated
control techniques, it will move itself into a destructive and self-defeating
position. A democratic society cannot depend upon force as its recurrent
answer to long-standing and legitimate grievances. This nation cannot have

* it both ways: either it will carry through a firm commitment to massive and
widespread political and social reform, or it will develop into a society of
garrison cities where order is enforced without due process of law and with-
out the consent of the governed. '
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APPENDIX

Witnesses Appearing at Hearings Conducted by
the Task Force on “Violent Aspects of Protest and Confrontation”
on October 23, 24, 25, 1968

First Day
Anti-war and Student Movements

Henry Mayer, Student Co-Chairman of Faculty-Student Committee
after 1966 strike of University at California, Berkeley.
Tom Hayden, author of Rebellion in Newark and former officer,
Students for a Democratic Society.
Kingman Brewster, President, Yale University.

' San Brown, organizer, Eugene McCarthy campaign.
Irving Louis Horowitz, Professor of Sociology, Wahsington University,
St. Louis; Editor of “Transaction.” .

Second Day
Responses of the Social Order

A. Police
1. Gordon Misner, Visiting Associate Professor of Criminology,
University of California, Berkeley.
2. John Harrington, President, Fraternal Order of Police.
3. David Craig, Public Safety Commissioner of Pittsburgh.
B. Majority Group and Judicial Responses
1. David Ginsburg, Executive Director, National Advisory Com-
mission on Civil Disorders.

Third Day
Black Militancy

A. Louis Masotti, Director, Civil Violence Research Center, Case West-
ern Reserve University.

B. Herman Blake, Assistant Professor of Sociology, University of Cali-
fornia, Santa Cruz.

C. Sterling Tucker, Director of Field Services, National Urban League.

D. Dr. Price Cobbs, San Francisco psychiatrist, co-author of Black Rage.
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acter of collective behavior.
Bramson, Leon. The Political Context of Sociology. Princeton, New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, 1961,
Historical study of theories of mass society and collective behavior, em-
phasizing differences between European and American conceptions.

Chicago Commission on Race Relations. The Negro in Chicago. Chicago:

University of Chicago Press, 1922,
The first major “‘riot commission™ report, strongly influenced by early
collective behavior theories.

Governor’s Commission on the Los Angeles Riots. Violence in the City: an

End or a Beginning? Los Angeles: College Book Store, 1965.
The McCone Report on thé Watts riot of 1965, best seen as a case study
in official misunderstanding.

Janowitz, Morris. Social Control of Escalated Riots. Chicago: University of

Chicago Center for Policy Studies, 1968.
An example of the application of conventional collective behavior the-
ory to the problem of riot control, and a case study of the pitfalls in
this approach.

National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders. Report. New York: Ban-

" tam Books, 1968.
The Kerner Report, an example of the strengths and limitations of con-
ventional approaches to civil disorders. )

Smelser, Neil J. Theory of Collective Behavior. New York: Free Press, 1962.
The most prominent recent attempt to provide a sociological frame-
work for the study of all forms of collective behavior. An example of
the several problems inherent in the conventional social-scientific ap-
proach to collective disorder.
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