Port Huron Statement

FOR ON CAMPUS SENIOR SEMINAR ONLY

Introduction: Agenda for a Generation

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

When we were kids the United States was the wealthiest and strongest country in the world; the only one with the
atom bomb, the least scarred by modern war, an initiator of the United Nations that we thought would distribute
Western influence throughout the world. Freedom and equality for each individual, government of, by, and for the
people--these American values we found god, principles by which we could live as men. Many of us began
maturing in complacency.

As we grew, however, our comfort was penetrated by events too troubling to dismiss. First, the permeating and
victimizing fact of human degradation, symbolized by the Southern struggle against racial bigotry, compelled most
of us from silence to activism. Second, the enclosing fact of the Cold War, symbolized by the presence of the
Bomb, brought awareness that we ourselves, and our friends, and millions of abstract "others" we knew more
directly because of our common peril, might die at any time. We might deliberately ignore, or avoid, or fail to feel all
other human problems, but not these two, for these were too immediate and crushing in their impact, too
challenging in the demand that we as individuals take the responsibility for encounter and resolution.

While these and other problems either directly oppressed us or rankled our consciences and became our own
subjective concerns, we began to see complicated and disturbing paradoxes in our surrounding America. The
declaration "all men are created equal..." rang hollow before the facts of Negro life in the South and the big cities of
the North. The proclaimed peaceful intentions of the United States contradicted its economic and military
investments in the Cold War status quo.

We witnessed, and continue to witness, other paradoxes. With nuclear energy whole cities can easily be powered,
yet the dominant nation-states seem more likely to unleash destruction greater than that incurred in all wars of
human history. Although our own technology is destroying old and creating new forms of social organization, men
still tolerate meaningless work and idleness. While two-thirds of mankind suffers under nourishment, our own upper
classes revel amidst superfluous abundance. Although world population is expected to double in forty years, the
nations still tolerate anarchy as a major principle of international conduct and uncontrolled exploitation governs the
sapping of the earth's physical resources. Although mankind desperately needs revolutionary leadership, America
rests in national stalemate, its goals ambiguous and tradition-bound instead of informed and clear, its democratic
system apathetic and manipulated rather than "of, by, and for the people.”

Not only did tarnish appear on our image of American virtue, not only did disillusion occur when the hypocrisy of
American ideals was discovered, but we began to sense that what we had originally seen as the American Golden
Age was actually the decline of an era. The worldwide outbreak of revolution against colonialism and imperialism,
the entrenchment of totalitarian states, the menace of war, overpopulation, international disorder, supertechnology--



these trends were testing the tenacity of our own commitment to democracy and freedom and our abilities to
visualize their application to a world in upheaval.

Our work is guided by the sense that we may be the last generation in the experiment with living. But we are a
minority--the vast majority of our people regard the temporary equilibriums of our society and world as eternally
functional parts. In this is perhaps the outstanding paradox; we ourselves are imbued with urgency, yet the
message of our society is that there is no viable alternative to the present. Beneath the reassuring tones of the
politicians, beneath the common opinion that America will "muddle through," beneath the stagnation of those who
have closed their minds to the future, is the pervading feeling that there simply are no alternatives, that our times
have witnessed the exhaustion not only of Utopias, but of any new departures as well. Feeling the press of
complexity upon the emptiness of life, people are fearful of the thought that at any moment things might be thrust
out of control. They fear change itself, since change might smash whatever invisible framework seems to hold back
chaos for them now. For most Americans, all crusades are suspect, threatening. The fact that each individual sees
apathy in his fellows perpetuates the common reluctance to organize for change. The dominant institutions are
complex enough to blunt the minds of their potential critics, and entrenched enough to swiftly dissipate or entirely
repel the energies of protest and reform, thus limiting human expectancies. Then, too, we are a materially improved
society, and by our own improvements we seem to have weakened the case for further change.

Some would have us believe that Americans feel contentment amidst prosperity--but might it not better be called a
glaze above deeply felt anxieties about their role in the new world? And if these anxieties produce a developed
indifference to human affairs, do they not as well produce a yearning to believe that there is an alternative to the
present, that something can be done to change circumstances in the school, the workplaces, the bureaucracies,
the government? It is to this latter yearning, at once the spark and engine of change, that we direct our present
appeal. The search for truly democratic alternatives to the present, and a commitment to social experimentation
with them, is a worthy and fulfilling human enterprise, one which moves us and, we hope, others today. On such a
basis do we offer this document of our convictions and analysis: as an effort in understanding and changing the
conditions of humanity in the late twentieth century, an effort rooted in the ancient, still unfulfilled conception of man
attaining determining influence over his circumstances of life.

The Students

In the last few years, thousands of American students demonstrated that they at least felt the urgency of the times.
They moved actively and directly against racial injustices, the threat of war, violations of individual rights of
conscience, and, less frequently, against economic manipulation. They succeeded in restoring a small measure of
controversy to the campuses after the stillness of the McCarthy period. They succeeded, too, in gaining some
concessions from the people and institutions they opposed, especially in the fight against racial bigotry.

The significance of these scattered movements lies not in their success or failure in gaining objectives--at least, not
yet. Nor does the significance lie in the intellectual "competence” or "maturity” of the students involved--as some
pedantic elders allege. The significance is in the fact that students are breaking the crust of apathy and overcoming
the inner alienation that remain the defining characteristics of American college life.

If student movements for change are still rarities on the campus scene, what is commonplace there? The real
campus, the familiar campus, is a place of private people, engaged in their notorious "inner emigration." It is a place
of commitment to business-as-usual, getting ahead, playing it cool. It is a place of mass affirmation of the Twist, but



mass reluctance toward the controversial public stance. Rules are accepted as "inevitable,” bureaucracy as "just
circumstances," irrelevance as "scholarship," selflessness as "martyrdom," politics as "just another way to make
people, and an unprofitable one, too."

Almost no students value activity as citizens. Passive in public, they are hardly more idealistic in arranging their
private lives: Gallup concludes they will settle for "low success, and won't risk high failure." There is not much
willingness to take risks (not even in business), no setting of dangerous goals, no real conception of personal
identity except one manufactured in the image of others, no real urge for personal fulfilment except to be almost as
successful as the very successful people. Attention is being paid to social status (the quality of shirt collars, meeting
people, getting wives or husbands, making solid contacts for later on); much, too, is paid to academic status
(grades, honors, the med school rat race). But neglected generally is real intellectual status, the personal cultivation
of the mind.

"Students don't even give a damn abut the apathy,” one has said. Apathy toward apathy begets a privately
constructed universe, a place of systematic study schedules, two nights each week for beer, a girl or two, and early
marriage; a framework infused with personality, warmth, and under control, no matter how unsatisfying otherwise.

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

The accompanying "let's pretend" theory of student extracurricular affairs validates student government as a
training center for those who want to live their lives in political pretense, and discourages initiative from the more
articulate, honest, and sensitive students. The bounds and style of controversy are delimited before controversy
begins. The university "prepares" the student for "citizenship" through perpetual rehearsals and, usually, through
emasculation of what creative spirit there is in the individual.

The academic life contains reinforcing counterparts to the way in which extracurricular life is organized. The
academic world is founded on a teacher-student relations analogous to the parent-child relation which
characterizes in loco parentis. Further, academia includes a radical separation of the student from the material of
study. That which is studies, the social reality, is "objectified" to sterility, dividing the student from life--just as he is
restrained in active involvement by the deans controlling student government. The specialization of function and
knowledge, admittedly necessary to our complex technological and social structure, has produced an exaggerated
compartmentalization of study and understanding. This has contributed to an overly parochial view, by faculty, of
the role of its research and scholarship; to a discontinuous and truncated understanding, by students, of the
surrounding social order; and to a loss of personal attachment, by nearly all, to the worth of study as a humanistic
enterprise.

There is, finally, the cumbersome academic bureaucracy extending throughout the academic as well as the
extracurricular structures, contributing to the sense of outer complexity and inner powerlessness that transforms the
honest searching of many students to a ratification of convention and, worse, to a numbness to present and future
catastrophes. The size and financing systems of the university enhance the permanent trusteeship of the
administrative bureaucracy, their power leading to a shift within the university toward the value standards of
business and the administrative mentality. Huge foundations and other private financial interests shape the under
financed colleges and universities, making them not only more commercial, but less disposed to diagnose society
critically, less open to dissent. Many social and physical scientists, neglecting the liberating heritage of higher



learning, develop "human relations" or "morale-producing” techniques for the corporate economy, while others
exercise their intellectual skills to accelerate the arms race.

Tragically, the university could serve as a significant source of social criticism and an initiator of new modes and
molders of attitudes. But the actual intellectual effect of the college experience is hardly distinguishable from that of
any other communications channel--say, a television set--passing on the stock truths of the day. Students leave
college somewhat more "tolerant” than when they arrived, but basically unchallenged in their values and political
orientations. With administrators ordering the institution, and faculty the curriculum, the student learns by his
isolation to accept elite rule within the university, which prepares him to accept later forms of minority control. The
real function of the educational system--as opposed to its more rhetorical function of "searching for truth"--is to
impart the key information and styles that will help the student get by, modestly but comfortably, in the big society
beyond.

The Society Beyond

Look beyond the campus, to America itself. That student life is more intellectual, and perhaps more comfortable,
does not obscure the fact that the fundamental qualities of life on the campus reflect the habits of society at large.
The fraternity president is seen at the junior manager levels; the sorority queen has gone to Grosse Pointe; the
serious poet burns for a place, any place, to work; the once-serious and never-serious poets work at the advertising
agencies. The desperation of people threatened by forces about which they know little and of which they can say
less; the cheerful emptiness of people "giving up" all hope of changing things; the faceless ones polled by Gallup
who listed "international affairs" fourteenth on their list of "problems" but who also expected thermonuclear war in
the next few years; in these and other forms, Americans are in withdrawal from public life, from any collective effort
at directing their own affairs.

Some regard these national doldrums as a sign of healthy approval of the established order--but is it approval by
consent or manipulated acquiescence? Others declare that the people are withdrawn because compelling issues
are fast disappearing--perhaps there are fewer bread lines in America, but is Jim Crow gone, is there enough work
and work more fulfilling, is world war a diminishing threat, and what of the revolutionary new peoples? Still others
think the national quietude is a necessary consequence of the need for elites to resolve complex and specialized
problems of modern industrial society--but then, why should business elites help decide foreign policy, and who
controls the elites anyway, and are they solving mankind's problems? Others, finally, shrug knowingly and
announce that full democracy never worked anywhere in the past--but why lump qualitatively different civilizations
together, and how can a social order work well if its best thinkers are skeptics, and is man really doomed forever to
the domination of today?

There are now convincing apologies for the contemporary malaise. While the world tumbles toward the final war,
while men in other nations are trying desperately to alter events, while the very future qua future is uncertain--
America is without community impulse, without the inner momentum necessary for an age when societies cannot
successfully perpetuate themselves by their military weapons, when democracy must be viable because of its
quality of life, not its quantity of rockets.

The apathy here is, first, subjective--the felt powerlessness of ordinary people, the resignation before the enormity
of events. But subjective apathy is encouraged by the objective American situation--the actual structural separation
of people from power, from relevant knowledge, from pinnacles of decision-making. Just as the university



influences the student way of life, so do major social institutions create the circumstances in which the isolated
citizen will try hopelessly to understand his world and himself.

The very isolation of the individual--from power and community and ability to aspire--means the rise of a democracy
without publics. With the great mass of people structurally remote and psychologically hesitant with respect to
democratic institutions, those institutions themselves attenuate and become, in the fashion of the vicious circle,
progressively less accessible to those few who aspire to serious participation in social affairs. The vital democratic
connection between community and leadership, between the mass and the several elites, has been so wrenched
and perverted that disastrous policies go unchallenged time and again....

POLITICS WITHOUT PUBLICS

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

A crucial feature of the political apparatus in America is that greater differences are harbored within each major
party than the differences existing between them. Instead of two parties presenting distinctive and significant
differences of approach, what dominates the system if a natural interlocking of Democrats from Southern states
with the more conservative elements of the Republican party. This arrangement of forces is blessed by the seniority
system of Congress which guarantees congressional committee domination by conservatives -- ten of 17
committees in the Senate and 13 of 21 in House of Representatives are chaired currently by Dixiecrats.

The party overlap, however, is not the only structural antagonist of democracy in politics. First, the localized nature
of the party system does not encourage discussion of national and international issues: thus problems are not
raised by and for people, and political representatives usually are unfettered from any responsibilities to the general
public except those regarding parochial matters. Second, whole constituencies are divested of the full political
power they might have: many Negroes in the South are prevented from voting, migrant workers are disenfranchised
by various residence requirements, some urban and suburban dwellers are victimized by gerrymandering, and poor
people are too often without the power to obtain political representation. Third, the focus of political attention is
significantly distorted by the enormous lobby force, composed predominantly of business interests, spending
hundreds of millions each year in an attempt to conform facts about productivity, agriculture, defense, and social
services, to the wants of private economic groupings.

What emerges from the party contradictions and insulation of privatelyheld power is the organized political
stalemate: calcification dominates flexibility as the principle of parliamentary organization, frustration is the
expectancy of legislators intending liberal reform, and Congress becomes less and less central to national decision-
making, especially in the area of foreign policy. In this context, confusion and blurring is built into the formulation of
issues, long-range priorities are not discussed in the rational manner needed for policymaking, the politics of
personality and "image" become a more important mechanism than the construction of issues in a way that affords
each voter a challenging and real option. The American voter is buffeted from all directions by pseudo-problems, by
the structurally-initiated sense that nothing political is subject to human mastery. Worried by his mundane problems
which never get solved, but constrained by the common belief that politics is an agonizingly slow accommodation of
views, he quits all pretense of bothering.

A most alarming fact is that few, if any, politicians are calling for changes in these conditions. Only a handful even
are calling on the President to "live up to" platform pledges; no one is demanding structural changes, such as the
shuttling of Southern Democrats out of the Democratic Party. Rather than protesting the state of politics, most
politicians are reinforcing and aggravating that state. While in practice they rig public opinion to suit their own
interests, in word and ritual they enshrine "the sovereign public" and call for more and more letters. Their speeches
and campaign actions are banal, based on a degrading conception of what people want to hear. They respond not
to dialogue, but to pressure: and knowing this, the ordinary citizen sees even greater inclination to shun the political
sphere. The politicians is usually a trumpeter to “citizenship" and "service to the nation", but since he is unwilling to



seriously rearrange power relationships, his trumpetings only increase apathy by creating no outlets. Much of the
time the call to "service" is justified not in idealistic terms, but in the crasser terms of "defending the free world from
communism" -- thus making future idealistic impulses harder to justify in anything but Cold War terms.

In such a setting of status quo politics, where most if not all government activity is rationalized in Cold War anti-
communist terms, it is somewhat natural that discontented, super-patriotic groups would emerge through political
channels and explain their ultra-conservatism as the best means of Victory over Communism. They have become a
politically influential force within the Republican Party, at a national level through Senator Goldwater, and at a local
level through their important social and economic roles. Their political views are defined generally as the opposite
of the supposed views of communists: complete individual freedom in the economic sphere, non-participation by
the government in the machinery of production. But actually "anticommunism™" becomes an umbrella by which to
protest liberalism, internationalism, welfarism, the active civil rights and labor movements. It is to the disgrace of the
United States that such a movement should become a prominent kind of public participation in the modern world --
but, ironically, it is somewhat to the interests of the United States that such a movement should be a public
constituency pointed toward realignment of the political parties, demanding a conservative Republican Party in the
South and an exclusion of the "leftist" elements of the national GOP.

THE ECONOMY

American capitalism today advertises itself as the Welfare State. Many of us comfortably expect pensions, medical
care, unemployment compensation, and other social services in our lifetimes. Even with one-fourth of our
productive capacity unused, the majority of Americans are living in relative comfort -- although their nagging
incentive to "keep up" makes them continually dissatisfied with their possessions. In many places, unrestrained
bosses, uncontrolled machines, and sweatshop conditions have been reformed or abolished and suffering
tremendously relieved. But in spite of the benign yet obscuring effects of the New Deal reforms and the reassuring
phrases of government economists and politicians, the paradoxes and myths of the economy are sufficient to
irritate our complacency and reveal to us some essential causes of the American malaise.

We live amidst a national celebration of economic prosperity while poverty and deprivation remain an unbreakable
way of life for millions in the "affluent society", including many of our own generation. We hear glib reference to the
"welfare state", "free enterprise", and "shareholder's democracy" while military defense is the main item of "public"
spending and obvious oligopoly and other forms of minority rule defy real individual initiative or popular control.
Work, too, is often unfulfilling and victimizing, accepted as a channel to status or plenty, if not a way to pay the bills,
rarely as a means of understanding and controlling self and events. In work and leisure the individual is regulated
as part of the system, a consuming unit, bombarded by hardsell soft-sell, lies and semi-true appeals and his basest
drives. He is always told what he is supposed to enjoy while being told, too, that he is a "free" man because of "free
enterprise."

The Military-Industrial Complex

The most spectacular and important creation of the authoritarian and oligopolistic structure of economic decision-
making in America is the institution called "the militaryindustrial complex" by former President Eisenhower, the
powerful congruence of interest and structure among military and business elites which affects so much of our
development and destiny. Not only is ours the first generation to live with the possibility of world-wide cataclysm -- it
is the first to experience the actual social preparation for cataclysm, the general militarization of American society.
In 1948 Congress established Universal Military Training, the first peacetime conscription. The military became a
permanent institution. Four years earlier, General Motor's Charles E. Wilson had heralded the creation of what he
called the "permanent war economy,” the continuous use of military spending as a solution to economic problems
unsolved before the post-war boom, most notably the problem of the seventeen million jobless after eight years of
the New Deal. This has left a "hidden crisis" in the allocation of resources by the American economy.

Since our childhood these two trends -- the rise of the military and the installation of a defense-based economy --
have grown fantastically. The Department of Defense, ironically the world's largest single organization, is worth
$160 billion, owns 32 million acres of America and employs half the 7.5 million persons directly dependent on the



military for subsistence, has an $11 billion payroll which is larger than the net annual income of all American
corporations. Defense spending in the Eisenhower era totaled $350 billions and President Kennedy entered office
pledged to go even beyond the present defense allocation of sixty cents from every public dollar spent. Except for a
war-induced boom immediately after "our side" bombed Hiroshima, American economic prosperity has coincided
with a growing dependence on military outlay -- from 1941 to 1959 America's Gross National Product of $5.25
trillion included $700 billion in goods and services purchased for the defense effort, about one-seventh of the
accumulated GNP. This pattern has included the steady concentration of military spending among a few
corporations. In 1961, 86 percent of Defense Department contracts were awarded without competition. The
ordnance industry of 100,000 people is completely engaged in military work; in the aircraft industry, 94 percent of
750,000 workers are linked to the war economy; shipbuilding, radio and communications equipment industries
commit forty percent of their work to defense; iron and steel, petroleum, metal-stamping and machine shop
products, motors and generators, tools and hardware, copper, aluminum and machine tools industries all devote at
least 10 percent of their work to the same cause.

The intermingling of Big Military and Big Industry is evidenced in the 1,400 former officers working for the 100
corporations who received nearly all the $21 billion spent in procurement by the Defense Department in 1961. The
overlap is most poignantly clear in the case of General Dynamics, the company which received the best 1961
contracts, employed the most retired officers (187), and is directed by a former Secretary of the Army. A Fortune
magazine profile of General Dynamics said: "The unique group of men who run Dynamics are only incidentally in
rivalry with other U.S. manufacturers, with many of whom they actually act in concert. Their chief competitor is the
USSR. The core of General Dynamics corporate philosophy is the conviction that national defense is a more or less
permanent business." Little has changed since Wilson's proud declaration of the Permanent War Economy back in
the 1944 days when the top 200 corporations possessed 80 percent of all active prime war-supply contracts.

Military-Industrial Politics

The military and its supporting business foundation have found numerous forms of political expression, and we
have heard their din endlessly. There has not been a major Congressional split on the issue of continued defense
spending spirals in our lifetime. The triangular relation of the business, military and political arenas cannot be better
expressed than in Dixiecrat Carl Vinson's remarks as his House Armed Services Committee reported out a military
construction bill of $808 million throughout the 50 states, for 1960-61: "There is something in this bill for everyone,"
he announced. President Kennedy had earlier acknowledged the valuable anti-recession features of the bill.

Imagine, on the other hand, $808 million suggested as an anti-recession measure, but being poured into programs
of social welfare: the impossibility of receiving support for such a measure identifies a crucial feature of defense
spending: it is beneficial to private enterprise, while welfare spending is not. Defense spending does not "compete"
with the private sector; it contains a natural obsolescence; its "confidential" nature permits easier boondoggling; the
tax burdens to which it leads can be shunted from corporation to consumer as a "cost of production.” Welfare
spending, however, involves the government in competition with private corporations and contractors; it conflicts
with immediate interests of private pressure groups; it leads to taxes on business. Think of the opposition of private
power companies to current proposals for river and valley development, or the hostility of the real estate lobby to
urban renewal; or the attitude of the American Medical Association to a paltry medical care bill; or of all business
lobbyists to foreign aid; these are the pressures leading to the schizophrenic public-military, private-civilian
economy of our epoch. The politicians, of course, take the line of least resistance and thickest support: warfare,
instead of welfare, is easiest to stand up for: after all, the Free World is at stake (and our constituency's
investments, too).

The Stance of Labor

Amidst all this, what of organized labor, the historic institutional representative of the exploited, the presumed
"countervailing power" against the excesses of Big Business? The contemporary social assault on the labor
movement is of crisis proportions. To the average American, "big labor" is a growing cancer equal in impact to Big
Business -- nothing could be more distorted, even granting a sizable union bureaucracy. But in addition to public
exaggerations, the labor crisis can be measured in several ways. First, the high expectations of the newborn AFL-
CI0O of 30 million members by 1965 are suffering a reverse unimaginable five years ago. The demise of the dream



of "organizing the unorganized" is dramatically reflected in the AFL-CIO decision, just two years after its creation, to
slash its organizing staff in half. From 15 million members when the AFL and the CIO merged, the total has slipped
to 13.5 million. During the post-war generation, union membership nationally has increased by four million -- but the
total number of workers has jumped by 13 million. Today only 40 percent of all non-agricultural workers are
protected by any form or organization. Second, organizing conditions are going to worsen. Where labor now is
strongest -- in industries -- automation is leading to an attrition of available work. As the number of jobs dwindles,
so does labor's power of bargaining, since management can handle a strike in an automated plant more easily than
the older mass-operated ones.

More important perhaps, the American economy has changed radically in the last decade, as suddenly the number
of workers producing goods became fewer than the number in "nonproductive" areas -- government, trade, finance,
services, utilities, transportation. Since World War 1l "white collar" and "service" jobs have grown twice as fast as
have, "blue collar" production jobs. Labor has almost no organization in the expanding occupational areas of the
new economy, but almost all of its entrenched strength in contracting areas. As big government hires more, as
business seeks more office workers and skilled technicians, and as growing commercial America demands new
hotels, service stations and the like, the conditions will become graver still. Further, there is continuing hostility to
labor by the Southern states and their industrial interests -- meaning " runaway plants, cheap labor threatening the
organized trade union movement, and opposition from Dixiecrats to favorable labor legislation in Congress. Finally,
there is indication that Big Business, for the sake of public relations if nothing more, has acknowledged labor's
"right" to exist, but has deliberately tried to contain labor at its present strength, preventing strong unions from
helping weaker ones or from spreading or unorganized sectors of the economy. Business is aided in its efforts by
proliferation of "right-to-work" laws at state levels (especially in areas where labor is without organizing strength to
begin with), and anti-labor legislation in Congress.

In the midst of these besetting crises, labor itself faces its own problems of vision and program. Historically, there
can be no doubt as to its worth in American politics -- what progress there has been in meeting human needs in this
century rests greatly with the labor movement. And to a considerable extent the social democracy for which labor
has fought externally is reflected in its own essentially democratic character: representing millions of people, no
millions of dollars; demanding their welfare, not eternal profit. Today labor remains the most liberal "mainstream”
institution -- but often its liberalism represents vestigial commitments self-interestedness, unradicalism. In some
measure labor has succumbed to institutionalization, its social idealism waning under the tendencies of
bureaucracy, materialism, business ethics. The successes of the last generation perhaps have braked, rather than
accelerated labor's zeal for change. Even the House of Labor has bay windows: not only is this true of the labor
elites, but as well of some of the rank-and-file. Many of the latter are indifferent unionists, uninterested in meetings,
alienated from the complexities of the labor-management negotiating apparatus, lulled to comfort by the
accessibility of luxury and the opportunity of long-term contracts. "Union democracy" is not simply inhibited by labor
leader elitism, but by the unrelated problem of rankand -file apathy to the tradition of unionism. The crisis of labor is
reflected in the coexistence within the unions of militant Negro discontents and discriminatory locals, sweeping
critics of the obscuring "public interest" marginal tinkering of government and willing handmaidens of conservative
political leadership, austere sacrificers and business-like operators, visionaries and anachronisms -- tensions
between extremes that keep alive the possibilities for a more militant unionism. Too, there are seeds of rebirth in
the "organizational crisis" itself: the technologically unemployed, the unorganized white collar men and women, the
migrants and farm workers, the unprotected Negroes, the poor, all of whom are isolated now from the power
structure of the economy, but who are the potential base for a broader and more forceful unionism.

Horizon

In summary: a more reformed, more human capitalism, functioning at three-fourths capacity while one-third of
America and two-thirds of the world goes needy, domination of politics and the economy by fantastically rich elites,
accommodation and limited effectiveness by the labor movement, hard-core poverty and unemployment,
automation confirming the dark ascension of machine over man instead of shared abundance, technological
change being introduced into the economy by the criteria of profitability -- this has been our inheritance. However
inadequate, it has instilled quiescence in liberal hearts -- partly reflecting the extent to which misery has been over-
come but also the eclipse of social ideals. Though many of us are "affluent”, poverty, waste, elitism, manipulation
are too manifest to go unnoticed, too clearly unnecessary to go accepted. To change the Cold War status quo and



other social evils, concern with the challenges to the American economic machine must expand. Now, as a truly
better social state becomes visible, a new poverty impends: a poverty of vision, and a poverty of political action to
make that vision reality. Without new vision, the failure to achieve our potentialities will spell the inability of our
society to endure in a world of obvious, crying needs and rapid change.

TOWARDS AMERICAN DEMOCRACY

Every effort to end the Cold War and expand the process of world industrialization is an effort hostile to people and
institutions whose interests lie in perpetuation of the East-West military threat and the postponement of change in
the "have not" nations of the world. Every such effort, too, is bound to establish greater democracy in America. The
major goals of a domestic effort would be:

1. America must abolish its political party stalemate. Two genuine parties, centered around issues and
essential values, demanding allegiance to party principles shall supplant the current system of organized
stalemate which is seriously inadequate to a world in flux. It has long been argued that the very overlapping
of American parties guarantees that issues will be considered responsibly, that progress will be gradual
instead of intemperate, and that therefore America will remain stable instead of torn by class strife. On the
contrary: the enormous party overlap itself confuses issues and makes responsible presentation of choice
to the electorate impossible, that guarantees Congressional listlessness and the drift of power to military
and economic bureaucracies, that directs attention away from the more fundamental causes of social
stability, such as a huge middle class, Keynesian economic techniques and Madison Avenue advertising.
The ideals of political democracy, then, the imperative need for flexible decision-making apparatus makes a
real two-party system an immediate social necessity. What is desirable is sufficient party disagreement to
dramatize major issues, yet sufficient party overlap to guarantee stable transitions from administration to
administration.

Every time the President criticizes a recalcitrant Congress, we must ask that he no longer tolerate the Southern
conservatives in the Democratic Party. Every time in liberal representative complains that "we can't expect
everything at once" we must ask if we received much of anything from Congress in the last generation. Every time
he refers to "circumstances beyond control” we must ask why he fraternizes with racist scoundrels. Every time he
speaks of the "unpleasantness of personal and party fighting" we should insist that pleasantry with Dixiecrats is
inexcusable when the dark peoples of the world call for American support.

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

3. Institutions and practices which stifle dissent should be abolished, and the promotion of peaceful dissent should
be actively promoted. The first Amendment freedoms of speech, assembly, thought, religion and press should be
seen as guarantees, not threats, to national security. While society has the right to prevent active subversion of its
laws and institutions, it has the duty as well to promote open discussion of all issues -- otherwise it will be in fact
promoting real subversion as the only means to implementing ideas. To eliminate the fears and apathy from
national life it is necessary that the institutions bred by fear and apathy be rooted out: the House Un-American
Activities Committee, the Senate Internal Security Committee, the loyalty oaths on Federal loans, the Attorney
General's list of subversive organizations, the Smith and McCarren Acts. The process of eliminating these blighting



institutions is the process of restoring democratic participation. Their existence is a sign of the decomposition and
atrophy of the participation.

4. Corporations must be made publicly responsible. It is not possible to believe that true democracy can exist where
a minority utterly controls enormous wealth and power. The influence of corporate elites on foreign policy is neither
reliable nor democratic; a way must be found to be subordinate private American foreign investment to a
demaocratically-constructed foreign policy. The influence of the same giants on domestic life is intolerable as well; a
way must be found to direct our economic resources to genuine human needs, not the private needs of
corporations nor the rigged needs of maneuvered citizenry.

We can no longer rely on competition of the many to insure that business enterprise is responsive to social needs.
The many have become the few. Nor can we trust the corporate bureaucracy to be socially responsible or to
develop a "corporate conscience" that is democratic. The community of interest of corporations, the anarchic
actions of industrial leaders, should become structurally responsible to the people -- and truly to the people rather
than to an ill-defined and questionable "national interest". Labor and government as presently constituted are not
sufficient to "regulate” corporations. A new re-ordering, a new calling of responsibility is necessary: more than
changing "work rules" we must consider changes in the rules of society by challenging the unchallenged politics of
American corporations. Before the government can really begin to control business in a "public interest”, the public
must gain more substantial control of government: this demands a movement for political as well as economic
realignments. We are aware that simple government "regulation”, if achieved, would be inadequate without
increased worker participation in management decision-making, strengthened and independent regulatory power,
balances of partial and/or complete public ownership, various means of humanizing the conditions and types of
work itself, sweeping welfare programs and regional public government authorities. These are examples of
measures to re-balance the economy toward public -- and individual -- control.

5. The allocation of resources must be based on social needs. A truly "public sector" must be established, and its
nature debated and planned.

At present the majority of America's "public sector”, the largest part of our public spending, is for the military. When
great social needs are so pressing, our concept of "government spending" is wrapped up in the "permanent war
economy".

The main private forces of economic expansion cannot guarantee a steady rate of growth, nor acceptable recovery
from recession -- especially in a demilitarizing world. Government participation in the economy is essential. Such
participation will inevitably expand enormously, because the stable growth of the economy demands increasing
"public" investments yearly. Our present outpour of more than $500 billion might double in a generation, irreversibly
involving government solutions. And in future recessions, the compensatory fiscal action by the government will be
the only means of avoiding the twin disasters of greater unemployment and a slackening rate of growth.
Furthermore, a close relationship with the European Common Market will involve competition with numerous
planned economies and may aggravate American unemployment unless the economy here is expanding swiftly
enough to create new jobs.

All these tendencies suggest that not only solutions to our present social needs but our future expansion rests upon
our willingness to enlarge the "public sector" greatly. Unless we choose war as an economic solvent, future public
spending will be of a non-military nature -- a major intervention into civilian production by the government. America
should concentrate on its genuine social priorities: abolish squalor, terminate neglect, and establish an environment
for people to live in with dignity and creativeness.

6. America should concentrate on its genuine social priorities: abolish squalor, terminate neglect, and establish an
environment for people to live in with dignity and creativeness.

a. A program against poverty must be just as sweeping as the nature of poverty itself. It must not be just palliative,
but directed to the abolition of the structural circumstances of poverty. At a bare minimum it should include a
housing act far larger than the one supported by the Kennedy Administration, but one that is geared more to low-



and middleincome needs than to the windfall aspirations of small and large private entrepreneurs, one that is more
sympathetic to the quality of communal life than to the efficiency of city-split highways. Second, medical care must
become recognized as a lifetime human right just as vital as food, shelter and clothing -- the Federal government
should guarantee health insurance as a basic social service turning medical treatment into a social habit, not just
an occasion of crisis, fighting sickness among the aged, not just by making medical care financially feasible but by
reducing sickness among children and younger people. Third, existing institutions should be expanded so the
Welfare State cares for everyone's welfare according to read. Social security payments should be extended to
everyone and should be proportionately greater for the poorest. A minimum wage of at least $1.50 should be
extended to all workers (including the 16 million currently not covered at all). Equal educational opportunity is an
important part of the battle against poverty.

b. A full-scale public initiative for civil rights should be undertaken despite the clamor among conservatives (and
liberals) about gradualism, property rights, and law and order. The executive and legislative branches of the
Federal government should work by enforcement and enactment against any form of exploitation of minority
groups. No Federal cooperation with racism is tolerable -- from financing of schools, to the development of
Federally-supported industry, to the social gatherings of the President. Laws bastcuing school desegregation,
voting rights, and economic protection for Negroes are needed right now. The moral force of the Executive Office
should be exerted against the Dixiecrats specifically, and the national complacency about the race question
generally. Especially in the North, where one-half of the country's Negro people now live, civil rights is not a
problem to be solved in isolation from other problems. The fight against poverty, against slums, against the
stalemated Congress, against McCarthyism, are all fights against the discrimination that is nearly endemic to all
areas of American life.

c¢. The promise and problems of long-range Federal economic development should be studied more constructively.
It is an embarrassing paradox that the Tennessee Valley Authority is a wonder to foreign visitors but a "radical" and
barely influential project to most Americans. The Kennedy decision to permit private facilities to transmit power from
the $1 billion Colorado River Storage Project is a disastrous one, interposing privately-owned transmitters between
public-owned power generators and their publicly (and cooperatively) owned distributors. The contracy trend, to
public ownership of power, should be generated in an experimental way.

The Area Redevelopment Act of 1961 is a first step in recognizing the underdeveloped areas of the United States,
but is only a drop in the bucket financially and is not keyed to public planning and public works on a broad scale,
but only to a few loan programs to lure industries and some grants to improve public facilities to "lure industries.”
The current public works bill in Congress is needed and a more sweeping, higher priced program of regional
development with a proliferation of "TVAs" in such areas as the Appalachian region are needed desperately. It has
been rejected by Mississippi already however, because of the improvement it bodes for the unskilled Negro worker.
This program should be enlarged, given teeth, and pursued rigorously by Federal authorities.

d. We must meet the growing complex of "city" problems; over 90% of Americans will live in urban areas in the next
two decades. Juvenile delinquency, untended mental illness, crime increase, slums, urban tenantry and
uncontrolled housing, the isolation of the individual in the city -- all are problems of the city and are major symptoms
of the present system of economic priorities and lack of public planning. Private property control (the real estate
lobby and a few selfish landowners and businesses) is as devastating in the cities as corporations are on the
national level. But there is no comprehensive way to deal with these problems now midst competing units of
government, dwindling tax resources, suburban escapism (saprophitic to the sick central cities), high infrastructure
costs and on one to pay them. The only solutions are national and regional. "Federalism" has thus far failed here
because states are rural-dominated; the Federal government has had to operate by bootlegging and trickle-down
measures dominated by private interests, and the cities themselves have not been able to catch up with their
appendages through annexation or federation. A new external challenge is needed, not just a Department of Urban
Affairs but a thorough national program to help the cities. The model city must be projected -- more community
decision-making and participation, true integration of classes, races, vocations -- provision for beauty, access to
nature and the benefits of the central city as well, privacy without privatism, decentralized "units" spread
horizontally with central, regional, democratic control -- provision for the basic facility-needs, for everyone, with
units of planned regions and thus public, democratic control over the growth of the civic community and the
allocation of resources.



e. Mental health institutions are in dire need; there were fewer mental hospital beds in relation to the numbers of
mentally-ill in 1959 than there were in 1948. Public hospitals, too, are seriously wanting; existing structures alone
need an estimated $1 billion for rehabilitation. Tremendous staff and faculty needs exist as well, and there are not
enough medical students enrolled today to meet the anticipated needs of the future.

f. Our prisons are too often the enforcers of misery. They must be either re-oriented to rehabilitative work through
public supervision or be abolished for their dehumanizing social effects. Funds are needed, too, to make possible a
decent prison environment.

g. Education is too vital a public problem to be completely entrusted to the province of the various states and local
units. In fact, there is no good reason why America should not progress now toward internationalizing rather than
localizing, its educational system -- children and young adults studying everywhere in the world, through a United
Nations program, would go far to create mutual understanding. In the meantime, the need for teachers and
classrooms in America is fantastic. This is an area where "minimal” requirements hardly should be considered as a
goal -- there always are improvements to be made in the educational system, e.g., smaller classes and many more
teachers for them, programs to subsidize the education of the poor but bright, etc.

h. America should eliminate agricultural policies based on scarcity and pent-up surplus. In America and foreign
countries there exist tremendous needs for more food and balanced diets. The Federal government should finance
small farmers' cooperatives, strengthen programs of rural electrification, and expand policies for the distribution of
agricultural surpluses throughout the world (by Foodfor -Peace and related UN programming). Marginal farmers
must be helped to either become productive enough to survive "industrialized agriculture” or given help in making
the transition out of agriculture - the current Rural Area Development program must be better coordinated with a
massive national "area redevelopment" program.

i. Science should be employed to constructively transform the conditions of life throughout the United States and
the world. Yet at the present time the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and the National Science
Foundation together spend only $300 million annually for scientific purposes in contrast to the $6 billion spent by
the Defense Department and the Atomic Energy Commission. One-half of all research and development in America
is directly devoted to military purposes. Two imbalances must be corrected -- that of military over non-military
investigation, and that of biological-natural-physical science over the sciences of human behavior. Our political
system must then include planning for the human use of science: by anticipating the political consequences of
scientific innovation, by directing the discovery and exploration of space, by adapting science to improved
production of food, to international communications systems, to technical problems of disarmament, and so on. For
the newly-developing nations, American science should focus on the study of cheap sources of power, housing and
building materials, mass educational techniques, etc. Further, science and scholarship should be seen less as an
apparatus of conflicting power blocs, but as a bridge toward supranational community: the International
Geophysical Year is a model for continuous further cooperation between the science communities of all nations.



