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Introduction 

Civilization has always been an integral part of the EFL curriculum in Algerian universities. 

The module of civilization is of crucial importance as it provides a socio-cultural background 

indispensable for language learning. The main goal of teaching civilization is to provide 

socio-cultural knowledge and understanding which complements and contextualizes language 

learning. Learning about another culture and civilization does not only help students to gain 

cultural information but also to critically evaluate this information. So, another purpose of 

teaching civilization is to provide students with skills in cross- cultural analysis and aid them 

in developing critical thinking. The other important purpose of teaching culture is to help 

students develop intercultural competence and build a feeling of tolerance towards diversity 

and difference. 

Teaching objectives:  

This course aims to provide students with knowledge and understanding of the evolution of 

the US since the 1960s, both as a society as a world power.  In  the  course  of  five  decades,  

the  US has changed radically in terms of its social makeup, with the civil rights revolution, 

the surge in immigration, the end of fordism and the advent of a dual society in the age of 

information, the triumph and unraveling of the New Deal heritage, and the accompanying 

realignments of culture and politics. This evolution cannot be understood without a 

comprehension of the interaction between the domestic situation and the international 

environment, marked by globalization since 1971. From “leader of the free  world”  in  a  

context  of  cold  war  to  “lone  superpower”  to  uneasy manager  of  a  multipolar  world,  
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the  US  has  played  the  major  role  in international affairs at all levels, bearing the burdens 

and reaping the benefits of its unique position.  

Though the course content represents a broad historical range to cover in two semesters the 

goal is not to study these periods comprehensively; it is rather to give students tools for 

understanding the contemporary period by dealing with key issues that touch on America’s 

political, economic, social and cultural spheres and also by focusing on factors which 

influenced the change and transformation of American society. As a matter of fact, the main 

goal of the American civilization course is to provide students with cultural insights and to 

help them in learning English effectively and developing the necessary analytical and critical 

thinking. It also aims to prepare them to undertake research in Master 2 by giving them a solid 

background in culture studies and providing them with analytical skills. 

Materials used: significant  texts  and documents (documentaries, films, music)  are  made  

available  to  the  students  at  the  beginning of  the  year  for  use  as  reference  material  and  

basis  for  textual commentaries and analysis. 

Time: 42 hours/ a session of 90 min. per week.   

Assessment Procedures: Process assessment in workshops and semester summative Exams  

Table 1: Workshop Assessment Grid 

Criteria Mark  

Written quizz (es)   10 

Homework: writing assignments (short essays) 5 

Attendance  3 

Interest and active participation  2 
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Table 2: Exam Assessment Grid (Essay writing) 

Evaluation/ 
Excellent Good Average Poor Scoring Criteria     Scale      

      
 information is information is Information is Information is  
 accurate for  

 accurate for accurate for often inaccurate  

most (75%) of  

knowledge/ 
all the 
events/issues 

almost all 
events/issues for events/issues 

 

the events/issues 5 points information reported on reported on the reported on the reported on the  
 the topic topic Topic  
 topic  
     

Interpretation Demonstrates Shows some Interpretation Interpretation  
 of 
knowledge : analysis and shows a lack of 

 

analysis and based on may be 
 

Explanation Explanation Analysis and 5 points explanation of inaccurate or of cause of cause and explanation of  

cause and effect irrelevant to the  

and effect Effect cause and effect  

relationship topic  

Relationship relationship Relationship  
   

 All the Most of the    
 evidence and    
 evidence, At least one of   
 examples are Does not  
 examples are the pieces of  

Determine specific, determine point  

specific, evidence  

point of relevant and of view and/or  

relevant and and explanations  

view + explanations are  5 points Explanations are given that  

Support for given that Evidence and  

are given that supports the  

Position supports the examples are not  

supports the student’s  
 student’s Relevant  
 student’s position  
 position   
 Position    
     
      

 No Few Several Many  
 

grammatical, grammatical, grammatical, 
 

Language grammatical, 5 points spelling or spelling or spelling or (mechanics) spelling, or  

Punctuation punctuation punctuation  
 punctuation 

errors 
 

 Errors errors errors  
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Content of the Course: 

 
I. New Left: Campus Radicalism, the Vietnam War, and the Rise of the 

Counterculture/ Vietnam and the 1960s 

Perhaps no decade is so immortalized in American memory as the 1960s. Couched in the 

colorful rhetoric of peace and love, complemented by stirring images of the civil rights 

movement, and fondly remembered for its music, art, and activism, the decade brought many 

people hope for a more inclusive, forward-thinking nation. But the decade was also plagued 

by strife, tragedy, and chaos. It was the decade of the Vietnam War, inner-city riots, and 

assassinations that seemed to symbolize the crushing of a new generation’s idealism. A 

decade of struggle and disillusionment rocked by social, cultural, and political upheaval, the 

1960s are remembered because so much changed, and because so much did not. 

1. The Origins of the Vietnam War 

American involvement in the Vietnam War began during the postwar period of 

decolonization. The Soviet Union backed many nationalist movements across the globe, but 

the United States feared the expansion of communist influence and pledged to confront any 

revolutions aligned against Western capitalism. The Domino Theory-the idea that if a country 

fell to communism, then neighboring states would soon follow-governed American foreign 

policy. After the communist takeover of China in 1949, the United States financially 

supported the French military’s effort to retain control over its colonies in Vietnam, 

Cambodia, and Laos. 

Between 1946 and 1954, France fought a counterinsurgency campaign against the nationalist 

Viet Minh forces led by Ho Chi Minh. The United States assisted the French war effort with 

funds, arms, and advisors, but it was not enough. On the eve of the Geneva Peace Conference 

in 1954, Viet Minh forces defeated the French army at Dien Bien Phu. The conference 

temporarily divided Vietnam into two separate states until UN-monitored elections occurred. 

But the United States feared a communist electoral victory and blocked the elections. The 

temporary partition became permanent. The United States established the Republic of 

Vietnam, or South Vietnam, with the U.S.-backed Ngo Dinh Diem as prime minister. Diem, 

who had lived in the United States, was a committed anticommunist. 

Diem’s government, however, and its Army of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN) could not 

contain the communist insurgency seeking the reunification of Vietnam. The Americans 
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provided weapons and support, but despite a clear numerical and technological advantage, 

South Vietnam stumbled before insurgent Vietcong (VC) units. Diem, a corrupt leader 

propped up by the American government with little domestic support, was assassinated in 

1963. A merry-go-round of military dictators followed as the situation in South Vietnam 

continued to deteriorate. The American public, though, remained largely unaware of Vietnam 

in the early 1960s, even as President John F. Kennedy deployed some sixteen thousand 

military advisors to help South Vietnam suppress a domestic communist insurgency. 

This all changed in 1964. On August 2, the USS Maddox reported incoming fire from North 

Vietnamese ships in the Gulf of Tonkin. Although the details of the incident are controversial, 

the Johnson administration exploited the event to provide a pretext for escalating American 

involvement in Vietnam. Congress passed the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, granting President 

Johnson the authority to deploy the American military to defend South Vietnam. U.S. Marines 

landed in Vietnam in March 1965, and the American ground war began. 

American forces under General William Westmoreland were tasked with defending South 

Vietnam against the insurgent VC and the regular North Vietnamese Army (NVA). But no 

matter how many troops the Americans sent or how many bombs they dropped, they could 

not win. This was a different kind of war. Progress was not measured by cities won or 

territory taken but by body counts and kill ratios. Although American officials like 

Westmoreland and secretary of defense Robert McNamara claimed a communist defeat was 

on the horizon, by 1968 half a million American troops were stationed in Vietnam, nearly 

twenty thousand had been killed, and the war was still no closer to being won. Protests, which 

would provide the backdrop for the American counterculture, erupted across the country. 

1- Culture and Activism 

Epitomizing the folk music and protest culture of 1960s youth, Joan Baez and Bob Dylan are 

pictured here singing together at the March on Washington in 1963 (Wikimedia). 
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The 1960s wrought enormous cultural change. The United States that entered the decade 

looked and sounded little like the one that left it. Rebellion rocked the supposedly hidebound 

conservatism of the 1950s as the youth counterculture became mainstream. Native Americans, 

Chicanos, women, and environmentalists participated in movements demonstrating that rights 

activism could be applied to ethnicity, gender, and nature. Even established religious 

institutions such as the Catholic Church underwent transformations, emphasizing freedom and 

tolerance. In each instance, the decade brought substantial progress and evidence that activism 

remained fluid and unfinished. 

Much of the counterculture was filtered through popular culture and consumption. The fifties 

consumer culture still saturated the country, and advertisers continued to appeal to teenagers 

and the expanding youth market. During the 1960s, though, advertisers looked to a growing 

counterculture to sell their products. Popular culture and popular advertising in the 1950s had 

promoted an ethos of “fitting in” and buying products to conform. The new countercultural 

ethos touted individuality and rebellion. Some advertisers were subtle; ads for Volkswagens 

(VWs) acknowledged the flaws and strange look of their cars. One ad read, “Presenting 

America’s slowest fastback,” which “won’t go over 72 mph even though the speedometer 

shows a wildly optimistic top speed of 90.” Another stated, “And if you run out of gas, it’s 

easy to push.” By marketing the car’s flaws and reframing them as positive qualities, the 

advertisers commercialized young people’s resistance to commercialism, while 

simultaneously positioning the VW as a car for those wanting to stand out in a crowd. A more 

obviously countercultural ad for the VW Bug showed two cars: one black and one painted 

multicolor in the hippie style; the contrasting captions read, “We do our thing,” and “You do 

yours.” 

Companies marketed their products as countercultural in and of themselves. One of the more 

obvious examples was a 1968 ad from Columbia Records, a hugely successful record label 

since the 1920s. The ad pictured a group of stock rebellious characters—a shaggy-haired 

white hippie, a buttoned-up Beat, two biker types, and a Black jazz man sporting an Afro—in 

a jail cell. The counterculture had been busted, the ad states, but “the man can’t bust our 

music.” Merely buying records from Columbia was an act of rebellion, one that brought the 

buyer closer to the counterculture figures portrayed in the ad. 
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But it wasn’t just advertising: the culture was changing and changing rapidly. Conservative 

cultural norms were falling everywhere. The dominant style of women’s fashion in the 1950s, 

for instance, was the poodle skirt and the sweater, tight-waisted and buttoned up. The 1960s 

ushered in an era of much less restrictive clothing. Capri pants became popular casual wear. 

Skirts became shorter. When Mary Quant invented the miniskirt in 1964, she said it was a 

garment “in which you could move, in which you could run and jump.” By the late 1960s, the 

hippies’ more androgynous look became trendy. Such trends bespoke the new popular ethos 

of the 1960s: freedom, rebellion, and individuality. 

 

In a decade plagued by social and political instability, the American counterculture also 

sought psychedelic drugs as its remedy for alienation. For middle-class white teenagers, 

society had become stagnant and bureaucratic. The New Left, for instance, arose on college 

campuses frustrated with the lifeless bureaucracies that they believed strangled true freedom. 

Lysergic acid diethylamide (LSD) began its life as a drug used primarily in psychological 

research before trickling down into college campuses and out into society at large. The 

counterculture’s notion that American stagnation could be remedied by a spiritual-psychedelic 

experience drew heavily from psychologists and sociologists. The popularity of these drugs 

also spurred a political backlash. By 1966, enough incidents had been connected to LSD to 

spur a Senate hearing on the drug, and newspapers were reporting that hundreds of LSD users 

had been admitted to psychiatric wards. 

The counterculture conquered popular culture. Rock ’n’ roll, liberalized sexuality, an embrace 

of diversity, recreational drug use, unalloyed idealism, and pure earnestness marked a new 

generation. Criticized by conservatives as culturally dangerous and by leftists as empty 

narcissism, the youth culture nevertheless dominated headlines and steered American culture. 

Perhaps one hundred thousand youth descended on San Francisco for the utopic promise of 

1967’s Summer of Love. 1969’s Woodstock concert in New York became shorthand for the 
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new youth culture and its mixture of politics, protest, and personal fulfillment. While the 

ascendance of the hippies would be both exaggerated and short-lived, and while Vietnam and 

Richard Nixon shattered much of its idealism, the counterculture’s liberated social norms and 

its embrace of personal fulfillment still define much of American culture. 

2- The Unraveling 

On December 6, 1969, an estimated three hundred thousand people converged on the 

Altamont Motor Speedway in Northern California for a massive free concert headlined by the 

Rolling Stones and featuring some of the era’s other great rock acts.1 Only four months 

earlier, Woodstock had shown the world the power of peace and love and American youth. 

Altamont was supposed to be “Woodstock West.” 

But Altamont was a disorganized disaster. Inadequate sanitation, a horrid sound system, and 

tainted drugs strained concertgoers. To save money, the Hells Angels biker gang was paid 

$500 in beer to be the show’s “security team.” The crowd grew progressively angrier 

throughout the day. Fights broke out. Tensions rose. The Angels, drunk and high, armed 

themselves with sawed-off pool cues and indiscriminately beat concertgoers who tried to 

come on the stage. The Grateful Dead refused to play. Finally, the Stones came on stage. 

The crowd’s anger was palpable. Fights continued near the stage. Mick Jagger stopped in the 

middle of playing “Sympathy for the Devil” to try to calm the crowd: “Everybody be cool 

now, c’mon,” he pleaded. Then, a few songs later, in the middle of “Under My Thumb,” 

eighteen-year-old Meredith Hunter approached the stage and was beaten back. Pissed off and 

high on methamphetamines, Hunter brandished a pistol, charged again, and was stabbed and 

killed by an Angel. His lifeless body was stomped into the ground. The Stones just kept 

playing. If the more famous Woodstock music festival captured the idyll of the sixties youth 

culture, Altamont revealed its dark side. There, drugs, music, and youth were associated not 

with peace and love but with anger, violence, and death. While many Americans in the 1970s 

continued to celebrate the political and cultural achievements of the previous decade, a more 

anxious, conservative mood grew across the nation. For some, the United States had not gone 

nearly far enough to promote greater social equality; for others, the nation had gone too far, 

unfairly trampling the rights of one group to promote the selfish needs of another. Onto these 

brewing dissatisfactions, the 1970s dumped the divisive remnants of a failed war, the 

country’s greatest political scandal, and an intractable economic crisis. It seemed as if the 

nation was ready to unravel. 
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3- Deindustrialization and the Rise of the Sunbelt 

 

American workers had made substantial material gains throughout the 1940s and 1950s. 

During the so-called Great Compression, Americans of all classes benefited from postwar 

prosperity. Segregation and discrimination perpetuated racial and gender inequalities, but 

unemployment continually fell and a highly progressive tax system and powerful unions 

lowered general income inequality as working-class standards of living nearly doubled 

between 1947 and 1973. 

But general prosperity masked deeper vulnerabilities. Perhaps no case better illustrates the 

decline of American industry and the creation of an intractable urban crisis than Detroit. 

Detroit boomed during World War II. When auto manufacturers like Ford and General 

Motors converted their assembly lines to build machines for the American war effort, 

observers dubbed the city the “arsenal of democracy.” 

After the war, however, automobile firms began closing urban factories and moving to 

outlying suburbs. Several factors fueled the process. Some cities partly deindustrialized 

themselves. Municipal governments in San Francisco, St. Louis, and Philadelphia banished 

light industry to make room for high-rise apartments and office buildings. Mechanization also 

contributed to the decline of American labor. A manager at a newly automated Ford engine 
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plant in postwar Cleveland captured the interconnections between these concerns when he 

glibly noted to United Automobile Workers (UAW) president Walter Reuther, “You are going 

to have trouble collecting union dues from all of these machines.” More importantly, 

however, manufacturing firms sought to reduce labor costs by automating, downsizing, and 

relocating to areas with “business friendly” policies like low tax rates, anti-union right-to-

work laws, and low wages. 

Detroit began to bleed industrial jobs. Between 1950 and 1958, Chrysler, which actually kept 

more jobs in Detroit than either Ford or General Motors, cut its Detroit production workforce 

in half. In the years between 1953 and 1960, East Detroit lost ten plants and over seventy-one 

thousand jobs.34 Because Detroit was a single-industry city, decisions made by the Big Three 

automakers reverberated across the city’s industrial landscape. When auto companies 

mechanized or moved their operations, ancillary suppliers like machine tool companies were 

cut out of the supply chain and likewise forced to cut their own workforce. Between 1947 and 

1977, the number of manufacturing firms in the city dropped from over three thousand to 

fewer than two thousand. The labor force was gutted. Manufacturing jobs fell from 338,400 to 

153,000 over the same three decades. 

Industrial restructuring decimated all workers, but deindustrialization fell heaviest on the 

city’s African Americans. Although many middle-class Black Detroiters managed to move 

out of the city’s ghettos, by 1960, 19.7 percent of Black autoworkers in Detroit were 

unemployed, compared to just 5.8 percent of whites.36 Overt discrimination in housing and 

employment had for decades confined African Americans to segregated neighborhoods where 

they were forced to pay exorbitant rents for slum housing. Subject to residential intimidation 

and cut off from traditional sources of credit, few could afford to follow industry as it left the 

city for the suburbs and other parts of the country, especially the South. Segregation and 

discrimination kept them stuck where there were fewer and fewer jobs. Over time, Detroit 

devolved into a mass of unemployment, crime, and crippled municipal resources. When riots 

rocked Detroit in 1967, 25 to 30 percent of Black residents between ages eighteen and twenty-

four were unemployed. 

Deindustrialization in Detroit and elsewhere also went hand in hand with the long assault on 

unionization that began in the aftermath of World War II. Lacking the political support they 

had enjoyed during the New Deal years, labor organizations such as the CIO and the UAW 
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shifted tactics and accepted labor-management accords in which cooperation, not agitation, 

was the strategic objective. 

This accord held mixed results for workers. On the one hand, management encouraged 

employee loyalty through privatized welfare systems that offered workers health benefits and 

pensions. Grievance arbitration and collective bargaining also provided workers official 

channels through which to criticize policies and push for better conditions. At the same time, 

bureaucracy and corruption increasingly weighed down unions and alienated them from 

workers and the general public. Union management came to hold primary influence in what 

was ostensibly a “pluralistic” power relationship. Workers—though still willing to protest—

by necessity pursued a more moderate agenda compared to the union workers of the 1930s 

and 1940s. Conservative politicians meanwhile seized on popular suspicions of Big Labor, 

stepping up their criticism of union leadership and positioning themselves as workers’ true 

ally. 

While conservative critiques of union centralization did much to undermine the labor 

movement, labor’s decline also coincided with ideological changes within American 

liberalism. Labor and its political concerns undergirded Roosevelt’s New Deal coalition, but 

by the 1960s, many liberals had forsaken working-class politics. More and more saw poverty 

as stemming not from structural flaws in the national economy, but from the failure of 

individuals to take full advantage of the American system. Roosevelt’s New Deal might have 

attempted to rectify unemployment with government jobs, but Johnson’s Great Society and its 

imitators funded government-sponsored job training, even in places without available jobs. 

Union leaders in the 1950s and 1960s typically supported such programs and philosophies. 

Internal racism also weakened the labor movement. While national CIO leaders encouraged 

Black unionization in the 1930s, white workers on the ground often opposed the integrated 

shop. In Detroit and elsewhere after World War II, white workers participated in “hate 

strikes” where they walked off the job rather than work with African Americans. White 

workers similarly opposed residential integration, fearing, among other things, that Black 

newcomers would lower property values.38 

By the mid-1970s, widely shared postwar prosperity leveled off and began to retreat. Growing 

international competition, technological inefficiency, and declining productivity gains stunted 

working- and middle-class wages. As the country entered recession, wages decreased and the 

pay gap between workers and management expanded, reversing three decades of postwar 
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contraction. At the same time, dramatic increases in mass incarceration coincided with the 

deregulation of prison labor to allow more private companies access to cheaper inmate labor, 

a process that, whatever its aggregate impact, impacted local communities where free jobs 

were moved into prisons. The tax code became less progressive and labor lost its foothold in 

the marketplace. Unions represented a third of the workforce in the 1950s, but only one in ten 

workers belonged to one as of 2015.39 

Geography dictated much of labor’s fall, as American firms fled pro-labor states in the 1970s 

and 1980s. Some went overseas in the wake of new trade treaties to exploit low-wage foreign 

workers, but others turned to anti-union states in the South and West stretching from Virginia 

to Texas to Southern California. Factories shuttered in the North and Midwest, leading 

commentators by the 1980s to dub America’s former industrial heartland the Rust Belt. With 

this, they contrasted the prosperous and dynamic Sun Belt.” 

Coined by journalist Kevin Phillips in 1969, the term Sun Belt refers to the swath of southern 

and western states that saw unprecedented economic, industrial, and demographic growth 

after World War II. During the New Deal, President Franklin D. Roosevelt declared the 

American South “the nation’s No. 1 economic problem” and injected massive federal 

subsidies, investments, and military spending into the region. During the Cold War, Sun Belt 

politicians lobbied hard for military installations and government contracts for their states. 

Meanwhile, southern states’ hostility toward organized labor beckoned corporate leaders. The 

Taft-Hartley Act in 1947 facilitated southern states’ frontal assault on unions. Thereafter, 

cheap, nonunionized labor, low wages, and lax regulations pulled northern industries away 

from the Rust Belt. Skilled northern workers followed the new jobs southward and westward, 

lured by cheap housing and a warm climate slowly made more tolerable by modern air 

conditioning. 

The South attracted business but struggled to share their profits. Middle-class whites grew 

prosperous, but often these were recent transplants, not native southerners. As the cotton 

economy shed farmers and laborers, poor white and Black southerners found themselves 

mostly excluded from the fruits of the Sun Belt. Public investments were scarce. White 

southern politicians channeled federal funding away from primary and secondary public 

education and toward high-tech industry and university-level research. The Sun Belt inverted 

Rust Belt realities: the South and West had growing numbers of high-skill, high-wage jobs 
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but lacked the social and educational infrastructure needed to train native poor and middle-

class workers for those jobs. 

Regardless, more jobs meant more people, and by 1972, southern and western Sun Belt states 

had more electoral votes than the Northeast and Midwest. This gap continues to grow.42 

Though the region’s economic and political ascendance was a product of massive federal 

spending, New Right politicians who constructed an identity centered on “small government” 

found their most loyal support in the Sun Belt. These business-friendly politicians 

successfully synthesized conservative Protestantism and free market ideology, creating a 

potent new political force. Housewives organized reading groups in their homes, and from 

those reading groups sprouted new organized political activities. Prosperous and mobile, old 

and new suburbanites gravitated toward an individualistic vision of free enterprise espoused 

by the Republican Party. Some, especially those most vocally anticommunist, joined groups 

like the Young Americans for Freedom and the John Birch Society. Less radical suburban 

voters, however, still gravitated toward the more moderate brand of conservatism promoted 

by Richard Nixon. 

 

Selected Texts and Documents:  

Documentary Film: The Weather Underground 

Bob Dylan's historic first electric version of "Like a Rolling Stone" at the Newport Folk 
Festival in 1965 

I Feel Like I'm Fixin' To Die Rag (Take 1),” Country Joe and The Fish (1965) 

 

II- Race, Rights and Power: Beyond Civil Rights  
 
 
1- Afro- Americans  

The Black Power movement  

Despite substantial legislative achievements, frustrations with the slow pace of change grew. 

Tensions continued to mount in cities, and the tone of the civil rights movement changed yet 

again. Activists became less conciliatory in their calls for progress. Many embraced the more 

militant message of the burgeoning Black Power Movement and the late Malcolm X, a Nation 
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of Islam (NOI) minister who had encouraged African Americans to pursue freedom, equality, 

and justice by “any means necessary.” Prior to his death, Malcolm X and the NOI emerged as 

the radical alternative to the racially integrated, largely Protestant approach of Martin Luther 

King Jr. Malcolm advocated armed resistance in defense of the safety and well-being of Black 

Americans, stating, “I don’t call it violence when it’s self-defense, I call it intelligence.” For 

his part, King and leaders from more mainstream organizations like the NAACP and the 

Urban League criticized both Malcolm X and the NOI for what they perceived to be racial 

demagoguery. King believed Malcolm X’s speeches were a “great disservice” to Black 

Americans, claiming that they lamented the problems of African Americans without offering 

solutions. The differences between King and Malcolm X represented a core ideological 

tension that would inhabit Black political thought throughout the 1960s and 1970s. 

 

Like Booker T. Washington and W. E. B. Du Bois before them, Martin Luther King Jr., and 
Malcolm X, pictured here in 1964, represented different civil rights strategies that both aimed 
for racial justice. Library of Congress. 

 

By the late 1960s, SNCC, led by figures such as Stokely Carmichael, had expelled its white 

members and shunned the interracial effort in the rural South, focusing instead on injustices in 

northern urban areas. After President Johnson refused to take up the cause of the Black 

delegates in the Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party at the 1964 Democratic National 

Convention, SNCC activists became frustrated with institutional tactics and turned away from 

the organization’s founding principle of nonviolence. This evolving, more aggressive 

movement called for African Americans to play a dominant role in cultivating Black 

institutions and articulating Black interests rather than relying on interracial, moderate 

approaches. At a June 1966 civil rights march, Carmichael told the crowd, “What we gonna 

start saying now is black power!” The slogan not only resonated with audiences, it also stood 

in direct contrast to King’s “Freedom Now!” campaign. The political slogan of Black power 
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could encompass many meanings, but at its core it stood for the self-determination of Black 

people in political, economic, and social organizations. 

The Black Panther Party used radical and incendiary tactics to bring attention to the continued 
oppression of Black Americans. This 1970 poster captures their outlook (Wikimedia). 

 

Carmichael asserted that “black power means black people coming together to form a political 

force.”21 To others it also meant violence. In 1966, Huey Newton and Bobby Seale formed 

the Black Panther Party in Oakland, California. The Black Panthers became the standard-

bearers for direct action and self-defense, using the concept of decolonization in their drive to 

liberate Black communities from white power structures. The revolutionary organization also 

sought reparations and exemptions for Black men from the military draft. Citing police 

brutality and racist governmental policies, the Black Panthers aligned themselves with the 

“other people of color in the world” against whom America was fighting abroad. Although it 

was perhaps most well known for its open display of weapons, military-style dress, and Black 

nationalist beliefs, the party’s 10-Point Plan also included employment, housing, and 

education. The Black Panthers worked in local communities to run “survival programs” that 

provided food, clothing, medical treatment, and drug rehabilitation. They focused on modes 

of resistance that empowered Black activists on their own terms. 

 

2- Native Americans 

African Americans weren’t the only Americans struggling to assert themselves in the 1960s. 

The successes of the civil rights movement and growing grassroots activism inspired 

countless new movements. In the summer of 1961, for instance, frustrated Native American 

university students founded the National Indian Youth Council (NIYC) to draw attention to 

the plight of Indigenous Americans. In the Pacific Northwest, the council advocated for tribal 
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fisherman to retain immunity from conservation laws on reservations and in 1964 held a 

series of “fish-ins”: activists and celebrities cast nets and waited for the police to arrest 

them.23 The NIYC’s militant rhetoric and use of direct action marked the beginning of what 

was called the Red Power movement, an intertribal movement designed to draw attention to 

Native issues and to protest discrimination. The American Indian Movement (AIM) and other 

activists staged dramatic demonstrations. In November 1969, dozens began a year-and-a-half-

long occupation of the abandoned Alcatraz Island in San Francisco Bay. In 1973, hundreds 

occupied the town of Wounded Knee, South Dakota, site of the infamous 1890 massacre, for 

several months. 

3- The Chicano Movement 

Meanwhile, the Chicano movement in the 1960s emerged out of the broader Mexican 

American civil rights movement of the post–World War II era. The word Chicano was 

initially considered a derogatory term for Mexican immigrants, until activists in the 1960s 

reclaimed the term and used it as a catalyst to campaign for political and social change among 

Mexican Americans. The Chicano movement confronted discrimination in schools, politics, 

agriculture, and other formal and informal institutions. Organizations like the Mexican 

American Political Association (MAPA) and the Mexican American Legal Defense Fund 

(MALDF) buoyed the Chicano movement and patterned themselves after similar influential 

groups in the African American civil rights movement. 

Cesar Chavez became the most well-known figure of the Chicano movement, using 

nonviolent tactics to campaign for workers’ rights in the grape fields of California. Chavez 

and activist Dolores Huerta founded the National Farm Workers Association, which 

eventually merged and became the United Farm Workers of America (UFWA). The UFWA 

fused the causes of Chicano and Filipino activists protesting the subpar working conditions of 

California farmers on American soil. In addition to embarking on a hunger strike and a 

boycott of table grapes, Chavez led a three-hundred-mile march in March and April 1966 

from Delano, California, to the state capital of Sacramento. The pro-labor campaign garnered 

the national spotlight and the support of prominent political figures such as Robert Kennedy. 

Today, Chavez’s birthday (March 31) is observed as a federal holiday in California, Colorado, 

and Texas. 

Rodolfo “Corky” Gonzales was another activist whose calls for Chicano self-determination 

resonated long past the 1960s. A former boxer and Denver native, Gonzales founded the 
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Crusade for Justice in 1966, an organization that would establish the first annual Chicano 

Liberation Day at the National Chicano Youth Conference. The conference also yielded the 

Plan Espiritual de Aztlán, a Chicano nationalist manifesto that reflected Gonzales’s vision of 

Chicanos as a unified, historically grounded, all-encompassing group fighting against 

discrimination in the United States. By 1970, the Texas-based La Raza Unida political party 

had a strong foundation for promoting Chicano nationalism and continuing the campaign for 

Mexican American civil rights. 

 

The 1966 Rio Grande Valley Farm Workers March (“La Marcha”). August 27, 1966. The 
University of Texas-San Antonio Libraries’ Special Collections (MS 360: E-0012-187-D-16) 

 

 

4- The Feminist Movement/ Women’s Rights 

The feminist movement also grew in the 1960s. Women were active in both the civil rights 

movement and the labor movement, but their increasing awareness of gender inequality did 

not find a receptive audience among male leaders in those movements. In the 1960s, then, 

many of these women began to form a movement of their own. Soon the country experienced 

a groundswell of feminist consciousness. 

An older generation of women who preferred to work within state institutions figured 

prominently in the early part of the decade. When John F. Kennedy established the 

Presidential Commission on the Status of Women in 1961, former first lady Eleanor 

Roosevelt headed the effort. The commission’s official report, a self-declared “invitation to 

action,” was released in 1963. Finding discriminatory provisions in the law and practices of 

industrial, labor, and governmental organizations, the commission advocated for “changes, 

many of them long overdue, in the conditions of women’s opportunity in the United 

States.”27 Change was recommended in areas of employment practices, federal tax and 
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benefit policies affecting women’s income, labor laws, and services for women as wives, 

mothers, and workers. This call for action, if heeded, would ameliorate the types of 

discrimination primarily experienced by middle-class and elite white working women, all of 

whom were used to advocating through institutional structures like government agencies and 

unions.28 The specific concerns of poor and nonwhite women lay largely beyond the scope of 

the report. 

Betty Friedan’s The Feminine Mystique hit bookshelves the same year the commission 

released its report. Friedan had been active in the union movement and was by this time a 

mother in the new suburban landscape of postwar America. In her book, Friedan labeled the 

“problem that has no name,” and in doing so helped many white middle-class American 

women come to see their dissatisfaction as housewives not as something “wrong with [their] 

marriage, or [themselves],” but instead as a social problem experienced by millions of 

American women. Friedan observed that there was a “discrepancy between the reality of our 

lives as women and the image to which we were trying to conform, the image I call the 

feminine mystique.” No longer would women allow society to blame the “problem that has no 

name” on a loss of femininity, too much education, or too much female independence and 

equality with men.29 

The 1960s also saw a different group of women pushing for change in government policy. 

Mothers on welfare began to form local advocacy groups in addition to the National Welfare 

Rights Organization, founded in 1966. Mostly African American, these activists fought for 

greater benefits and more control over welfare policy and implementation. Women like 

Johnnie Tillmon successfully advocated for larger grants for school clothes and household 

equipment in addition to gaining due process and fair administrative hearings prior to 

termination of welfare entitlements. 

Yet another mode of feminist activism was the formation of consciousness-raising groups. 

These groups met in women’s homes and at women’s centers, providing a safe environment 

for women to discuss everything from experiences of gender discrimination to pregnancy, 

from relationships with men and women to self-image. The goal of consciousness-raising was 

to increase self-awareness and validate the experiences of women. Groups framed such 

individual experiences as examples of society-wide sexism, and claimed that “the personal is 

political.”30 Consciousness-raising groups created a wealth of personal stories that feminists 
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could use in other forms of activism and crafted networks of women from which activists 

could mobilize support for protests. 

The end of the decade was marked by the Women’s Strike for Equality, celebrating the 

fiftieth anniversary of women’s right to vote. Sponsored by the National Organization for 

Women (NOW), the 1970 protest focused on employment discrimination, political equality, 

abortion, free childcare, and equality in marriage. All of these issues foreshadowed the 

backlash against feminist goals in the 1970s. Not only would feminism face opposition from 

other women who valued the traditional homemaker role to which feminists objected, the 

feminist movement would also fracture internally as minority women challenged white 

feminists’ racism and lesbians vied for more prominence within feminist organizations. 

The women’s movement stalled during the 1930s and 1940s, but by the 1960s it was back in full 
force. Inspired by the civil rights movement and fed up with gender discrimination, women took 
to the streets to demand their rights as American citizens. Photograph, August 26, 1970 (Library 
of Congress). 

 

 

Text: Betty Friedan “ The Problem That Has No Name” from the Feminine Mystique 
(1963) 
Text 6: Excerpts from the Feminine Mystique by Betty Friedan 

Text 7: National Organization for Women, “Statement of Purpose” (1966) 

Text: Equal Rights Amendment Controversy : Two Worlds in Conflict. Sanja K Foss 
(1979) 

 

BBC Documentary on the Women's Liberation Movement 

Film Iron Jawed Angels (2004); Director: Katja von Garnier 
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5- American environmentalism 
 

 

American environmentalism’s significant gains during the 1960s emerged in part from 

Americans’ recreational use of nature. Postwar Americans backpacked, went to the beach, 

fished, and joined birding organizations in greater numbers than ever before. These 

experiences, along with increased formal education, made Americans more aware of threats to 

the environment and, consequently, to themselves. Many of these threats increased in the 

postwar years as developers bulldozed open space for suburbs and new hazards emerged from 

industrial and nuclear pollutants. 

By the time that biologist Rachel Carson published her landmark book, Silent Spring, in 1962 

a nascent environmentalism had emerged in America. Silent Spring stood out as an 

unparalleled argument for the interconnectedness of ecological and human health. Pesticides, 

Carson argued, also posed a threat to human health, and their overuse threatened the 

ecosystems that supported food production. Carson’s argument was compelling to many 

Americans, including President Kennedy, but was virulently opposed by chemical industries 

that suggested the book was the product of an emotional woman, not a scientist.31 

After Silent Spring, the social and intellectual currents of environmentalism continued to 

expand rapidly, culminating in the largest demonstration in history, Earth Day, on April 22, 

1970, and in a decade of lawmaking that significantly restructured American government. 

Even before the massive gathering for Earth Day, lawmakers from the local to the federal 

level had pushed for and achieved regulations to clean up the air and water. President Richard 

Nixon signed the National Environmental Policy Act into law in 1970, requiring 

environmental impact statements for any project directed or funded by the federal 

government. He also created the Environmental Protection Agency, the first agency charged 

with studying, regulating, and disseminating knowledge about the environment. A raft of laws 
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followed that were designed to offer increased protection for air, water, endangered species, 

and natural areas. 

Selected Texts and documents 
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Text 2: Fannie Lou Hamer: Testimony at the Democratic National Convention (1964) 

Text 3: Black Panther Party Platform and Program: What We Want, What We Believe (1966) 

Text 4: El Plan Espiritual de Aztlan, adopted at the first National Chicano Youth Liberation 

Conference in Denver, Colorado (March 1969) 

James Baldwin “ My Dangeon Shook” from The Fire Next Time 1963 

Text 5: Carl B. Stokes, “How to Get Elected by White People,” Promises of Power: A 
Political Autobiography (1973) 

 

III. The Liberal Moment and Its Unravelling 
 

1- The Crisis of 1968 

To Americans in 1968, the country seemed to be unraveling. Martin Luther King Jr. was 

killed on April 4, 1968. He had been in Memphis to support striking sanitation workers. 

(Prophetically, he had reflected on his own mortality in a rally the night before. Confident that 

the civil rights movement would succeed without him, he brushed away fears of death. “I’ve 

been to the mountaintop,” he said, “and I’ve seen the promised land.”). The greatest leader in 

the American civil rights movement was lost. Riots broke out in over a hundred American 

cities. Two months later, on June 6, Robert F. Kennedy Jr. was killed campaigning in 

California. He had represented the last hope of liberal idealists. Anger and disillusionment 

washed over the country. 

As the Vietnam War descended ever deeper into a brutal stalemate and the Tet Offensive 

exposed the lies of the Johnson administration, students shut down college campuses and 

government facilities. Protests enveloped the nation. 

Protesters converged on the Democratic National Convention in Chicago at the end of August 

1968, when a bitterly fractured Democratic Party gathered to assemble a passable platform 
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and nominate a broadly acceptable presidential candidate. Demonstrators planned massive 

protests in Chicago’s public spaces. Initial protests were peaceful, but the situation quickly 

soured as police issued stern threats and young people began to taunt and goad officials. 

Many of the assembled students had protest and sit-in experiences only in the relative safe 

havens of college campuses and were unprepared for Mayor Richard Daley’s aggressive and 

heavily armed police force and National Guard troops in full riot gear. Attendees recounted 

vicious beatings at the hands of police and Guardsmen, but many young people—convinced 

that much public sympathy could be won via images of brutality against unarmed protesters—

continued stoking the violence. Clashes spilled from the parks into city streets, and eventually 

the smell of tear gas penetrated the upper floors of the opulent hotels hosting Democratic 

delegates. Chicago’s brutality overshadowed the convention and culminated in an 

internationally televised, violent standoff in front of the Hilton Hotel. “The whole world is 

watching,” the protesters chanted. The Chicago riots encapsulated the growing sense that 

chaos now governed American life. 

For many sixties idealists, the violence of 1968 represented the death of a dream. Disorder 

and chaos overshadowed hope and progress. And for conservatives, it was confirmation of all 

of their fears and hesitations. Americans of 1968 turned their back on hope. They wanted 

peace. They wanted stability. They wanted “law and order.” 

2- Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society /and the limits of liberalism 

On a May morning in 1964, President Johnson laid out a sweeping vision for a package of 

domestic reforms known as the Great Society. Speaking before that year’s graduates of the 

University of Michigan, Johnson called for “an end to poverty and racial injustice” and 

challenged both the graduates and American people to “enrich and elevate our national life, 

and to advance the quality of our American civilization.” At its heart, he promised, the Great 

Society would uplift racially and economically disfranchised Americans, too long denied 

access to federal guarantees of equal democratic and economic opportunity, while 

simultaneously raising all Americans’ standards and quality of life. 

 

The Great Society’s legislation was breathtaking in scope, and many of its programs and 

agencies are still with us today. Most importantly, the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the 

Voting Rights Act of 1965 codified federal support for many of the civil rights movement’s 
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goals by prohibiting job discrimination, abolishing the segregation of public accommodations, 

and providing vigorous federal oversight of southern states’ election laws in order to 

guarantee minority access to the ballot. Ninety years after Reconstruction, these measures 

effectively ended Jim Crow. 

In addition to civil rights, the Great Society took on a range of quality-of-life concerns that 

seemed suddenly solvable in a society of such affluence. It established the first federal food 

stamp program. Medicare and Medicaid would ensure access to quality medical care for the 

aged and poor. In 1965, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act was the first sustained 

and significant federal investment in public education, totaling more than $1 billion. 

Significant funds were poured into colleges and universities. The Great Society also 

established the National Endowment for the Arts and the National Endowment for the 

Humanities, federal investments in arts and letters that fund American cultural expression to 

this day. 

While these programs persisted and even thrived, in the years immediately following this 

flurry of legislative activity, the national conversation surrounding Johnson’s domestic agenda 

largely focused on the $3 billion spent on War on Poverty programming within the Great 

Society’s Economic Opportunity Act (EOA) of 1964. No EOA program was more 

controversial than Community Action, considered the cornerstone antipoverty program. 

Johnson’s antipoverty planners felt that the key to uplifting disfranchised and impoverished 

Americans was involving poor and marginalized citizens in the actual administration of 

poverty programs, what they called “maximum feasible participation.” Community Action 

Programs would give disfranchised Americans a seat at the table in planning and executing 

federally funded programs that were meant to benefit them—a significant sea change in the 

nation’s efforts to confront poverty, which had historically relied on local political and 

business elites or charitable organizations for administration. 

In fact, Johnson himself had never conceived of poor Americans running their own poverty 

programs. While the president’s rhetoric offered a stirring vision of the future, he had 

singularly old-school notions for how his poverty policies would work. In contrast to 

“maximum feasible participation,” the president imagined a second New Deal: local elite-run 

public works camps that would instill masculine virtues in unemployed young men. 

Community Action almost entirely bypassed local administrations and sought to build 

grassroots civil rights and community advocacy organizations, many of which had originated 
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in the broader civil rights movement. Despite widespread support for most Great Society 

programs, the War on Poverty increasingly became the focal point of domestic criticisms 

from the left and right. On the left, frustrated Americans recognized the president’s resistance 

to further empowering poor minority communities and also assailed the growing war in 

Vietnam, the cost of which undercut domestic poverty spending. As racial unrest and violence 

swept across urban centers, critics from the right lambasted federal spending for “unworthy” 

citizens. 

Johnson had secured a series of meaningful civil rights laws, but then things began to stall. 

Days after the ratification of the Voting Rights Act, race riots broke out in the Watts 

neighborhood of Los Angeles. Rioting in Watts stemmed from local African American 

frustrations with residential segregation, police brutality, and racial profiling. Waves of riots 

rocked American cities every summer thereafter. Particularly destructive riots occurred in 

1967-two summers later-in Newark and Detroit. Each resulted in deaths, injuries, arrests, and 

millions of dollars in property damage. In spite of Black achievements, problems persisted for 

many African Americans. The phenomenon of “white flight”—when whites in metropolitan 

areas fled city centers for the suburbs—often resulted in resegregated residential patterns. 

Limited access to economic and social opportunities in urban areas bred discord. In addition 

to reminding the nation that the civil rights movement was a complex, ongoing event without 

a concrete endpoint, the unrest in northern cities reinforced the notion that the struggle did not 

occur solely in the South. Many Americans also viewed the riots as an indictment of the Great 

Society, President Johnson’s sweeping agenda of domestic programs that sought to remedy 

inner-city ills by offering better access to education, jobs, medical care, housing, and other 

forms of social welfare. The civil rights movement was never the same. 

The Civil Rights Acts, the Voting Rights Acts, and the War on Poverty provoked conservative 

resistance and were catalysts for the rise of Republicans in the South and West. However, 

subsequent presidents and Congresses have left intact the bulk of the Great Society, including 

Medicare and Medicaid, food stamps, federal spending for arts and literature, and Head Start. 

Even Community Action Programs, so fraught during their few short years of activity, 

inspired and empowered a new generation of minority and poverty community activists who 

had never before felt, as one put it, that “this government is with us.” 

Selected Texts: 

Text1: Footage from the 1968 Democratic National Convention 
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Text 2: Footage from the "Hard Hat Riot" (1970) 

Text 3: California Governor Ronald Reagan, “A Time for Choosing” Speech (October 27, 
1964).  

Text 4: Spiro Agnew, Address at Pennsylvania Republican Dinner (October 30, 1969) 

Text 5: Phyllis Schlafly, from The Power of the Positive Woman (1977) 

Text 6: Jerry Falwell, Listen America (1980) 

 

VI. The Rise of the New Right and “Postmodernism”/ Conservative Ascendence  
 

1- The Rise and Fall of Richard Nixon 

Beleaguered by an unpopular war, inflation, and domestic unrest, President Johnson opted 

against reelection in March 1968-an unprecedented move in modern American politics. The 

forthcoming presidential election was shaped by Vietnam and the aforementioned unrest as 

much as by the campaigns of Democratic nominee Vice President Hubert Humphrey, 

Republican Richard Nixon, and third-party challenger George Wallace, the infamous 

segregationist governor of Alabama. The Democratic Party was in disarray in the spring of 

1968, when senators Eugene McCarthy and Robert Kennedy challenged Johnson’s 

nomination and the president responded with his shocking announcement. Nixon’s candidacy 

was aided further by riots that broke out across the country after the assassination of Martin 

Luther King Jr. and the shock and dismay experienced after the slaying of Robert Kennedy in 

June. The Republican nominee’s campaign was defined by shrewd maintenance of his public 

appearances and a pledge to restore peace and prosperity to what he called “the silent center; 

the millions of people in the middle of the political spectrum.” This campaign for the “silent 

majority” was carefully calibrated to attract suburban Americans by linking liberals with 

violence and protest and rioting. Many embraced Nixon’s message; a September 1968 poll 

found that 80 percent of Americans believed public order had “broken down.” 

Meanwhile, Humphrey struggled to distance himself from Johnson and maintain working-

class support in northern cities, where voters were drawn to Wallace’s appeals for law and 

order and a rejection of civil rights. The vice president had a final surge in northern cities with 

the aid of union support, but it was not enough to best Nixon’s campaign. The final tally was 

close: Nixon won 43.3 percent of the popular vote (31,783,783), narrowly besting 

Humphrey’s 42.7 percent (31,266,006). Wallace, meanwhile, carried five states in the Deep 
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South, and his 13.5 percent (9,906,473) of the popular vote constituted an impressive showing 

for a third-party candidate. The Electoral College vote was more decisive for Nixon; he 

earned 302 electoral votes, while Humphrey and Wallace received only 191 and 45 votes, 

respectively. Although Republicans won a few seats, Democrats retained control of both the 

House and Senate and made Nixon the first president in 120 years to enter office with the 

opposition party controlling both houses. 

Once installed in the White House, Richard Nixon focused his energies on American foreign 

policy, publicly announcing the Nixon Doctrine in 1969. On the one hand, Nixon asserted the 

supremacy of American democratic capitalism and conceded that the United States would 

continue supporting its allies financially. However, he denounced previous administrations’ 

willingness to commit American forces to Third World conflicts and warned other states to 

assume responsibility for their own defense. He was turning America away from the policy of 

active, anticommunist containment, and toward a new strategy of détente.” 

Promoted by national security advisor and eventual secretary of state Henry Kissinger, détente 

sought to stabilize the international system by thawing relations with Cold War rivals and 

bilaterally freezing arms levels. Taking advantage of tensions between communist China and 

the Soviet Union, Nixon pursued closer relations with both in order to de-escalate tensions 

and strengthen the United States’ position relative to each. The strategy seemed to work. 

Nixon became the first American president to visit communist China (1971) and the first 

since Franklin Roosevelt to visit the Soviet Union (1972). Direct diplomacy and cultural 

exchange programs with both countries grew and culminated with the formal normalization of 

U.S.-Chinese relations and the signing of two U.S.-Soviet arms agreements: the antiballistic 

missile (ABM) treaty and the Strategic Arms Limitations Treaty (SALT I). By 1973, after 

almost thirty years of Cold War tension, peaceful coexistence suddenly seemed possible. 

Soon, though, a fragile calm gave way again to Cold War instability. In November 1973, 

Nixon appeared on television to inform Americans that energy had become “a serious national 

problem” and that the United States was “heading toward the most acute shortages of energy 

since World War II.”27 The previous month Arab members of the Organization of the 

Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC), a cartel of the world’s leading oil producers, 

embargoed oil exports to the United States in retaliation for American intervention in the 

Middle East. The embargo launched the first U.S. energy crisis. By the end of 1973, the 

global price of oil had quadrupled.28 Drivers waited in line for hours to fill up their cars. 
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Individual gas stations ran out of gas. American motorists worried that oil could run out at any 

moment. A Pennsylvania man died when his emergency stash of gasoline ignited in his trunk 

and backseat.29 OPEC rescinded its embargo in 1974, but the economic damage had been 

done. The crisis extended into the late 1970s. 

Like the Vietnam War, the oil crisis showed that small countries could still hurt the United 

States. At a time of anxiety about the nation’s future, Vietnam and the energy crisis 

accelerated Americans’ disenchantment with the United States’ role in the world and the 

efficacy and quality of its leaders. Furthermore, government scandals in the 1970s and early 

1980s sapped trust in America’s public institutions. In 1971, the Nixon administration tried 

unsuccessfully to sue the New York Times and the Washington Post to prevent the 

publication of the Pentagon Papers, a confidential and damning history of U.S. involvement in 

Vietnam commissioned by the Defense Department and later leaked. The papers showed how 

presidents from Truman to Johnson repeatedly deceived the public on the war’s scope and 

direction.30 Nixon faced a rising tide of congressional opposition to the war, and Congress 

asserted unprecedented oversight of American war spending. In 1973, it passed the War 

Powers Resolution, which dramatically reduced the president’s ability to wage war without 

congressional consent. 

However, no scandal did more to unravel public trust than Watergate. On June 17, 1972, five 

men were arrested inside the offices of the Democratic National Committee (DNC) in the 

Watergate Complex in downtown Washington, D.C. After being tipped off by a security 

guard, police found the men attempting to install sophisticated bugging equipment. One of 

those arrested was a former CIA employee then working as a security aide for the Nixon 

administration’s Committee to Re-elect the President (lampooned as “CREEP”). 

While there is no direct evidence that Nixon ordered the Watergate break-in, he had been 

recorded in conversation with his chief of staff requesting that the DNC chairman be illegally 

wiretapped to obtain the names of the committee’s financial supporters. The names could then 

be given to the Justice Department and the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) to conduct 

spurious investigations into their personal affairs. Nixon was also recorded ordering his chief 

of staff to break into the offices of the Brookings Institution and take files relating to the war 

in Vietnam, saying, “Goddammit, get in and get those files. Blow the safe and get it.” 

Whether or not the president ordered the Watergate break-in, the White House launched a 

massive cover-up. Administration officials ordered the CIA to halt the FBI investigation and 
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paid hush money to the burglars and White House aides. Nixon distanced himself from the 

incident publicly and went on to win a landslide election victory in November 1972. But, 

thanks largely to two persistent journalists at the Washington Post, Bob Woodward and Carl 

Bernstein, information continued to surface that tied the burglaries ever closer to the CIA, the 

FBI, and the White House. The Senate held televised hearings. Citing executive privilege, 

Nixon refused to comply with orders to produce tapes from the White House’s secret 

recording system. In July 1974, the House Judiciary Committee approved a bill to impeach 

the president. Nixon resigned before the full House could vote on impeachment. He became 

the first and only American president to resign from office. 

Vice President Gerald Ford was sworn in as his successor and a month later granted Nixon a 

full presidential pardon. Nixon disappeared from public life without ever publicly 

apologizing, accepting responsibility, or facing charges. 

Though American politics moved right after Lyndon Johnson’s administration, Nixon’s 1968 

election was no conservative counterrevolution. American politics and society remained in 

flux throughout the 1970s. American politicians on the right and the left pursued relatively 

moderate courses compared to those in the preceding and succeeding decades. But a 

groundswell of anxieties and angers brewed beneath the surface. The world’s greatest military 

power had floundered in Vietnam and an American president stood flustered by Middle 

Eastern revolutionaries. The cultural clashes from the sixties persisted and accelerated. While 

cities burned, a more liberal sexuality permeated American culture. The economy crashed, 

leaving America’s cities prone before poverty and crime and its working class gutted by 

deindustrialization and globalization. American weakness was everywhere. And so, by 1980, 

many Americans—especially white middle- and upper-class Americans-felt a nostalgic desire 

for simpler times and simpler answers to the frustratingly complex geopolitical, social, and 

economic problems crippling the nation. The appeal of Carter’s soft drawl and Christian 

humility had signaled this yearning, but his utter failure to stop the unraveling of American 

power and confidence opened the way for a new movement, one with new personalities and a 

new conservatism-one that promised to undo the damage and restore the United States to its 

own nostalgic image of itself. 

2- The Triumph of the Right: Reagan 1983 

Speaking to Detroit autoworkers in October 1980, Republican presidential candidate Ronald 

Reagan described what he saw as the American Dream under Democratic president Jimmy 
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Carter. The family garage may have still held two cars, cracked Reagan, but they were “both 

Japanese and they’re out of gas.”1 The charismatic former governor of California suggested 

that a once-proud nation was running on empty. But Reagan held out hope for redemption. 

Stressing the theme of “national decline,” he nevertheless promised to make the United States 

once again a glorious “city upon a hill.”2 In November, Reagan’s vision triumphed. 

Reagan rode the wave of a powerful political movement referred to by historians as the New 

Right. More libertarian in its economics and more politically forceful in its conservative 

religious principles than the moderate brand of conservatism popular after World War II, the 

New Right had by the 1980s evolved into the most influential wing of the Republican Party. 

And it could claim increasing credit for Republican electoral successes. Building on the 

gradual unraveling of the New Deal political order in the 1960s and 1970s , the conservative 

movement not only enjoyed the guidance of skilled politicians like Reagan but drew 

tremendous energy from a broad range of grassroots activists. Countless ordinary citizens—

newly mobilized Christian conservatives, in particular—helped the Republican Party steer the 

country rightward. Enduring conflicts over race, economic policy, sexual politics, and foreign 

affairs fatally fractured the liberal consensus that had dominated American politics since the 

presidency of Franklin Roosevelt, and the New Right attracted support from Reagan 

Democrats, blue-collar voters who had lost faith in the old liberal creed. 

The rise of the right affected Americans’ everyday lives in numerous ways. The Reagan 

administration’s embrace of free markets dispensed with the principles of active income 

redistribution and social welfare spending that had animated the New Deal and Great Society 

in the 1930s and 1960s. As American liberals increasingly embraced a “rights” framework 

directed toward African Americans, Latinos, women, lesbians and gays, and other 

marginalized groups, conservative policy makers targeted the regulatory and legal landscape 

of the United States. Critics complained that Reagan’s policies served the interests of 

corporations and wealthy individuals and pointed to the sudden widening of economic 

inequality. But the New Right harnessed popular distrust of regulation, taxes, and bureaucrats, 

and conservative activists celebrated the end of hyperinflation and substantial growth in GDP. 

In many ways, however, the rise of the right promised more than it delivered. Battered but 

intact, the social welfare programs of the New Deal and Great Society (for example, social 

security, Medicaid, and Aid to Families with Dependent Children) survived the 1980s. 

Despite Republican vows of fiscal discipline, both the federal government and the national 
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debt ballooned. At the end of the decade, conservative Christians viewed popular culture as 

more vulgar and hostile to their values than ever before. And in the near term, the New Right 

registered only partial victories on a range of public policies and cultural issues. Yet from a 

long-term perspective, conservatives achieved a subtler and more enduring transformation of 

American politics and society. In the words of one historian, the conservative movement 

successfully “changed the terms of debate and placed its opponents on the defensive.” 

Liberals and their programs and policies did not disappear, but they increasingly fought 

battles on terrain chosen by the New Right. 

In sum, several streams of conservative political mobilization converged in the late 1970s. 

Each wing of the burgeoning New Right—disaffected northern blue-collar workers, white 

southerners, evangelicals and devout Catholics, business leaders, disillusioned intellectuals, 

and Cold War hawks—turned to the Republican Party as the most effective vehicle for their 

political counterassault on liberalism and the New Deal political order. After years of 

mobilization, the domestic and foreign policy catastrophes of the Carter administration 

provided the headwinds that brought the conservative movement to shore. 
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V. Beyond the Melting Pot: Immigration and Cultural Politics in the 1980s and 
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The year 1965 is often cited as a turning point in the history of US immigration, but what 

happened in the ensuing years is not well understood. Amendments to the Immigration and 

Nationality Act passed in that year repealed the national origins quotas, which had been 

enacted during the 1920s in a deliberate attempt to limit the entry of Southern and Eastern 

European immigrants—or more specifically Jews from the Russian Pale and Catholics from 

Poland and Italy, groups at the time deemed “unassimilable.” The quotas supplemented 

prohibitions already in place that effectively banned the entry of Asians and Africans. The 

1965 amendments were intended to purge immigration law of its racist legacy by replacing 

the old quotas with a new system that allocated residence visas according to a neutral 

preference system based on family reunification and labor force needs. The new system is 

widely credited with having sparked a shift in the composition of immigration away from 

Europe toward Asia and Latin America, along with a substantial increase in the number of 

immigrants. 
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Text 3: Members of the Congressional Progressive Caucus on Clinton's Welfare Reform 

Text 4: 20 Years After The Battle of Seattle: Vandana Shiva & Lori Wallach on Historic 
1999 WTO Protests 

Text 5: “Tense but Quiet Day Follows School Brawl: Inglewood [Los Angeles]: Half of the 

students and many teachers stayed home after violent conflict between blacks and Latinos,” 

by Marc Lacey and Shawn Hubler, Los Angeles Times (May 3, 1990) 

Text 6: Patrick Joseph Buchanan, “Culture War Speech: Address to the Republican National 

Convention” (August 17, 1992) 

Text 7: “Who Are Closet Racists?” from Paul Gorski, “Language of Closet Racism: An 

Illustration,” EdChange MulticulturalPavilion (1995) 
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Ruth wilson gilmore, Golden Gulag: Prisons, Surplus, Crisis, and Opposition in Globalizing 
California. Chapter 3 “The Prison Fix” 
 

 

VI. “The War on Terror after September 11”and Globalization:  
 

1- American Politics before September 11, 2001 

The conservative Reagan Revolution lingered over the presidential election of 1988. At stake 

was the legacy of a newly empowered conservative movement, a movement that would move 

forward with Reagan’s vice president, George H. W. Bush, who triumphed over 

Massachusetts governor Michael Dukakis with a promise to continue the conservative work 

that had commenced in the 1980s. Bush’s election signaled Americans’ continued embrace of 

Reagan’s conservative program and further evidenced the utter disarray of the Democratic 

Party. American liberalism, so stunningly triumphant in the 1960s, was now in full retreat. It 

was still, as one historian put it, the “Age of Reagan.” 

The dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991 left the United States as the world’s only 

remaining superpower. Global capitalism seemed triumphant. Observers wondered if some 

final stage of history had been reached, if the old battles had ended and a new global 

consensus built around peace and open markets would reign forever. “What we may be 

witnessing is not just the end of the Cold War, or the passing of a particular period of post-

war history, but the end of history as such,” wrote Francis Fukuyama in his much-talked-

about 1989 essay, “The End of History?”. Assets in Eastern Europe were privatized and 

auctioned off as newly independent nations introduced market economies. New markets were 

rising in Southeast Asia and Eastern Europe. India, for instance, began liberalizing its 

economic laws and opening itself up to international investment in 1991. China’s economic 

reforms, advanced by Chairman Deng Xiaoping and his handpicked successors, accelerated as 

privatization and foreign investment proceeded. 

The post–Cold War world was not without international conflicts, however. When Iraq 

invaded the small but oil-rich nation of Kuwait in 1990, Congress granted President Bush 

approval to intervene. The United States laid the groundwork for intervention (Operation 

Desert Shield) in August and commenced combat operations (Operation Desert Storm) in 

January 1991. With the memories of Vietnam still fresh, many Americans were hesitant to 

support military action that could expand into a protracted war or long-term commitment of 
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troops. But the Gulf War was a swift victory for the United States. New technologies—

including laser-guided precision bombing-amazed Americans, who could now watch twenty-

four-hour live coverage of the war on the Cable News Network (CNN). The Iraqi army 

disintegrated after only a hundred hours of ground combat. President Bush and his advisors 

opted not to pursue the war into Baghdad and risk an occupation and insurgency. And so the 

war was won. Many wondered if the “ghosts of Vietnam” had been exorcised. Bush won 

enormous popular support. Gallup polls showed a job approval rating as high as 89 percent in 

the weeks after the end of the war. 

Arkansas governor Bill Clinton won the election of 1992, but the Reagan Revolution still 

reigned. Clinton and his running mate, Tennessee senator Albert Gore Jr., both moderate 

southerners, promised a path away from the old liberalism of the 1970s and 1980s (and the 

landslide electoral defeats of the 1980s). They were Democrats, but conservative Democrats, 

so-called New Democrats. In his first term, Clinton set out an ambitious agenda that included 

an economic stimulus package, universal health insurance, a continuation of the Middle East 

peace talks initiated by Bush’s secretary of state James A. Baker III, welfare reform, and a 

completion of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) to abolish trade barriers 

between the United States, Mexico, and Canada. His moves to reform welfare, open trade, and 

deregulate financial markets were particular hallmarks of Clinton’s Third Way, a new 

Democratic embrace of heretofore conservative policies. 

With NAFTA, Clinton reversed decades of Democratic opposition to free trade and opened 

the nation’s northern and southern borders to the free flow of capital and goods. Critics, 

particularly in the Midwest’s Rust Belt, blasted the agreement for opening American workers 

to competition by low-paid foreign workers. Many American factories relocated and set up 

shops-maquilas-in northern Mexico that took advantage of Mexico’s low wages. Thousands 

of Mexicans rushed to the maquilas. Thousands more continued on past the border. 

If NAFTA opened American borders to goods and services, people still navigated strict legal 

barriers to immigration. Policy makers believed that free trade would create jobs and wealth 

that would incentivize Mexican workers to stay home, and yet multitudes continued to leave 

for opportunities in el norte. The 1990s proved that prohibiting illegal migration was, if not 

impossible, exceedingly difficult. Poverty, political corruption, violence, and hopes for a 

better life in the United States-or simply higher wages-continued to lure immigrants across the 

border. Between 1990 and 2010, the proportion of foreign-born individuals in the United 
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States grew from 7.9 percent to 12.9 percent, and the number of undocumented immigrants 

tripled from 3.5 million to 11.2. While large numbers continued to migrate to traditional 

immigrant destinations-California, Texas, New York, Florida, New Jersey, and Illinois-the 

1990s also witnessed unprecedented migration to the American South. Among the fastest-

growing immigrant destination states were Kentucky, Tennessee, Arkansas, Georgia, and 

North Carolina, all of which had immigration growth rates in excess of 100 percent during the 

decade. 

In response to the continued influx of immigrants and the vocal complaints of anti-

immigration activists, policy makers responded with such initiatives as Operation Gatekeeper 

and Hold the Line, which attempted to make crossing the border more prohibitive. The new 

strategy “funneled” immigrants to dangerous and remote crossing areas. Immigration officials 

hoped the brutal natural landscape would serve as a natural deterrent. It wouldn’t. By 2017, 

hundreds of immigrants died each year of drowning, exposure, and dehydration. 

In his first term, Clinton put forward universal healthcare as a major policy goal, and first lady 

Hillary Rodham Clinton played a major role in the initiative. But the push for a national 

healthcare law collapsed on itself. Conservatives revolted, the healthcare industry flooded the 

airwaves with attack ads, Clinton struggled with congressional Democrats, and voters bristled. 

A national healthcare system was again repulsed. 

The midterm elections of 1994 were a disaster for the Democrats, who lost the House of 

Representatives for the first time since 1952. Congressional Republicans, led by Georgia 

congressman Newt Gingrich and Texas congressman Dick Armey, offered a policy agenda 

they called the Contract with America. Republican candidates from around the nation 

gathered on the steps of the Capitol to pledge their commitment to a conservative legislative 

blueprint to be enacted if the GOP won control of the House. The strategy worked. 

Social conservatives were mobilized by an energized group of religious activists, especially 

the Christian Coalition, led by Pat Robertson and Ralph Reed. Robertson was a television 

minister and entrepreneur whose 1988 long shot run for the Republican presidential 

nomination brought him a massive mailing list and a network of religiously motivated voters 

around the country. From that mailing list, the Christian Coalition organized around the 

country, seeking to influence politics on the local and national level. 
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In 1996 the generational contest played out again when the Republicans nominated another 

aging war hero, Senator Bob Dole of Kansas, but Clinton again won the election, becoming 

the first Democrat to serve back-to-back terms since Franklin Roosevelt. He was aided in part 

by the amelioration of conservatives by his signing of welfare reform legislation, the Personal 

Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, which decreased welfare 

benefits, restricted eligibility, and turned over many responsibilities to states. Clinton said it 

would “break the cycle of dependency.” 

Clinton presided over a booming economy fueled by emergent computing technologies. 

Personal computers had skyrocketed in sales, and the Internet became a mass phenomenon. 

Communication and commerce were never again the same. The tech boom was driven by 

business, and the 1990s saw robust innovation and entrepreneurship. Investors scrambled to 

find the next Microsoft or Apple, suddenly massive computing companies. But it was the 

Internet that sparked a bonanza. The dot-com boom fueled enormous economic growth and 

substantial financial speculation to find the next Google or Amazon. 

Republicans, defeated at the polls in 1996 and 1998, looked for other ways to undermine 

Clinton’s presidency. Political polarization seemed unprecedented and a sensation-starved, 

post-Watergate media demanded scandal. The Republican Congress spent millions on 

investigations hoping to uncover some shred of damning evidence to sink Clinton’s 

presidency, whether it be real estate deals, White House staffing, or adultery. Rumors of 

sexual misconduct had always swirled around Clinton. The press, which had historically 

turned a blind eye to such private matters, saturated the media with Clinton’s sex scandals. 

Congressional investigations targeted the allegations and Clinton denied having “sexual 

relations” with Monica Lewinsky before a grand jury and in a statement to the American 

public. Republicans used the testimony to allege perjury. In December 1998, the House of 

Representatives voted to impeach the president. It was a wildly unpopular step. Two thirds of 

Americans disapproved, and a majority told Gallup pollsters that Republicans had abused 

their constitutional authority. Clinton’s approval rating, meanwhile, jumped to 78 percent. In 

February 1999, Clinton was acquitted by the Senate by a vote that mostly fell along party 

lines. 

 The 2000 election pitted Vice President Albert Gore Jr. against George W. Bush, the twice-

elected Texas governor and son of the former president. Gore, wary of Clinton’s recent 

impeachment despite Clinton’s enduring approval ratings, distanced himself from the 
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president and eight years of relative prosperity. Instead, he ran as a pragmatic, moderate 

liberal. Bush, too, ran as a moderate, claiming to represent a compassionate conservatism and 

a new faith-based politics. Bush was an outspoken evangelical. In a presidential debate, he 

declared Jesus Christ his favorite political philosopher. He promised to bring church leaders 

into government, and his campaign appealed to churches and clergy to get out the vote. 

Moreover, he promised to bring honor, dignity, and integrity to the Oval Office, a clear 

reference to Clinton. Utterly lacking the political charisma that had propelled Clinton, Gore 

withered under Bush’s attacks. Instead of trumpeting the Clinton presidency, Gore found 

himself answering the media’s questions about whether he was sufficiently an alpha male and 

whether he had invented the Internet. 

Few elections have been as close and contentious as the 2000 election, which ended in a 

deadlock. Gore had won the popular vote by 500,000 votes, but the Electoral College hinged 

on a contested Florida election. On election night the media called Florida for Gore, but then 

Bush made late gains and news organizations reversed themselves by declaring the state for 

Bush—and Bush the probable president-elect. Gore conceded privately to Bush, then 

backpedaled as the counts edged back toward Gore yet again. When the nation awoke the next 

day, it was unclear who had been elected president. The close Florida vote triggered an 

automatic recount. 

Lawyers descended on Florida. The Gore campaign called for manual recounts in several 

counties. Local election boards, Florida secretary of state Kathleen Harris, and the Florida 

supremecourt all weighed in until the U.S. Supreme Court stepped in and, in an 

unprecedented 5–4 decision in Bush v. Gore, ruled that the recount had to end. Bush was 

awarded Florida by a margin of 537 votes, enough to win him the state and give him a 

majority in the Electoral College. He had won the presidency. 

In his first months in office, Bush fought to push forward enormous tax cuts skewed toward 

America’s highest earners. The bursting of the dot-com bubble weighed down the economy. 

Old political and cultural fights continued to be fought. And then the towers fell. 

2- September 11 and the War on Terror 

On the morning of September 11, 2001, nineteen operatives of the al-Qaeda terrorist 

organization hijacked four passenger planes on the East Coast. American Airlines Flight 11 

crashed into the North Tower of the World Trade Center in New York City at 8:46 a.m. 
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Eastern Daylight Time (EDT). United Airlines Flight 175 crashed into the South Tower at 

9:03. American Airlines Flight 77 crashed into the western façade of the Pentagon at 9:37. At 

9:59, the South Tower of the World Trade Center collapsed. At 10:03, United Airlines Flight 

93 crashed in a field outside Shanksville, Pennsylvania, brought down by passengers who had 

received news of the earlier hijackings. At 10:28, the North Tower collapsed. In less than two 

hours, nearly three thousand Americans had been killed. 

 

 

The Twin-Tower Bombing (9/11). 

The attacks stunned Americans. Late that night, Bush addressed the nation and assured the 

country that “the search is under way for those who are behind these evil acts.” At Ground 

Zero three days later, Bush thanked first responders for their work. A worker said he couldn’t 

hear him. “I can hear you,” Bush shouted back, “The rest of the world hears you. And the 

people who knocked these buildings down will hear all of us soon.” 

American intelligence agencies quickly identified the radical Islamic militant group al-Qaeda, 

led by the wealthy Saudi Osama bin Laden, as the perpetrators of the attack. Sheltered in 

Afghanistan by the Taliban, the country’s Islamic government, al-Qaeda was responsible for a 

1993 bombing of the World Trade Center and a string of attacks at U.S. embassies and 

military bases across the world. Bin Laden’s Islamic radicalism and his anti-American 

aggression attracted supporters across the region and, by 2001, al-Qaeda was active in over 

sixty countries. 

Although in his presidential campaign Bush had denounced foreign nation-building, he 

populated his administration with neoconservatives, firm believers in the expansion of 

American democracy and American interests abroad. Bush advanced what was sometimes 

called the Bush Doctrine, a policy in which the United States would have the right to 

unilaterally and preemptively make war on any regime or terrorist organization that posed a 
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threat to the United States or to U.S. citizens. It would lead the United States into protracted 

conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq and entangle the United States in nations across the world. 

Journalist Dexter Filkins called it a Forever War, a perpetual conflict waged against an 

amorphous and undefeatable enemy.The geopolitical realities of the twenty-first-century 

world were forever transformed. 

The United States, of course, had a history in Afghanistan. When the Soviet Union invaded 

Afghanistan in December 1979 to quell an insurrection that threatened to topple Kabul’s 

communist government, the United States financed and armed anti-Soviet insurgents, the 

Mujahideen. In 1981, the Reagan administration authorized the CIA to provide the 

Mujahideen with weapons and training to strengthen the insurgency. An independent wealthy 

young Saudi, Osama bin Laden, also fought with and funded the Mujahideen. And they began 

to win. Afghanistan bled the Soviet Union dry. The costs of the war, coupled with growing 

instability at home, convinced the Soviets to withdraw from Afghanistan in 1989. 

Osama bin Laden relocated al-Qaeda to Afghanistan after the country fell to the Taliban in 

1996. Under Bill Clinton, the United States launched cruise missiles at al-Qaeda camps in 

Afghanistan in retaliation for al-Qaeda bombings on American embassies in Africa. 

After September 11, with a broad authorization of military force, Bush administration 

officials made plans for military action against al-Qaeda and the Taliban. What would become 

the longest war in American history began with the launching of Operation Enduring Freedom 

in October 2001. Air and missile strikes hit targets across Afghanistan. U.S. Special Forces 

joined with fighters in the anti-Taliban Northern Alliance. Major Afghan cities fell in quick 

succession. The capital, Kabul, fell on November 13. Bin Laden and al-Qaeda operatives 

retreated into the rugged mountains along the border of Pakistan in eastern Afghanistan. The 

American occupation of Afghanistan continued. 

As American troops struggled to contain the Taliban in Afghanistan, the Bush administration 

set its sights on Iraq.  

The United States and Iraq remained at odds throughout the 1990s and early 2000, when Bush 

administration officials began championing “regime change.” The Bush administration 

publicly denounced Saddam Hussein’s regime and its alleged weapons of mass destruction. It 

began pushing for war in the fall of 2002. The administration alleged that Hussein was trying 

to acquire uranium and that it had aluminum tubes used for nuclear centrifuges. Public 
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opinion was divided. George W. Bush said in October, “Facing clear evidence of peril, we 

cannot wait for the final proof—the smoking gun—that could come in the form of a 

mushroom cloud.”18 The administration’s push for war was in full swing. Protests broke out 

across the country and all over the world, but majorities of Americans supported military 

action. On October 16, Congress passed the Authorization for Use of Military Force Against 

Iraq resolution, giving Bush the power to make war in Iraq. Iraq began cooperating with UN 

weapons inspectors in late 2002, but the Bush administration pressed on. On February 6, 

2003, Secretary of State Colin Powell, who had risen to public prominence as chairman of the 

Joint Chiefs of State during the Persian Gulf War in 1991, presented allegations of a robust 

Iraqi weapons program to the UN. Protests continued. 

The first American bombs hit Baghdad on March 20, 2003. Several hundred thousand troops 

moved into Iraq and Hussein’s regime quickly collapsed. Baghdad fell on April 9. On May 1, 

2003, aboard the USS Abraham Lincoln, beneath a banner reading Mission Accomplished, 

George W. Bush announced that “major combat operations in Iraq have ended.”19 No 

evidence of weapons of mass destruction were ever found. And combat operations had not 

ended, not really. The Iraqi insurgency had begun, and the United States would spend the next 

ten years struggling to contain it. 

3- The End of the Bush Years 

The second Bush term saw the continued deterioration of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, 

but Bush’s presidency would take a bigger hit from his perceived failure to respond to the 

domestic tragedy that followed Hurricane Katrina’s devastating hit on the Gulf Coast. Katrina 

had been a category 5 hurricane. It was, the New Orleans Times-Picayune reported, “the 

storm we always feared. 

New Orleans suffered a direct hit, the levees broke, and the bulk of the city flooded. 

Thousands of refugees flocked to the Superdome, where supplies and medical treatment and 

evacuation were slow to come. Individuals died in the heat. Bodies wasted away. Americans 

saw poor Black Americans abandoned. Katrina became a symbol of a broken administrative 

system, a devastated coastline, and irreparable social structures that allowed escape and 

recovery for some and not for others. Critics charged that Bush had staffed his administration 

with incompetent supporters and had further ignored the displaced poor and Black residents of 

New Orleans. 
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Immigration, meanwhile, had become an increasingly potent political issue. The Clinton 

administration had overseen the implementation of several anti-immigration policies on the 

U.S.-Mexico border, but hunger and poverty were stronger incentives than border 

enforcement policies were deterrents. Illegal immigration continued, often at great human 

cost, but nevertheless fanned widespread anti-immigration sentiment among many American 

conservatives. Many immigrants and their supporters, however, fought back. 2006 saw waves 

of massive protests across the country. Hundreds of thousands marched in Chicago, New 

York, and Los Angeles, and tens of thousands marched in smaller cities around the country. 

Legal change, however, went nowhere. Moderate conservatives feared upsetting business 

interests’ demand for cheap, exploitable labor and alienating large voting blocs by stifling 

immigration, and moderate liberals feared upsetting anti-immigrant groups by pushing too 

hard for liberalization of immigration laws. 

Afghanistan and Iraq, meanwhile, continued to deteriorate. In 2006, the Taliban reemerged, as 

the Afghan government proved both highly corrupt and incapable of providing social services 

or security for its citizens. Iraq only descended further into chaos as insurgents battled against 

American troops and groups such as Abu Musab al-Zarqawi’s al-Qaeda in Iraq bombed 

civilians and released video recordings of beheadings. 

In 2007, twenty-seven thousand additional U.S. forces deployed to Iraq under the command 

of General David Petraeus. The effort, “the surge,” employed more sophisticated anti-

insurgency strategies and, combined with Sunni efforts, pacified many of Iraq’s cities and 

provided cover for the withdrawal of American forces. On December 4, 2008, the Iraqi 

government approved the U.S.-Iraq Status of Forces Agreement, and U.S. combat forces 

withdrew from Iraqi cities before June 30, 2009. The last U.S. combat forces left Iraq on 

December 18, 2011. Violence and instability continued to rock the country. 

4- The Great Recession 

The Great Recession began, as most American economic catastrophes began, with the 

bursting of a speculative bubble. Throughout the 1990s and into the new millennium, home 

prices continued to climb, and financial services firms looked to cash in on what seemed to be 

a safe but lucrative investment. After the dot-com bubble burst, investors searched for a 

secure investment rooted in clear value, rather than in trendy technological speculation. What 

could be more secure than real estate? But mortgage companies began writing increasingly 
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risky loans and then bundling them together and selling them over and over again, sometimes 

so quickly that it became difficult to determine exactly who owned what. 

Decades of financial deregulation had rolled back Depression-era restraints and again allowed 

risky business practices to dominate the world of American finance. It was a bipartisan 

agenda. In the 1990s, for instance, Bill Clinton signed the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act, 

repealing provisions of the 1933 Glass-Steagall Act separating commercial and investment 

banks, and the Commodity Futures Modernization Act, which exempted credit-default swaps-

perhaps the key financial mechanism behind the crash-from regulation. 

The Great Recession only magnified already rising income and wealth inequalities. According 

to the chief investment officer at JPMorgan Chase, the largest bank in the United States, 

“profit margins have reached levels not seen in decades,” and “reductions in wages and 

benefits explain the majority of the net improvement.”23 A study from the Congressional 

Budget Office (CBO) found that since the late 1970s, after-tax benefits of the wealthiest 1 

percent grew by over 300 percent. The “average” American’s after-tax benefits had grown 

percent. Economic trends have disproportionately and objectively benefited the wealthiest 

Americans. Still, despite political rhetoric, American frustration failed to generate anything 

like the social unrest of the early twentieth century. A weakened labor movement and a strong 

conservative bloc continue to stymie serious attempts at reversing or even slowing economic 

inequalities. Occupy Wall Street managed to generate a fair number of headlines and shift 

public discussion away from budget cuts and toward inequality, but its membership amounted 

to only a fraction of the far more influential and money-driven Tea Party. Its presence on the 

public stage was fleeting. 

The Great Recession, however, was not. While American banks quickly recovered and 

recaptured their steady profits, and the American stock market climbed again to new heights, 

American workers continued to lag. Job growth was slow and unemployment rates would 

remain stubbornly high for years. Wages froze, meanwhile, and well-paying full-time jobs 

that were lost were too often replaced by low-paying, part-time work. A generation of 

workers coming of age within the crisis, moreover, had been savaged by the economic 

collapse. Unemployment among young Americans hovered for years at rates nearly double 

the national average. 

Text 1: George W. Bush address to the nation on the 9/11 attacks 
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Text 2: George W. Bush: 2002 State of the Union Address 

John Lewis Gaddis: “The Lessons of September 11” 

\ 

 

VII. The Obama Years 

 

 

1- Obama’s First Term 

A former law professor and community activist, Obama became the first African American 

candidate to ever capture the nomination of a major political party. During the election, 

Obama won the support of an increasingly antiwar electorate. When an already fragile 

economy finally collapsed in 2007 and 2008, Bush’s policies were widely blamed. President 

Obama’s first term was marked by domestic affairs, especially his efforts to combat the Great 

Recession and to pass a national healthcare law. Obama came into office as the economy 

continued to deteriorate. He continued the bank bailout begun under his predecessor and 

launched a limited economic stimulus plan to provide government spending to reignite the 

economy. 

Obama’s most substantive legislative achievement proved to be a national healthcare law, the 

Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (Obamacare). Presidents since Theodore 

Roosevelt had striven to pass national healthcare reform and failed. Obama’s plan forsook 

liberal models of a national healthcare system and instead adopted a heretofore conservative 

model of subsidized private care (similar plans had been put forward by Republicans Richard 

Nixon, Newt Gingrich, and Obama’s 2012 opponent, Mitt Romney). Beset by conservative 
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protests, Obama’s healthcare reform narrowly passed through Congress. It abolished pre-

existing conditions as a cause for denying care, scrapped junk plans, provided for state-run 

healthcare exchanges (allowing individuals without healthcare to pool their purchasing 

power), offered states funds to subsidize an expansion of Medicaid, and required all 

Americans to provide proof of a health insurance plan that measured up to government-

established standards (those who did not purchase a plan would pay a penalty tax, and those 

who could not afford insurance would be eligible for federal subsidies). The number of 

uninsured Americans remained stubbornly high, however, and conservatives spent most of the 

next decade attacking the bill. 

Meanwhile, in 2009, President Barack Obama deployed seventeen thousand additional troops 

to Afghanistan as part of a counterinsurgency campaign that aimed to “disrupt, dismantle, and 

defeat” al-Qaeda and the Taliban. Meanwhile, U.S. Special Forces and CIA drones targeted 

al-Qaeda and Taliban leaders. In May 2011, U.S. Navy Sea, Air and Land Forces (SEALs) 

conducted a raid deep into Pakistan that led to the killing of Osama bin Laden. The United 

States and NATO began a phased withdrawal from Afghanistan in 2011, with an aim of 

removing all combat troops by 2014. Although weak militarily, the Taliban remained 

politically influential in south and eastern Afghanistan. Al-Qaeda remained active in Pakistan 

but shifted its bases to Yemen and the Horn of Africa. As of December 2013, the war in 

Afghanistan had claimed the lives of 3,397 U.S. service members. 

2- Stagnation 

In 2012, Barack Obama won a second term by defeating Republican Mitt Romney, the former 

governor of Massachusetts. However, Obama’s inability to control Congress and the 

ascendancy of Tea Party Republicans stunted the passage of meaningful legislation. Obama 

gridlocked government came to represent an acute sense that much of American life-whether 

in politics, economics, or race relations-had grown stagnant. 

The economy continued its halfhearted recovery from the Great Recession. The Obama 

administration campaigned on little to specifically address the crisis and, faced with 

congressional intransigence, accomplished even less. While corporate profits climbed and 

stock markets soared, wages stagnated and employment sagged for years after the Great 

Recession. By 2016, the statistically average American worker had not received a raise in 

almost forty years. The average worker in January 1973 earned $4.03 an hour. Adjusted for 

inflation, that wage was about two dollars per hour more than the average American earned in 
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2014. Working Americans were losing ground. Moreover, most income gains in the economy 

had been largely captured by a small number of wealthy earners. Between 2009 and 2013, 85 

percent of all new income in the United States went to the top 1 percent of the population. 

The influence of money in politics heightened partisan gridlock, further blocking bipartisan 

progress on particular political issues. Climate change, for instance, has failed to transcend 

partisan barriers. In the 1970s and 1980s, experts substantiated the theory of anthropogenic 

(human-caused) global warming.  

Climate change became a permanent and major topic of public discussion and policy in the 

twenty-first century. Fueled by popular coverage, most notably, perhaps, the documentary An 

Inconvenient Truth, based on Al Gore’s book and presentations of the same name, addressing 

climate change became a plank of the American left and a point of denial for the American 

right. American public opinion and political action still lagged far behind the scientific 

consensus on the dangers of global warming. Conservative politicians, conservative think 

tanks, and energy companies waged war to sow questions in the minds of Americans, who 

remain divided on the question, and so many others. 

By 2016, American voters were fed up. In that year’s presidential race, Republicans spurned 

their political establishment and nominated a real estate developer and celebrity billionaire, 

Donald Trump, who, decrying the tyranny of political correctness and promising to Make 

America Great Again, promised to build a wall to keep out Mexican immigrants and bar 

Muslim immigrants. The Democrats, meanwhile, flirted with the candidacy of Senator Bernie 

Sanders, a self-described socialist from Vermont, before ultimately nominating Hillary 

Clinton, who, after eight years as first lady in the 1990s, had served eight years in the Senate 

and four more as secretary of state. Voters despaired: Trump and Clinton were the most 

unpopular nominees in modern American history. Majorities of Americans viewed each 

candidate unfavorably and majorities in both parties said, early in the election season, that 

they were motivated more by voting against their rival candidate than for their own. With 

incomes frozen, politics gridlocked, race relations tense, and headlines full of violence, such 

frustrations only channeled a larger sense of stagnation, which upset traditional political 

allegiances. In the end, despite winning nearly three million more votes nationwide, Clinton 

failed to carry key Midwestern states where frustrated white, working-class voters abandoned 

the Democratic Party-a Republican president hadn’t carried Wisconsin, Michigan, or 
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Pennsylvania, for instance, since the 1980s-and swung their support to the Republicans. 

Donald Trump won the presidency. 

Political divisions only deepened after the election. A nation already deeply split by income, 

culture, race, geography, and ideology continued to come apart. Trump’s presidency 

consumed national attention. Traditional print media and the consumers and producers of 

social media could not help but throw themselves at the ins and outs of Trump’s norm-

smashing first years while seemingly refracting every major event through the prism of the 

Trump presidency. Robert Mueller’s investigation of Russian election-meddling and the 

alleged collusion of campaign officials in that effort produced countless headlines. 

Meanwhile, new policies enflamed widening cultural divisions. Border apprehensions and 

deportations reached record levels under the Obama administration, but Trump pushed even 

farther. He pushed for a massive wall along the border to supplement the fence built under the 

Bush administration. He began ordering the deportation of so-called Dreamers-students who 

were born elsewhere but grew up in the United States-and immigration officials separated 

refugee-status-seeking parents and children at the border. Trump’s border policies heartened 

his base and aggravated his opponents. But while Trump enflamed America’s enduring 

culture war, his narrowly passed 2017 tax cut continued the redistribution of American wealth 

toward corporations and wealthy individuals. The tax cut exploded the federal deficit and 

further exacerbated America’s widening economic inequality. 

Texts:  

Barack Obama, Keynote Address to the Democratic National convention (2004) 

Ta-Nehisi Coates, “Fear of a black President” from We were Eight Years in Power (2017) 

VIII. New Horizons 

Americans looked anxiously to the future, and yet also, often, to a new generation busy 

discovering, perhaps, that change was not impossible. Much public commentary in the early 

twenty-first century concerned the millennials, the new generation that came of age during the 

new millennium. Commentators, demographers, and political prognosticators continued to ask 

what the new generation will bring. Time’s May 20, 2013, cover, for instance, read 

Millennials Are Lazy, Entitled Narcissists Who Still Live with Their Parents: Why They’ll 

Save Us All. Pollsters focused on features that distinguish millennials from older Americans: 

millennials, the pollsters said, were more diverse, more liberal, less religious, and wracked by 
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economic insecurity. “They are,” as one Pew report read, “relatively unattached to organized 

politics and religion, linked by social media, burdened by debt, distrustful of people, in no 

rush to marry-and optimistic about the future. 

As issues of race and gender captured much public discussion, immigration continued on as a 

potent political issue. Even as anti-immigrant initiatives like California’s Proposition 187 

(1994) and Arizona’s SB1070 (2010) reflected the anxieties of many white Americans, 

younger Americans proved far more comfortable with immigration and diversity (which 

makes sense, given that they are the most diverse American generation in living memory). 

Since Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society liberalized immigration laws in the 1960s, the 

demographics of the United States have been transformed. In 2012, nearly one quarter of all 

Americans were immigrants or the sons and daughters of immigrants. Half came from Latin 

America. The ongoing Hispanicization of the United States and the ever-shrinking proportion 

of non-Hispanic whites have been the most talked about trends among demographic 

observers. By 2013, 17 percent of the nation was Hispanic. In 2014, Latinos surpassed non-

Latino whites to became the largest ethnic group in California. In Texas, the image of a white 

cowboy hardly captures the demographics of a minority-majority state in which Hispanic 

Texans will soon become the largest ethnic group. For the nearly 1.5 million people of 

Texas’s Rio Grande Valley, for instance, where most residents speak Spanish at home, a full 

three fourths of the population is bilingual. Political commentators often wonder what 

political transformations these populations will bring about when they come of age and begin 

voting in larger numbers. 

Selected Texts: 

Text 1: Bernie Sanders, speech at the Iowa Caucus (February 2016) 

Text 2: Donald Trump’s Acceptance Speech, Republican National Convention (2016) 

Text 3: “Trump and American Political Decay After the 2016 Election,” by Francis 
Fukuyama, Foreign Affairs (November 9, 2016) 

Selected Bibligraphy 

Primary Sourses: 

Text: I Feel Like I'm Fixin' To Die Rag (Take 1),” Country Joe and The Fish (1965) 

Well, come on all of you, big strong men, 

Uncle Sam needs your help again. 
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Yeah, he's got himself in a terrible jam 

Way down yonder in Vietnam 

So put down your books and pick up a gun, 

Gonna have a whole lotta fun. 

And it's one, two, three, 

What are we fighting for? 

Don't ask me, I don't give a damn, 

Next stop is Vietnam; 

And it's five, six, seven, 

Open up the pearly gates, 

Well there ain't no time to wonder why, 

Whoopee! we're all gonna die. 

Yeah, come on Wall Street, don't be slow, 

Why man, this is war au-go-go 

There's plenty good money to be made 

By supplying the Army with the tools of its trade, 

Just hope and pray that if they drop the bomb, 

They drop it on the Viet Cong. 

And it's one, two, three, 

What are we fighting for? 

Don't ask me, I don't give a damn, 

Next stop is Vietnam. 

And it's five, six, seven, 

Open up the pearly gates, 

Well there ain't no time to wonder why 

Whoopee! we're all gonna die. 

Well, come on generals, let's move fast; 

Your big chance has come at last. 

Now you can go out and get those reds 



48 
 

'Cause the only good commie is the one that's dead 

And you know that peace can only be won 

When we've blown 'em all to kingdom come. 

And it's one, two, three, 

What are we fighting for? 

Don't ask me, I don't give a damn, 

Next stop is Vietnam; 

And it's five, six, seven, 

Open up the pearly gates, 

Well there ain't no time to wonder why 

Whoopee! we're all gonna die. 

Come on mothers throughout the land, 

Pack your boys off to Vietnam. 

Come on fathers, and don't hesitate 

To send your sons off before it's too late. 

You can be the first ones in your block 

To have your boy come home in a box. 

And it's one, two, three 

What are we fighting for? 

Don't ask me, I don't give a damn, 

Next stop is Vietnam. 

And it's five, six, seven, 

Open up the pearly gates, 

Well there ain't no time to wonder why, 

Whoopee! we're all gonna die. 

Text: “Message to the Grass Roots,” delivered by Malcolm X at the Northern Negro Grass 

Roots Leadership Conference in Detroit (November 1963) 

… Not only does America have a very serious problem, but our people have a very serious problem. 
America's problem is us. We're her problem. The only reason she has a problem is she doesn't want us 
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here. And every time you look at yourself, be you black, brown, red or yellow, a so-called Negro, you 
represent a person who poses such a serious problem for America because you're not wanted. Once 
you face this as a fact, then you can startplotting a course that will make you appear intelligent, instead 
of unintelligent… 

So we're all black people, so-called Negroes, second-class citizens, ex-slaves. You're nothing but an 
ex-slave. You don't like to be told that. But what else are you? You are ex-slaves. You didn't come 
here on the "Mayflower." You came here on a slave ship. In chains, like a horse, or a cow, or a 
chicken. And you were brought here by the people who came here on the "Mayflower," you were 
brought here by the so-called Pilgrims, or Founding Fathers. 

There were the ones who brought you here. 

We have a common enemy. We have this in common: We have a common oppressor, a common 
exploiter, and a common discriminator. But once we all realize that we have a common enemy, then 
we unite -- on the basis of what we have in common. And what we have foremost in common is that 
enemy -- the white man. He's an enemy to all of us. I know some of you all think that some of them 
aren't enemies. Time will tell. 

In Bandung back in, I think, 1954, was the first unity meeting in centuries of black people. And once 
you study what happened at the Bandung Conference, it actually serves as a model for the same 
procedure you and I can use to get our problems solved. At Bandung all the nations came together, the 
dark nations from Africa and Asia.Some of them were Buddhists, some of them were Muslims, some 
of them were Christians, some were Confucianists, some were atheists. Despite their religious 
differences, they came together. Some were communists, some were socialists, some were capitalists -
- despite their economic and political differences, they came together. All of them were black, brown, 
red or yellow… 

They were able to submerge their petty little differences and agree on one thing: That there one 
African came from Kenya and was being colonized by the Englishman, and another African came 
from the Congo and was being colonized by the Belgian, and another African came from Guinea and 
was being colonized by the French, and another came from Angola and was being colonized by the 
Portuguese… 

And when you and I here in Detroit and in Michigan and in America who have been awakened today 
look around us, we too realize here in America we all have a common enemy, whether he's in Georgia 
or Michigan, whether he's in California or New York. He's the same man -- blue eyes and blond hair 
and pale skin -- the same man. So what we have to do is what they did. They agreed to stop quarreling 
among themselves. Any little spat that they had, they'd settle it among themselves, go into a huddle -- 
don't let the enemy know that you've got a disagreement. 

Instead of airing our differences in public, we have to realize we're all the same family. And when you 
have a family squabble, you don't get out on the sidewalk. If you do, everybody calls you uncouth, 
unrefined, uncivilized, savage. If you don't make it at home, you settle it at home; you get in the closet, 
argue it out behind closed doors, and then when you come out on the street, you pose a common front, 
a united front. And this is what we need to do in the community, and in the city, and in the state. We 
need to stop airing our differences in front of the white man, put the white man out of our meetings, 
and then sit down and talk shop with each other. That's what we've got to do. 
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I would like to make a few comments concerning the difference between the Black Revolution and the 
Negro Revolution. Are they both the same? And if they're not, what is the difference? What is the 
difference between a Black Revolution and a Negro Revolution? First, what is a revolution? 
Sometimes I'm inclined to believe that many of our people are using this word "revolution" loosely, 
without taking careful consideration of what this word actually means, and what its historic 
characteristics are. When you study the historic nature of revolutions, the motive of a revolution, the 
objective of a revolution, the result of a revolution, and the methods used in a revolution, you may 
change words. You may devise another program, you may change your goal and you may change your 
Look at the American Revolution in 1776. That revolution was for what? For land. Why did they want 
land? 

Independence. How was it carried out? Bloodshed. Number one, it was based on land, the basis of 
independence. And the only way they could get it was bloodshed. The French Revolution -- what was 
it based on? The landless against the landlord. What was it for? Land. How did they get it? Bloodshed. 
Was no love lost, was no compromise, was no negotiation. I'm telling you -- you don't know what a 
revolution is. Because when you find out what it is, you'll get back in the alley, you'll get out of the 
way…mind. 

As long as the white man sent you to Korea, you bled. He sent you to Germany, you bled. He sent you 
to theSouth Pacific to fight the Japanese, you bled. You bleed for white people, but when it comes to 
seeing your ownchurches being bombed and little black girls murdered, you haven't got any blood. 
You bleed when the white man says bleed; you bite when the white man says bite; and you bark when 
the white man says bark. I hate to say this about us, but it's true. How are you going to be nonviolent 
in Mississippi and Alabama, when your churches are being bombed, and your little girls are being 
murdered, and at the same time you are going to get violent with Hitler, and Tojo, and somebody else 
you don't even know? If violence is wrong in America, violence is wrong abroad. If it is wrong to be 
violent defending black women and black children and black babies and black men, then it is wrong 
for America to draft us and make us violent abroad in defense of her. And if it is right for America to 
draft us, and teach us how to be violent in defense of her, then it is right for you and me to do 
whatever is necessary to defend our own people right here in this country… 

There's been a revolution, a black revolution, going on in Africa. in Kenya, the Mau Mau were 
revolutionary; they were the ones who brought the word "Uhuru" to the fore. The Mau Mau, they were 
revolutionary, they believedin scorched earth, they knocked everything aside that got in their way, and 
their revolution was also based on land, a desire for land. In Algeria, the northern part of Africa, a 
revolution took place. The Algerians were revolutionists, they wanted land. France offered to let them 
be integrated into France. They told France, to hell with France, they wanted some land, not some 
France. And they engaged in a bloody battle. 

So I cite these various revolutions, brothers and sisters, to show you that you don't have a peaceful 
revolution. You don't have a turn-the-other-cheek revolution. There's no such thing as a nonviolent 
revolution. The only kind of revolution that is nonviolent is the Negro revolution. The only revolution 
in which the goal is loving your enemy is the Negro revolution. It is the only revolution in which the 
goal is a desegregated lunch counter, a desegregated theater, a desegregated park, and a desegregated 
public toilet; you can sit down next to the white folks -- on the toilet. That's no revolution. Revolution 
is based on land. Land is the basis for all independence. Land is the basis of freedom, justice, and 
equality… 
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Whoever heard of a revolution where they lock arms....singing "We Shall Overcome?" You don't do 
that in a revolution. You don't do any singing, you're too busy swinging. It's based on land. A 
revolutionary wants land so he can set up his own nation, an independent nation. These Negroes aren't 
asking for any nation -- they're trying to crawl back on the plantation. 

When you want a nation, that's called nationalism. When the white man became involved in a 
revolution in this country against England, what was it for? He wanted this land so he could set up 
another white nation. That's white nationalism. The American Revolution was white nationalism. The 
French Revolution was white nationalism. The Russian Revolution too -- yes, it was -- white 
nationalism… All the revolutions that are going on in Asia and Africa today are based on what? -- 
black nationalism. A revolutionary (today) is a black nationalist. He wants a nation...If you're afraid of 
black nationalism, you're afraid of revolution. And if you love revolution, you love black nationalism. 

To understand this, you have to go back to what the young brother here referred to as the house Negro 
and thefield Negro back during slavery. There were two kinds of slaves, the house Negro and the field 
Negro. The house Negroes -- they lived in the house with the Master, they dressed pretty good, they 
ate good because they ate his food -- what he left. They lived in the attic or the basement, but still they 
lived near the master; and they loved the master more than the master loved himself. They would give 
their life to save the master's house -- quicker than the master would. If the master said, "We got a 
good house here," the house Negro would say, "Yeah, we got a good house here." Whenever the 
master said "we," he said "we." That's how you can tell a house Negro. 

If the master's house caught on fire, the house Negro would fight harder to put the blaze out than the 
master would. If the master got sick, the house Negro would say, "What's the matter, boss, we sick?" 
We sick! He identified himself more with his master, than his master identified with himself. And if 
you came to the house Negro and said, "Let's run away, let's escape, let's separate," the house Negro 
would look at you and say, "Man, you crazy. What you mean, separate? Where is there a better house 
than this? Where can I wear better clothes than these? Where can I eat better food than this?" That was 
the house Negro. In those days he was called a "house nigger." And that's what we call them today, 
because we've still got some house niggers running around here. 

Text: Fannie Lou Hamer: Testimony at the Democratic National Convention (1964) 

Mr. Chairman, and the Credentials Committee, my name is Mrs. Fannie Lou Hamer, and I live at 626 
East Lafayette Street, Ruleville, Mississippi, Sunflower County, the home of Senator James O. 
Eastland, and Senator Stennis. 

It was the 31st of August in 1962 that 18 of us traveled twenty-six miles to the county courthouse in 
Indianola to try to register to try to become first-class citizens. We was met in Indianola by Mississippi 
men, highway patrolmens, and they only allowed two of us in to take the literacy test at the time. After 
we had taken this test and started back to Ruleville, we was held up by the City Police and the State 
Highway Patrolmen and carried back to Indianola, where the bus driver was charged that day with 
driving a bus the wrong color. 

After we paid the fine among us, we continued on to Ruleville, and Reverend Jeff Sunny carried me 
four miles in the rural area where I had worked as a timekeeper and sharecropper for eighteen years. I 
was met there by my children, who told me that the plantation owner was angry because I had gone 
down to try to register. 
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After they told me, my husband came, and said that the plantation owner was raising cain because I 
had tried to register, and before he quit talking the plantation owner came, and said, “Fannie Lou, do 
you know—did Pap tell you what I said?” 

And I said, “yes, sir.” 

He said, “I mean that,” he said, “If you don’t go down and withdraw your registration, you will have 
to leave,” said, “Then if you go down and withdraw,” he said, “You will—you might have to go 
because we are not ready for that in Mississippi.” 

And I addressed him and told him and said, “I didn’t try to register for you. I tried to register for 
myself.” I had to leave that same night. 

On the 10th of September, 1962, sixteen bullets was fired into the home of Mr. and Mrs. Robert 
Tucker for me. That same night two girls were shot in Ruleville, Mississippi. Also Mr. Joe 
McDonald’s house was shot in. 

And in June the 9th, 1963, I had attended a voter registration workshop, was returning back to 
Mississippi. Ten of us was traveling by the Continental Trailway bus. When we got to Winona, 
Mississippi, which is in Montgomery County, four of the people got off to use the washroom, and two 
of the people—to use the restaurant—two of the people wanted to use the washroom. The four people 
that had gone in to use the restaurant was ordered out. During this time I was on the bus. But when I 
looked through the window and saw they had rushed out, I got off of the bus to see what had 
happened, and one of the ladies said, “It was a State Highway Patrolman and a chief of police ordered 
us out.” 

I got back on the bus and one of the persons had used the washroom got back on the bus, too. As soon 
as I was seated on the bus, I saw when they began to get the four people in a highway patrolman’s car. 
I stepped off of the bus to see what was happening and somebody screamed from the car that the four 
workers was in and said, “Get that one there,” and when I went to get in the car, when the man told me 
I was under arrest, he kicked me. 

I was carried to the county jail and put in the booking room. They left some of the people in the 
booking room and began to place us in cells. I was placed in a cell with a young woman called Miss 
Euvester Simpson. After I was placed in the cell I began to hear the sound of kicks and horrible 
screams, and I could hear somebody say, “Can you say, yes sir, nigger? Can you say yes, sir?” 

And they would say other horrible names. She would say, “Yes, I can say yes, sir.” 

“So say it.” 

She says, “I don’t know you well enough.” 

They beat her, I don’t know how long, and after a while she began to pray, and asked God to have 
mercy on those people. And it wasn’t too long before three white men came to my cell. One of these 
men was a State Highway Patrolman and he asked me where I was from, and I told him Ruleville, he 
said, “We are going to check this.” And they left my cell and it wasn’t too long before they came back. 
He said, “You are from Ruleville all right,” and he used acurse wod, and he said, “We are going to 
make you wish you was dead.” 

I was carried out of that cell into another cell where they had two Negro prisoners. The State Highway 
Patrolmenordered the first Negro to take the blackjack. The first Negro prisoner ordered me, by orders 



53 
 

from the StateHighway Patrolman for me, to lay down on a bunk bed on my face, and I laid on my 
face. The first Negro beganto beat, and I was beat by the first Negro until he was exhausted, and I was 
holding my hands behind me at thattime on my left side because I suffered from polio when I was six 
years old. After the first Negro had beat until he was exhausted the State Highway Patrolman ordered 
the second Negro to take the blackjack. 

The second Negro began to beat and I began to work my feet, and the State Highway Patrolman 
ordered the first Negro who had beat to set on my feet to keep me from working my feet. I began to 
scream and one white man got up and began to beat me my head and told me to hush. One white 
man—my dress had worked up high, he walked over and pulled my dress down—and he pulled my 
dress back, back up. 

I was in jail when Medgar Evers was murdered. 

All of this is on account we want to register, to become first-class citizens, and if the freedom 
Democratic Party is not seated now, I question America, is this America, the land of the free and the 
home of the brave where we have to sleep with our telephones off of the hooks because our lives be 
threatened daily because we want to live as decent human beings, in America? 

Thank you. 

Source: Fannie Lou Hamer, Speech at the 1964 Democratic National Convention. August 22, 1964. 
Available online via Mississippi Department of Archives and History 
(https://www.mdah.ms.gov/new/wpcontent/ uploads/2014/08/Lesson-Five-Mississippi-in-1964-A-
Turning-Point.pdf) 

Text: Black Panther Party Platform and Program: What We Want, What We Believe (1966) 

What We Want Now! 

We want freedom. We want power to determine the destiny of our Black Community. 

We want full employment for our people. 

We want an end to the robbery by the white men of our Black Community. (later changed to “we want 
an end to the robbery by the capitalists of our black and oppressed communities.”) 

We want decent housing, fit for shelter of human beings. 

We want education for our people that exposes the true nature of this decadent American society. We 
want education that teaches us our true history and our role in the present day society. 

We want all Black men to be exempt from military service. 

We want an immediate end to POLICE BRUTALITY and MURDER of Black people. 

We want freedom for all Black men held in federal, state, county and city prisons and jails. 

We want all Black people when brought to trial to be tried in court by a jury of their peer group or 
people from their Black Communities, as defined by the Constitution of the United States. 

We want land, bread, housing, education, clothing, justice and peace. 
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What We Believe: 

We believe that Black People will not be free until we are able to determine our own destiny. 

We believe that the federal government is responsible and obligated to give every man employment or 
a guaranteed income. We believe that if the White American business men will not give full 
employment, the means of production should be taken from the businessmen and placed in the 
community so that the people of the community can organize and employ all of its people and give a 
high standard of living. 

We believe that this racist government has robbed us and now we are demanding the overdue debt of 
forty acres and two mules. Forty acres and two mules was promised 100 years ago as redistribution for 
slave labor and mass murder of Black people. We will accept the payment in currency which will be 
distributed to our many communities: the Germans are now aiding the Jews in Israel for genocide of 
the Jewish people. The Germans murdered 6,000,000 Jews. The American racist has taken part in the 
slaughter of over 50,000,000 Black people; therefore, we feel that this is a modest demand that we 
make. 

We believe that if the White landlords will not give decent housing to our Black community, then the 
housing and the land should be made into cooperatives so that our community, with government aid, 
can build and make a decent housing for its people. 

We believe in an educational system that will give our people a knowledge of self. If a man does not 
have knowledge of himself and his position in society and the world, then he has little chance to relate 
to anything else. 

We believe that Black people should not be forced to fight in the military service to defend a racist 
government that does not protect us. We will not fight and kill other people of color in the world who, 
like Black people, are being victimized by the White racist government of America. We will protect 
ourselves from the force and violence of the racist police and the racist military, by whatever means 
necessary. 

We believe we can end police brutality in our Black community by organizing Black self-defense 
groups that are dedicated to defending our Black community from racist police oppression and 
brutality. The second Amendment of the Constitution of the United States gives us the right to bear 
arms. We therefore believe that all Black people should arm themselves for self-defense. 

We believe that all Black people should be released from the many jails and prisons because they have 
not received a fair and impartial trial. 

We believe that the courts should follow the United States Constitution so that Black people will 
receive fair trials. The 14th Amendment of the U.S Constitution gives a man a right to be tried by his 
peers. A peer is a persons from a similar economic, social, religious, geographical, environmental, 
historical, and racial background. To do this the court will be forced to select a jury from the Black 
community from which the Black defendant came. We have been, and are being tried by all-white 
juries that have no understanding of “the average reasoning man” of the Black community. 

When in the course of human events, it become necessary for one people to dissolve the political 
bonds which have connected them with another, and to assume among the powers of the earth, the 
separate and equal station to which the laws of nature and nature’s god entitle them, a decent respect to 
the opinions of mankind requires that they should declare the causes which impel them to separation. 
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We hold these truths to be self-evident, and that all men are created equal that among these are life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. That to secure these rights, governments are instituted among 
men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed, that whenever any form of 
government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the right of the people to alter or abolish it, and to 
institute new government, laying its foundation on such principles and organizing its power in such a 
form as to them shall seem most likely to effect their safety and happiness. Prudence, indeed, will 
dictate that governments long established should not be changed for light and transient causes; and 
accordingly all experience hath shewn, that mankind are more disposed to suffer, while evils are 
sufferable, than to right themselves by abolishing the forms to which they are accused. But when a 
long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the same object, evinces a design to reduce 
them under absolute despotism, it is their right, and their duty, to throw off such government, and to 
provide new guards of their future security. 

Rules of the Black Panther Party 

Every member of the Black Panther Party throughout this country of racist America must abide by 
these rules as functional members of this party. Central Committee members, Central Staffs, and Local 
Staffs, including all captains subordinated to either national, state, and local leadership of the Black 
Panther Party will enforce these rules. Length of suspension or other disciplinary action necessary for 
violation of these rules will depend on national decisions by national, state or state area, and local 
committees and staffs where said rule or rules of the Black Panther Party were violated. Every member 
of the party must know these verbatim by heart. And apply them daily. Each member must report any 
violation of these rules to their leadership or they are counter-revolutionary and are also subjected to 
suspension by the Black Panther Party. The rules are: 

1. No party member can have narcotics or weed in his possession while doing party work. 

2. Any part member found shooting narcotics will be expelled from this party. 

3. No party member can be drunk while doing daily party work. 

4. No party member will violate rules relating to office work, general meetings of the Black Panther 
Party, and meetings of the Black Panther Party anywhere. 

5. No party member will use, point, or fire a weapon of any kind unnecessarily or accidentally at 
anyone. 

6. No party member can join any other army force, other than the Black Liberation Army. 

7. No party member can have a weapon in his possession while drunk or loaded off narcotics or weed. 

8. No party member will commit any crimes against other party members or black people at all, and 
cannot steal or take from the people, not even a needle or a piece of thread. 

9. When arrested Black Panther members will give only name, address, and will sign nothing. Legal 
first aid must be understood by all Party members. 

10. The Ten-Point Program and platform of the Black Panther Party must be known and understood by 
each Party member. 

11. Party Communications must be National and Local. 
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12. The 10-10-10-program should be known by all members and also understood by all members. 

13. All Finance officers will operate under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Finance. 

14. Each person will submit a report of daily work. 

15. Each Sub-Section Leaders, Section Leaders, and Lieutenants, Captains must submit Daily reports 
of work. 

16. All Panthers must learn to operate and service weapons correctly. 

17. All Leaders who expel a member must submit this information to the Editor of the Newspaper, so 
that it will be published in the paper and will be known by all chapters and branches. 

18. Political Education Classes are mandatory for general membership. 

19. Only office personnel assigned to respective offices each day should be there. All others are to sell 
papers and do Political work out in the community, including Captain, Section Leaders, etc. 

20. Communications--all chapters must submit weekly reports in writing to the National Headquarters. 

21. All Branches must implement First Aid and/or Medical Cadres. 

 

22. All Chapters, Branches, and components of the Black Panther Party must submit a monthly 
Financial Report to the Ministry of Finance, and also the Central Committee. 

23. Everyone in a leadership position must read no less than two hours per day to keep abreast of the 
changing political situation. 

24. No chapter or branch shall accept grants, poverty funds, money or any other aid from any 
government agency without contacting the National Headquarters. 

25. All chapters must adhere to the policy and the ideology laid down by the Central Committee of the 
Black Panther Party. 

26. All Branches must submit weekly reports in writing to their respective Chapters. 

Text: El Plan Espiritual de Aztlan, adopted at the first National Chicano Youth Liberation 

Conference in Denver, Colorado (March 1969) 

invasion of our territories, we, the Chicano inhabitants and civilizers of the northern land of Aztlan 
from whence came our forefathers, reclaiming the land of their birth and consecrating the 
determination of our people of the sun, declare that the call of our blood is our power, our 
responsibility, and our inevitable destiny. 

We are free and sovereign to determine those tasks which are justly called for by our house, our land, 
the sweat of our brows, and by our hearts. Aztlan belongs to those who plant the seeds, water the 
fields, and gather the crops and not to the foreign Europeans. We do not recognize capricious frontiers 
on the bronze continent. 
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Brotherhood unites us, and love for our brothers makes us a people whose time has come and who 
struggles against the foreigner "gabacho" who exploits our riches and destroys our culture. With our 
heart in our hands and our hands in the soil, we declare the independence of our mestizo nation. We 
are a bronze people with a bronze culture. Before the world, before all of North America, before all 
our brothers in the bronze continent, we are a nation, we are a union of free pueblos, we are Aztlan. 

Por La Raza todo. Fuera de La Raza nada. 

Program 

El Plan Espiritual de Aztlan sets the theme that the Chicanos (La Raza de Bronze) must use their 
nationalism as the idea and philosophy of El Plan de Aztlan, we can only conclude that social, 
economic, cultural, and political independence is the only road to total liberation from oppression, 
exploitation, and racism. Our struggle then must be for the control of our barrios, campos, pueblos, 
lands, our economy, our culture, and our political life. El Plan commits all levels of Chicano society - 
the barrio, the campo, the ranchero, the writer, the teacher, the worker, the professional - to La Causa. 

Nationalism 

Nationalism as the key to organization transcends all religious, political, class, and economic factions 
or boundaries. Nationalism is the common denominator that all members of La Raza can agree upon. 

Organizational Goals 

1. UNITY in the thinking of our people concerning the barrios, the pueblo, the campo, the land, the 
poor, the middle class, the professional -all committed to the liberation of La Raza. 

2. ECONOMY: economic control of our lives and our communities can only come about by driving 
the exploiter out of our communities, ourpueblos, and our lands and by controlling and developing our 
own talents, sweat, and resources. Cultural background and values which ignore materialism and 
embrace humanism will contribute to the act of cooperative buying and the distribution of resources 
and production to sustain an economic base for healthy growth and development Lands rightfully ours 
will be fought for and defended. Land and realty ownership will be acquired by the community for the 
people's welfare. Economic ties of responsibility must be secured by nationalism and the Chicano 
defense units. 

3. EDUCATION: must be relative to our people, i.e., history, culture, bilingual education, 
contributions, etc. Community control of our schools, our teachers, our administrators, our counselors, 
and our programs. 

4. INSTITUTIONS: shall serve our people by providing the service necessary for a full life and their 
welfare on the basis of restitution, not handouts or beggar's crumbs. Restitution for past economic 
slavery, political exploitation, ethnic and cultural psychological destruction and denial of civil and 
human rights. Institutions in our community which do not serve the people have no place in the 
community. The institutions belong to the people. 

5. SELF-DEFENSE: of the community must rely on the combined strength of the people. The front 
line defense will come from the barrios, the campos, the pueblos, and the ranchitos. Their involvement 
as protectors of their people will be given respect and dignity. They in turn offer their responsibility 
and their lives for their people. Those who place themselves in the front ranks for their people do so 
out of love and carnalismo. Those institutions which are fattened by our brothers to provide 
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employment and political pork barrels for the gringo will do so only as acts of liberation and for La 
Causa. For the very young there will no longer be acts of juvenile delinquency, but revolutionary acts. 

6. CULTURAL values of our people strengthen our identity and the moral backbone of the 
movement. Our culture unites and educates the family of La Raza towards liberation with one heart 
and one mind. We must insure that our writers, poets, musicians, and artists produce literature and art 
that is appealing to our people and relates to our revolutionary culture. Our cultural values of life, 
family, and home will serve as a powerful weapon to defeat the gringo dollar value system and 
encourage the process of love and brotherhood. 

7. POLITICAL LIBERATION can only come through indepen-dent action on our part, since the  is 
the same animal with two heads that feed from the same trough. Where we are a majority, we will 
control; where we are a minority, we will represent a pressure group; nationally, we will represent one 
party: La Familia de La Raza! 

Action 

1. Awareness and distribution of El Plan Espiritual de Aztlan. Presented at every meeting, 
demonstration, confrontation, courthouse, institution, administration, church, school, tree, building, 
car, and every place of human existence. 

2. September 16, on the birthdate of Mexican Independence, a national walk-out by all Chicanos of all 
colleges and schools to be sustained until the complete revision of the educational system: its policy 
makers, administration, its curriculum, and its personnel to meet the needs of our community. 

3. Self-Defense against the occupying forces of the oppressors at every school, every available man, 
woman, and child. 

4. Community nationalization and organization of all Chicanos: El Plan Espiritual de Aztlan. 

5. Economic program to drive the exploiter out of our community and a welding together of our 
people's combined resources to control their own production through cooperative effort. 

6. Creation of an independent local, regional, and national political party. A nation autonomous and 
free - culturally, socially, economically, and politically- will make its own decisions on the usage of 
our lands, the taxation of our goods, the utilization of our bodies for war, the determination of justice 

(reward and punishment), and the profit of our sweat. 

 

Text: Alcatraz Proclamation, Signed by Indians of All Tribes (1969) 

Proclamation to the Great White Father and All His People 

We, the native Americans, re-claim the land known as Alcatraz Island in the name of all American 
Indians by right of discovery. 

We wish to be fair and honorable in our dealings with the Caucasian inhabitants of this land, and 
hereby offer the following treaty: 

We will purchase said Alcatraz Island for twenty-four dollars ($24) in glass beads and red cloth, a 
precedent set by the white man's purchase of a similar island about 300 years ago. We know that $24 
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in trade goods for these 16 acres is more than was paid when Manhattan Island was sold, but we know 
that land values have risen over the years. Our offer of $1.24 per acre is greater than the 47¢ per acre 
that the white men are now paying the California Indians for their land. We will give to the inhabitants 
of this island a portion of that land for their own, to be held in trust by the American Indian Affairs 
[sic] and by the bureau of Caucasian Affairs to hold in perpetuity—for as long as the sun shall rise and 
the rivers go down to the sea. We will further guide the inhabitants in the proper way of living. We 
will offer them our religion, our education, our life-ways, in order to help them achieve our level of 
civilization and thus raise them and all their white brothers up from their savage and unhappy state. 
We offer this treaty in good faith and wish to be fair and honorable in our dealings with all white men. 

 

We feel that this so-called Alcatraz Island is more than suitable for an Indian Reservation, as 
determined by the white man's own standards. By this we mean that this place resembles most Indian 
reservations in that: 

1. It is isolated from modern facilities, and without adequate means of transportation. 

2. It has no fresh running water. 

3. It has inadequate sanitation facilities. 

4. There are no oil or mineral rights. 

5. There is no industry and so unemployment is very great. 

6. There are no health care facilities. 

7. The soil is rocky and non-productive; and the land does not support game. 

8. There are no educational facilities. 

9. The population has always exceeded the land base. 

10. The population has always been held as prisoners and kept dependent upon others. 

Further, it would be fitting and symbolic that ships from all over the world, entering the Golden Gate, 
would first see Indian land, and thus be reminded of the true history of this nation. This tiny island 
would be a symbol of the great lands once ruled by free and noble Indians. 

Signed, 

Indians of All Tribes 

November 1969 

San Francisco, California 

 

Text: Carl B. Stokes, “How to Get Elected by White People,” Promises of Power: A Political 

Autobiography (1973) 
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[…] In the summer of 1957, thirty years old, still poor, but with my law degree, I began to move into 
Cleveland’s political arena. Ten years later I was elected the first black mayor of a major American 
city with a predominantly white population. I did things other men could or would not do. I came to 
me not because I had a new politics but because the old politicians had forgotten the most basic lesson: 
people, acting together, are power. They don’t just have power. They are power. 

With $120, my brother and I formed the law partnership of Stokes and Stokes, with offices at 10604 
St. Clair Avenue, in a lower-middle-class neighborhood at the northern frontier of the ghetto called 
Glenville… In that first year, although I made much more money than other freshman lawyers and as 
much as some veteran practitioners, my more serious efforts were political. I ran the campaign for 
Lowell Henry, a black man in my ward who was running for city councilman. It was an easy 
campaign, pure majority politics. Henry was running against a complacent Jewish councilman who, it 
was to turn out, owned more than eighty thousand dollars in slum properties. We used that and beat 
him… 

Also in 1957, I joined the Young Democrats, an organization open to any registered Democrat under 
thirty-five. It was not devoted to any particular progressive ideals, but served as a kind of gathering 
point for the young men who intended to be active in the party. It tended to be more liberal than older 
men. But, like the party itself, it was mostly white. Most of the white politicians I was close to in those 
early years were the men I met in that club. But the most effective political work I did on my own 
behalf in those first years didn’t look like political work at all. Jackson and Payne had advised me to 
get involved with civic groups – the Boy Scouts, the charity drives, the NAACP and the Urban 
League. And the churches,  always the churches. There is no more effective political force in the black 
community than the church. When you need zeal, when you need people out there working for you, 
having a hundred black preachers out there rallying them up for you is invaluable, unbeatable. So, 
during the years after I started the practice of law, I did anything I was asked to do in the community. 

[…] In 1958, I “ran” for public office for the first time. I circulated enough petitions to get my name 
placed on the ballot in the primary race for the Democratic nomination from District 25 to the state 
Senate. It took only a hundred signatures, and fifty dollars for the filing fee. I had no serious thoughts 
that I would win the nomination, and didn’t campaign beyond the routine appearances before the 
endorsing bodies—the newspapers, the Citizens’ League, the League of Women Voters, the Cleveland 
Federation Labor, AFL-CIO. The seriousness of my effort lay in finding out how many people would 
vote for Carl Stokes just on the pull of the name alone… 

I was determined to run for public office, but I was just as determined to do on my own and in my own 
way. I had my own purposes and ideals, which I knew didn’t mesh with those of the local Democratic 
Party. At the local level the party exemplified neither the national party’s ideals nor its power. It had 
not been able to elect a mayor since 1941… 

There are advantages to having a strong and unified party behind you, but those advantages were not 
going to be available to me, not only because the Cuyahoga County Democratic Party was divided and 
weak, but because I was black. I knew that I couldn’t count on support from the party once I set out to 
tackle any office beyond the level of city councilman. The party patronizing attitude toward Negroes 
was all too clear. And I had no intention of running for councilman. I had helped put Lower Henry in, 
but membership in the City Council repelled me. The only interests I could see being served by 
councilmen were petty and pecuniary. They counted their success by whether their office brought 
them money—so much for allowing a new gas station, so much for a zoning change, so much for 
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allowing a cheat spot to operate. Being elected to the Council wasn’t a mandate to legislative 
responsibility, it was a ticket to a bartering system. 

Lawrence Payne used to say, “In figuring out how to win an election, if it works out on paper, go 
ahead. If it doesn’t, don’t try it.” I decided to project the potential countywide vote I could hope for if I 
ran in the 1690 primary for designation as Democratic nominee for member of the Ohio House of 
Representatives, the lower house of the state legislature. Party nominees for lower-house seats were 
selected countywide on a “bedsheet” primary ballot—a list of candidates which in Cuyahoga County 
might run to 150, of whom seventeen were chosen. I spent my off hours at the County Board of 
Elections going over the voting records. I wanted to find out how the community turned out for black 
Democratic candidates—and whether they had had the endorsement of the local 

party organization, labor, the newspapers, or the Citizens’ League. The known factor was that no black 
Democrat had ever before allied himself with white candidates in the suburbs. I knew that I was 
running in a race that tuned on the familiarity of the candidate’s name as much as anything else; in a 
typical election, the Corrigans, Pokornys, Gormans, Celebrezzees and a handful of Sweeneys always 
won. I had determined in the 1958 state Senate primary race that my name was known enough to pull 
five thousand votes without a visible campaign. It took me several days of note-taking from the 
Election Board’s records, but I ended up with fourteen single-spaced typed written pages of statistics 
that proved, at least to my satisfaction, that if I ran for the Democratic nomination to the lower house I 
could come in fifteenth or sixteenth. 

I called three of my closest friends and showed them my blue-print. I handed out a copy of my 
fourteen-page analysis and informed them I was going to run for the state legislature… The next move 
was a larger meeting. I pulled together a group of ten, this time mostly white men my own age I had 
met at the Young Democrats… They didn’t believe I could get the necessary white votes. No black 
Democrat had ever gotten those votes, but the reason was that his white political colleagues had 
always persuaded him to keep his black face hidden from the white community. The party had told 
him to keep his picture out of the newspapers and off any campaign literature in the white areas. No 
one had thought to challenge the logic. It seemed clear to me that other than those with politically 
popular names, people vote for your because they know you; if you don’t let them know who you are, 
there is no way in hell you are ever going to get their vote. So even if you lose votes because you’re 
black, you can still dip into the band of liberal whites if you can convince them you are progressive, 
socially committed, intelligent and, well, one extraordinary black man. I had everything to gain and 
nothing to lose by running visible in white suburbia. (Not quite visible: for campaign mailings we had 
two sets of campaign pictures, one for the black community, and another, overexposed and with my 
mustache retouched, for the whites. I didn’t explain all this to the people at that meeting.) 

Now I needed an entree to suburban political meetings. I couldn’t just who show up. There had to be 
somebody who would introduce me to the ward club leader and get me on the agenda. 

[…] I would put a hundred miles a night on my car, crisscrossing the county, going to Slovenian card 
parties, the Hungarian Democratic Club, the Irish-American Democratic Club, the Polish-American 
Club. I went into all the suburbs I could—not just the old-guard upper-middle-class suburbs where I 
knew the liberal pockets, but the new bedroom suburbs filled with first- and second-generation ethnic, 
or (as we called them in Cleveland before “ethnicity” became an American watchword) “cosmos,” 
short for cosmopolitans.  

It was a marvelous experience. Those white people had never been confronted with a Negro 
campaigning in their ,clubs before. When I entered the room, there was a chill. The chairman would 
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rarely know what to do, so I would walk over to the other candidates and ask whom I should see about 
being called to speak. Because of the natural comraderies that had developed as we saw each other 
every night, I would depend on finding the right person. Once I opened my mouth, I had an advantage 
over the other candidates. I was the alien, the exotic, and I knew I could count on their complete 
attention. Then the amazing thing happened. I spoke English. Enough has happened since 1960 that it 
is hard to remember now what a shock I was to them. But in those days whites, especially 
suburbanites, had lived in pure isolation from blacks. I feel certain that the first word those whites 
expected to hear come out of my mouth was “motherfucker.” But standing before them was a clear, 
well-dressed young man discussing the biennial state budget appropriations for the maintenance of 
roads and highways, child welfare, mental retardation, and education tax formulas. I could feel them 
melt. Those people disliked Negroes, but they didn’t dislike Carl Stokes—didn’t, that is, after he had 
talked long enough to who them he was a real human being with intelligence and understanding equal 
to those of the candidates he was running among, if not against. 

This was all brought home to me on night in Parma, an ethnic, blue-collar suburb of some 100,000. In 
Cleveland, Parma jokes are synonymous with Polish jokes. I was attending some political meeting. 
After I had spoken and answered some questions, a small man in a lumberjacket and a shirt open to his 
stomach walked up to me. “Carl,” he said, “I want to meet you. I’m Mr. Kwiatkowski. I like you, you 
talk just like us.” I thanked him, of course. A politician always does. Neither did I say anything about 
his calling me “Carl” while styling himself as “Mr.” I knew that most of the things I had said had gone 
right over his head. What he meant was that had never heard a black man discuss issues before, and he 
was impressed. 

Politics, especially local politics, tends to draw second-raters, and I knew that I was bound to look 
good in that company. Besides, I knew I was intimidating those people just by being there among 
them. I was daring them to show their prejudice. I always went alone. There is a certain psychological 
benefit in walking into a room full of whites alone, letting them know that. I am just as aware as they 
are that I am not supposed to be there. They were already on the defensive when I would go into my 
speech about what democracy is supposed to mean in this country. 

Text: Excerpts from The Feminine Mystique by Betty Friedan 

 

Text: National Organization for Women, “Statement of Purpose” (1966) 

We, men and women who hereby constitute ourselves as the National Organization for Women, 
believe that the time has come for a new movement toward true equality for all women in America, 
and toward a fully equal partnership of the sexes, as part of the world-wide revolution of human rights 
now taking place within and beyond our national borders. 

The purpose of NOW is to take action to bring women into full participation in the mainstream of 
American society now, exercising all the privileges and responsibilities thereof in truly equal 
partnership with men. 

We believe the time has come to move beyond the abstract argument, discussion and symposia over 
the status and special nature of women which has raged in America in recent years; the time has come 
to confront, with concrete action, the conditions that now prevent women from enjoying the equality 
of opportunity and freedom of choice which is their right, as individual Americans, and as human 
beings. 
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NOW is dedicated to the proposition that women, first and foremost, are human beings, who, like all 
other people in our society, must have the chance to develop their fullest human potential. We believe 
that women can achieve such equality only by accepting to the full the challenges and responsibilities 
they share with all other people in our society, as part of the decision-making mainstream of American 
political, economic and social life. 

 

We organize to initiate or support action, nationally, or in any part of this nation, by individuals or 
organizations, to break through the silken curtain of prejudice and discrimination against women in 
government, industry, the professions, the churches, the political parties, the judiciary, the labor 
unions, in education, science, medicine, law, religion and every other field of importance in American 
society. 

Enormous changes taking place in our society make it both possible and urgently necessary to advance 
the unfinished revolution of women toward true equality, now. With a life span lengthened to nearly 
75 years it is no longer either necessary or possible for women to devote the greater part of their lives 
to child- rearing; yet childbearing and rearing which continues to be a most important part of most 
women’s lives — still is used to justify barring women from equal professional and economic 
participation and advance. 

Today’s technology has reduced most of the productive chores which women once performed in the 
home and in mass-production industries based upon routine unskilled labor. This same technology has 
virtually eliminated the quality of muscular strength as a criterion for filling most jobs, while 
intensifying American industry’s need for creative intelligence. In view of this new industrial 
revolution created by automation in the mid-twentieth century, women can and must participate in old 
and new fields of society in full equality — or become permanent outsiders. 

Despite all the talk about the status of American women in recent years, the actual position of women 
in the United States has declined, and is declining, to an alarming degree throughout the 1950’s and 
60’s. Although 46.4% of all American women between the ages of 18 and 65 now work outside the 
home, the overwhelming majority — 75% — are in routine clerical, sales, or factory jobs, or they are 
household workers, cleaning women, hospital attendants. About two-thirds of Negro women workers 
are in the lowest paid service occupations. Working women are becoming increasingly — not less — 
concentrated on the bottom of the job ladder. As a consequence full-time women workers today earn 
on the average only 60% of what men earn, and that wage gap has been increasing over the past 
twenty-five years in every major industry group. In 1964, of all women with a yearly income, 89% 
earned under $5,000 a year; half of all full-time year round women workers earned less than $3,690; 
only 1.4% of full-time year round women workers had an annual income of $10,000 or more. 

Further, with higher education increasingly essential in today’s society, too few women are entering 
and finishing college or going on to graduate or professional school. Today, women earn only one in 
three of the B.A.’s and M.A.’s granted, and one in ten of the Ph.D.’s. 

In all the professions considered of importance to society, and in the executive ranks of industry and 
government, women are losing ground. Where they are present it is only a token handful. Women 
comprise less than 1% of federal judges; less than 4% of all lawyers; 7% of doctors. Yet women 
represent 51% of the U.S. population. And, increasingly, men are replacing women in the top positions 
in secondary and elementary schools, in social work, and in libraries — once thought to be women’s 
fields. 
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Official pronouncements of the advance in the status of women hide not only the reality of this 
dangerous decline, but the fact that nothing is being done to stop it. The excellent reports of the 
President’s Commission on the Status of Women and of the State Commissions have not been fully 
implemented. Such Commissions have power only to advise. They have no power to enforce their 
recommendation; nor have they the freedom to organize American women and men to press for action 
on them. The reports of these commissions have, however, created a basis upon which it is now 
possible to build. Discrimination in employment on the basis of sex is now prohibited by federal law, 
in Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. But although nearly one-third of the cases brought before 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission during the first year dealt with sex discrimination 
and the proportion is increasing dramatically, the Commission has not made clear its intention to 
enforce the law with the same seriousness on behalf of women as of other victims of discrimination. 
Many of these cases were Negro women, who are the victims of double discrimination of race and sex. 
Until now, too few women’s organizations and official spokesmen have been willing to speak out 
against these dangers facing women. Too many women have been restrained by the fear of being 
called `feminist.” There is no civil rights movement to speak for women, as there has been for Negroes 
and other victims of discrimination. The National Organization for Women must therefore begin to 
speak. 

WE BELIEVE that the power of American law, and the protection guaranteed by the U.S. Constitution 
to the civil rights of all individuals, must be effectively applied and enforced to isolate and remove 
patterns of sex discrimination, to ensure equality of opportunity in employment and education, and 
equality of civil and political rights and responsibilities on behalf of women, as well as for Negroes 
and other deprived groups. 

We realize that women’s problems are linked to many broader questions of social justice; their 
solution will require concerted action by many groups. Therefore, convinced that human rights for all 
are indivisible, we expect to give active support to the common cause of equal rights for all those who 
suffer discrimination and deprivation, and we call upon other organizations committed to such goals to 
support our efforts toward equality for women. 

WE DO NOT ACCEPT the token appointment of a few women to high-level positions in government 
and industry as a substitute for serious continuing effort to recruit and advance women according to 
their individual abilities. To this end, we urge American government and industry to mobilize the 
same resources of ingenuity and command with which they have solved problems of far greater 
difficulty than those now impeding the progress of women. 

WE BELIEVE that this nation has a capacity at least as great as other nations, to innovate new social 
institutions which will enable women to enjoy the true equality of opportunity and responsibility in 
society, without conflict with their responsibilities as mothers and homemakers. In such innovations, 
America does not lead the Western world, but lags by decades behind many European countries. We 
do not accept the traditional assumption that a woman has to choose between marriage and 
motherhood, on the one hand, and serious participation in industry or the professions on the other. We 
question the present expectation that all normal women will retire from job or profession for 10 or 15 
years, to devote their full time to raising children, only to reenter the job market at a relatively minor 
level. This, in itself, is a deterrent to the aspirations of women, to their acceptance into management or 
professional training courses, and to the very possibility of equality of opportunity or real choice, for 
all but a few women. Above all, we reject the assumption that these problems are the unique 
responsibility of each individual woman, rather than a basic social dilemma which society must solve. 
True equality of opportunity and freedom of choice for women requires such practical, and possible 
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innovations as a nationwide network of child-care centers, which will make it unnecessary for women 
to retire completely from society until their children are grown, and national programs to provide 
retraining for women who have chosen to care for their children full-time. 

 

WE BELIEVE that it is as essential for every girl to be educated to her full potential of human ability 
as it is for every boy — with the knowledge that such education is the key to effective participation in 
today’s economy and that, for a girl as for a boy, education can only be serious where there is 
expectation that it will be used in society. We believe that American educators are capable of devising 
means of imparting such expectations to girl students. Moreover, we consider the decline in the 
proportion of women receiving higher and professional education to be evidence of discrimination. 
This discrimination may take the form of quotas against the admission of women to colleges, and 
professional schools; lack of encouragement by parents, counselors and educators; denial of loans or 
fellowships; or the traditional or arbitrary procedures in graduate and professional training geared in 
terms of men, which inadvertently discriminate against women. We believe that the same serious 
attention must be given to high school dropouts who are girls as to boys. 

WE REJECT the current assumptions that a man must carry the sole burden of supporting himself, his 
wife, and family, and that a woman is automatically entitled to lifelong support by a man upon her 
marriage, or that marriage, home and family are primarily woman’s world and responsibility — hers, 
to dominate — his to support. We believe that a true partnership between the sexes demands a 
different concept of marriage, an equitable sharing of the responsibilities of home and children and of 
the economic burdens of their support. We believe that proper recognition should be given to the 
economic and social value of homemaking and child-care. To these ends, we will seek to open a 
reexamination of laws and mores governing marriage and divorce, for we believe that the current state 
of `half-equity” between the sexes discriminates against both men and women, and is the cause of 
much unnecessary hostility between the sexes. 

WE BELIEVE that women must now exercise their political rights and responsibilities as American 
citizens. They must refuse to be segregated on the basis of sex into separate-and-not-equal ladies’ 
auxiliaries in the political parties, and they must demand representation according to their numbers in 
the regularly constituted party committees — at local, state, and national levels — and in the informal 
power structure, participating fully in the selection of candidates and political decision-making, and 
running for office themselves. 

IN THE INTERESTS OF THE HUMAN DIGNITY OF WOMEN, we will protest, and endeavor to 
change, the false image of women now prevalent in the mass media, and in the texts, ceremonies, 
laws, and practices of our major social institutions. Such images perpetuate contempt for women by 
society and by women for themselves. We are similarly opposed to all policies and practices — in 
church, state, college, factory, or office — which, in the guise of protectiveness, not only deny 
opportunities but also foster in women self-denigration, dependence, and evasion of responsibility, 
undermine their confidence in their own abilities and foster contempt for women. 

NOW WILL HOLD ITSELF INDEPENDENT OF ANY POLITICAL PARTY in order to mobilize 
the political power of all women and men intent on our goals. We will strive to ensure that no party, 
candidate, president, senator, governor, congressman, or any public official who betrays or ignores the 
principle of full equality between the sexes is elected or appointed to office. If it is necessary to 
mobilize the votes of men and women who believe in our cause, in order to win for women the final 
right to be fully free and equal human beings, we so commit ourselves. 
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WE BELIEVE THAT women will do most to create a new image of women by acting now, and by 
speaking out in behalf of their own equality, freedom, and human dignity – – not in pleas for special 
privilege, nor in enmity toward men, who are also victims of the current, half-equality between the 
sexes – – but in an active, self-respecting partnership with men. By so doing, women will develop 
confidence in their own ability to determine actively, in partnership with men, the conditions of their 
life, their choices, their future and their society. 

Text: California Governor Ronald Reagan, “A Time for Choosing” Speech (October 27, 1964).  

It’s time we asked ourselves if we still know the freedoms intended for us by the Founding Fathers. 
James Madison said, “We base all our experiments on the capacity of mankind for self-government.” 
This idea that government was beholden to the people, that it had no other source of power except the 
sovereign people, is still the newest, most unique idea in all the long history of man’s relation to man. 
For almost two centuries we have proved man’s capacity for self-government, but today we are told 
we must choose between a left and right or, as others suggest, a third alternative, a kind of safe middle 
ground. I suggest to you there is no left or right, only an up or down. Up to the maximum of individual 
freedom consistent with law and order, or down to the ant heap of totalitarianism; and regardless of 
their humanitarian purpose those who would sacrifice freedom for security have, whether they know it 
or not, chosen this downward path. Plutarch warned, “The real destroyer of the liberties of the people 
is he who spreads among them bounties, donations, and benefits.” 

Today there is an increasing number who can’t see a fat man standing beside a thin one without 
automatically coming to the conclusion the fat man got that way by taking advantage of the thin one. 
So they would seek the answer to all the problems of human need through government. Howard K. 
Smith of television fame has written, “The profit motive is outmoded. It may be replaced by the 
incentives of the welfare state.” He says, “The distribution of goods must be effected by a planned 
economy.” 

Another articulate spokesman for the welfare state defines liberalism as meeting the material needs of 
the masses through the full power of centralized government. I for one find it disturbing when a 
representative refers to the free men and women of this country as the masses, but beyond this the full 
power of centralized government was the very thing the Founding Fathers sought to minimize. They 
knew you don’t control things; you can’t control the economy without controlling people. So we have 
come to a time for choosing. Either we accept the responsibility for our own destiny, or we abandon 
the American Revolution and confess that an intellectual belief in a far-distant capitol can plan our 
lives for us better than we can plan them ourselves. 

Already the hour is late. Government has laid its hand on health, housing, farming, industry, 
commerce, education, and, to an ever-increasing degree, interferes with the people’s right to know. 
Government tends to grow; government programs take on weight and momentum, as public servants 
say, always with the best of intentions, “What greater service we could render if only we had a little 
more money and a little more power.” But the truth is that outside of its legitimate function, 
government does nothing as well or as economically as the private sector of the economy.... 

Recently a judge told me of an incident in his court. A fairly young woman with six children, pregnant 
with her seventh, came to him for a divorce. Under his questioning it became apparent her husband did 
not share this desire. Then the whole story came out. Her husband was a laborer earning $250 a 
month. By divorcing him she could get an $80 raise. She was eligible for $350 a month from the Aid 
to Dependent Children Program. She had been talked into the divorce by two friends who had already 
done this very thing. But any time we question the schemes of the do-gooders, we are denounced as 
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being opposed to their humanitarian goal. It seems impossible to legitimately debate their solutions 
with the assumption that all of us share the desire to help those less fortunate.… 

 

Text : Spiro Agnew, Address at Pennsylvania Republican Dinner (October 30, 1969) 

…It is time for the preponderant majority, the responsible citizens of this country, to assert their rights. 
It is time to stop dignifying the immature actions of arrogant, reckless, inexperienced elements within 
our society. The reason is compelling. It is simply that their tantrums are insidiously destroying the 
fabric of American democracy. By accepting unbridled protest as a way of life, we have tacitly 
suggested that the great issues of our times are best decided by posturing and shouting matches in the 
streets. America today is drifting toward Plato’s classic definition of a degenerating democracy—a 
democracy that permits the voice of the mob to dominate the affairs of government… 

Think about it. Small bands of students are allowed to shut down great universities. Small groups of 
dissidents are allowed to shout down political candidates. Small cadres of professional protesters are 
allowed to jeopardize the peace efforts of the President of the United States. 

It is time to question the credentials of their leaders. And, if in questioning we disturb a few people, I 
say it is time for them to be disturbed. If, in challenging, we polarize the American people, I say it is 
time for a positive polarization. It is time for a healthy in-depth examination of policies and a 
constructive realignment in this country. It is time to rip away the rhetoric and to divide on authentic 
lines. It is time to discard the fiction that in a country of 200 million people, everyone is qualified to 
quarterback the government… 

For too long we have accepted superficial categorization—young versus old, white versus black, rich 
versus poor. Now it is time for an alignment based on principles and values shared by all citizens 
regardless of age, race, creed, or income. This, after all, is what America is all about. America’s 
pluralistic society was forged on the premise that what unites us in ideals is greater than what divides 
us as individuals. 

Our political and economic institutions were developed to enable men and ideas to compete in the 
marketplace on the assumption that the best would prevail. Everybody was deemed equal and by the 
rules of the game they could become superior. The rules were clear and fair: in politics, win an 
election; in economics, build a better mousetrap. And as time progressed, we added more referees to 
assure equal opportunities and provided special advantages for those whom we felt had entered life’s 
arena at a disadvantage. 

The majority of Americans respect these rules—and with good reason. Historically, they have served 
as a bulwark to prevent totalitarianism, tyranny, and privilege—the old world spectres which drove 
generations of immigrants to American sanctuary. Pragmatically, the rules of America work. This 
nation and its citizens—collectively and individually—have made more social, political, and economic 
progress than any civilization in world history. The principles of the American system did not spring 
up overnight. They represent centuries of bitter struggle. Our laws and institutions are not even purely 
American—only our federal system bears our unique imprimatur. 

We owe our values to the Judeo-Christian ethic which stresses individualism, human dignity, and a 
higher purpose than hedonism. We owe our laws to the political evolution of government by consent 
of the governed. Our nation’s philosophical heritage is as diverse as its cultural background. We are a 
melting pot nation that has for over two centuries distilled something new and, I believe, sacred.  
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Now, we have among us a glib, activist element who would tell us our values are lies, and I call them 
impudent. Because anyone, who impugns a legacy of liberty and dignity that reaches back to Moses, is 
impudent. I call them snobs for most of them disdain to mingle with the masses who work for a living. 
They mock the common man’s 

pride in his work, his family, and his country. It has also been said that I called them intellectuals. I did 
not. I said that they characterized themselves as intellectuals. No true intellectual, no truly 
knowledgeable person, would so despise democratic institutions. 

America cannot afford to write off a whole generation for the decadent thinking of a few. America 
cannot afford to divide over their demagoguery, to be deceived by their duplicity, or to let their license 
destroy liberty. We can, however, afford to separate them from our society—with no more regret than 
we should feel over discarding rotten apples from a barrel. 

The leaders of this country have a moral as well as a political obligation to point out the dangers of 
unquestioned allegiance to any cause. We must be better than a charlatan leader of the French 
Revolution, remembered only for his words: “There go the people; I am their leader; I must follow 
them.” And the American people have an obligation, too—an obligation to exercise their citizenship 
with a precision that precludes excesses… 

Text: Phyllis Schlafly, from The Power of the Positive Woman (1977) 

The cry of "women's liberation" leaps out from the "lifestyle" sections of newspapers and the pages of 
slick magazines, from radio speakers and television screens. Cut loose from past patterns of behavior 
and expectations, women of all ages are searching for their identity - the college woman who has new 
alternatives thrust upon her via "women's studies" courses, the young woman whose routine is 
shattered by a chance encounter with a "consciousness-raising session," the woman in her middle 
years who suddenly finds herself in the "empty-nest syndrome," the woman of any age whose lover or 
lifetime partner departs for greener pastures (and a younger crop). 

All of these women, thanks to the women's liberation movement, no longer see their predicament in 
terms of personal problems to be confronted and solved. They see their own difficulties as a little cog 
in the big machine of establishment restraints and stereotypical injustice in which they have lost their 
own equilibrium. Who am I? Why am I here? Why am I just another faceless victim of society's 
oppression, a nameless prisoner behind walls too high for me to climb alone?... 

For a woman to find her identity in the modern world, the path should be sought from the Positive 
Women who have found the road and possess the map, rather than from those who have not. In this 
spirit, I share with you the thoughts of one who loves life as a woman and lives life as a woman, 
whose credentials are from the school of practical experience, and who has learned that fulfillment as a 
woman is a journey, not a destination. 

Like every human being born into this world, the Positive Woman has her share of sorrows and 
sufferings, of unfulfilled desires and bitter defeats. But she will never be crushed by life's 
disappointments, because her positive mental attitude has built her an inner security that the actions of 
other people can never fracture. To the Positive Woman, her particular set of problems is not a 
conspiracy against her, but a challenge to her character and her capabilities. 

The first requirement for the acquisition of power by the Positive Woman is to understand the 
differences between men and women. Your outlook on life, your faith, your behavior, your potential 
for fulfillment all are determined by the parameters of your original premise. The Positive Woman 
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starts with the assumption that the world is her oyster. She rejoices in the creative capability within her 
body and the power potential of her mind and spirit. She understands that men and women are 
different, and that those very differences provide the key to her success as a person and fulfillment as a 
woman. 

The women's liberationist, on the other hand, is imprisoned by her own negative view of herself and of 
her place in the world around her... Someone - it is not clear who, perhaps God, perhaps the 
"Establishment," perhaps a conspiracy of male chauvinist pigs - dealt women a foul blow by making 
them female. It becomes necessary, therefore, for women to agitate and demonstrate and hurl demands 
on society in order to wrest from an oppressive male-dominated social structure the status that has 
been wrongfully denied to women through the centuries... 

Confrontation replaces cooperation as the watchword of all relationships. Women and men become 
adversaries instead of partners... Within the confines of the women's liberationist ideology, therefore, 
the abolition of this overriding inequality of women becomes the primary goal. 

This goal must be achieved at any and all costs - to the woman herself, to the baby, to the family, and 
to society. Women must be made equal to men in their ability not to become pregnant and not to be 
expected to care for babies they may bring into the world. This is why women's liberationists are 
compulsively involved in the drive to make abortion and child-care centers for all women, regardless 
of religion or income, both socially acceptable and government-financed... 

If man is targeted as the enemy, and the ultimate goal of women's liberation is independence from men 
and the avoidance of pregnancy and its consequences, then lesbianism is logically the highest form in 
the ritual of women's liberation... 

The Positive Woman will never travel that dead-end road. It is self-evident to the Positive Woman that 
the female body with its baby-producing organs was not designed by a conspiracy of men but by the 
Divine Architect of the human race. Those who think it is unfair that women have babies, whereas 
men cannot, will have to take up their complaint with God because no other power is capable of 
changing that fundamental fact… 

Text: Jerry Falwell, Listen America (1980) 

We must reverse the trend America finds herself in today. Young people between the ages of twenty-
five and forty have been born and reared in a different world than Americans of years past. The 
television set has been their primary baby-sitter. From the television set they have learned situation 
ethics and immorality—they have learned a loss of respect for human life. They have learned to 
disrespect the family as God has established it. They have been educated in a public-school system 
that is permeated with secular humanism. They have been taught that the Bible is just another book of 
literature. They have been taught that there are no absolutes in our world today. They have been 
introduced to the drug culture. They have been reared by the family and the public school in a society 
that is greatly void of discipline and character-building. These same young people have been reared 
under the influence of a government that has taught them socialism and welfarism. They have been 
taught to believe that the world owes them a living whether they work or not. 

I believe that America was built on integrity, on faith in God, and on hard work. I do not believe that 
anyone has ever been successful in life without being willing to add that last ingredient—diligence or 
hard work. We now have second-and third-generation welfare recipients. Welfare is not always wrong. 
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There are those who do need welfare, but we have reared a generation that understands neither the 
dignity nor the importance of work. 

Every American who looks at the facts must share a deep concern and burden for our country. We are 
not unduly concerned when we say that there are some very dark clouds on America's horizon. I am 
not a pessimist, but it is indeed a time for truth. If Americans will face the truth, our nation can be 
turned around and can be saved from the evils and the destruction that have fallen upon every other 
nation that has turned its back on God. 

There is no excuse for what is happening in our country. We must, from the highest office in the land 
right down to the shoe shine boy in the airport, have a return to biblical basics. If the Congress of our 
United States will take its stand on that which is right and wrong, and if our President, our judiciary 
system, and our state and local leaders will take their stand on holy living, we can turn this country 
around. 

I personally feel that the home and the family are still held in reverence by the vast majority of the 
American public. I believe there is still a vast number of Americans who love their country, are 
patriotic, and are willing to sacrifice for her. I remember the time when it was positive to be patriotic, 
and as far as I am concerned, it still is. I remember as a boy, when the flag was raised, everyone stood 
proudly and put his hand upon his heart and pledged allegiance with gratitude. I remember when the 
band struck up "The Stars and Stripes Forever," we stood and goose pimples would run all over me. I 
remember when I was in elementary school during World War II, when every report from the other 
shores meant something to us. We were not out demonstrating against our boys who were dying in 
Europe and Asia. We were praying for them and thanking God for them and buying war bonds to help 
pay for the materials and artillery they needed to fight and win and come back. 

I believe that Americans want to see this country come back to basics, back to values, back to biblical 
morality, back to sensibility, and back to patriotism. Americans are looking for leadership and 
guidance. It is fair to ask the question, "If 84 per cent of the American people still believe in morality, 
why is America having such internal problems?" We must look for the answer to the highest places in 
every level of government. We have a lack of leadership in America. But Americans have been lax in 
voting in and out of office the right and the wrong people. 

My responsibility as a preacher of the Gospel is one of influence, not of control, and that is the 
responsibility of each individual citizen. Through the ballot box Americans must provide for strong 
moral leadership at every level. If our country will get back on the track in sensibility and moral 
sanity, the crises that I have herein mentioned will work out in the course of time and with God's 
blessings. 

It is now time to take a stand on certain moral issues, and we can only stand if we have leaders. We 
must stand against the Equal Rights Amendment, the feminist revolution, and the homosexual 
revolution. We must have a revival in this country. . . . 

Text: First Inaugural Address of Ronald Reagan (January 20, 1981) 

…The business of our nation goes forward. These United States are confronted with an economic 
affliction of great proportions. We suffer from the longest and one of the worst sustained inflations in 
our national history. It distorts our economic decisions, penalizes thrift, and crushes the struggling 
young and the fixed- income elderly alike. It threatens to shatter the lives of millions of our people. 
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Idle industries have cast workers into unemployment, causing human misery and personal indignity. 
Those who do work are denied a fair return for their labor by a tax system which penalizes successful 
achievement and keeps us from maintaining full productivity. 

But great as our tax burden is, it has not kept pace with public spending. For decades, we have piled 
deficit upon deficit, mortgaging our future and our children's future for the temporary convenience of 
the present. To continue this long trend is to guarantee tremendous social, cultural, political, and 
economic upheavals. 

 

You and I, as individuals, can, by borrowing, live beyond our means, but for only a limited period of 
time. Why, then, should we think that collectively, as a nation, we are not bound by that same 
limitation? 

We must act today in order to preserve tomorrow. And let there be no misunderstanding--we are going 
to begin to act, beginning today. 

 

The economic ills we suffer have come upon us over several decades. They will not go away in days, 
weeks, or months, but they will go away. They will go away because we, as Americans, have the 
capacity now, as we have had in the past, to do whatever needs to be done to preserve this last and 
greatest bastion of freedom. 

In this present crisis, government is not the solution to our problem; government is the problem. 

From time to time, we have been tempted to believe that society has become too complex to be 
managed by self-rule, that government by an elite group is superior to government for, by, and of the 
people. But if no one among us is capable of governing himself, then who among us has the capacity 
to govern someone else? All of us together, in and out of government, must bear the burden. The 
solutions we seek must be equitable, with no one group singled out to pay a higher price. 

We hear much of special interest groups. Our concern must be for a special interest group that has 
been too long neglected. It knows no sectional boundaries or ethnic and racial divisions, and it crosses 
political party lines. It is made up of men and women who raise our food, patrol our streets, man our 
mines and our factories, teach our children, keep our homes, and heal us when we are sick--
professionals, industrialists, shopkeepers, clerks, cabbies, and truckdrivers. They are, in short, "We the 
people," this breed called Americans. 

Well, this administration's objective will be a healthy, vigorous, growing economy that provides equal 
opportunity for all Americans, with no barriers born of bigotry or discrimination. Putting America 
back to work means putting all Americans back to work. Ending inflation means freeing all Americans 
from the terror of runaway living costs. All must share in the productive work of this "new beginning" 
and all must share in the bounty of a revived economy. With the idealism and fair play which are the 
core of our system and our strength, we can have a strong and prosperous America at peace with itself 
and the world. 

So, as we begin, let us take inventory. We are a nation that has a government--not the other way 
around. And this makes us special among the nations of the Earth. Our Government has no power 
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except that granted it by the people. It is time to check and reverse the growth of government which 
shows signs of having grown beyond the consent of the governed. 

It is my intention to curb the size and influence of the Federal establishment and to demand 
recognition of the distinction between the powers granted to the Federal Government and those 
reserved to the States or to the people. All of us need to be reminded that the Federal Government did 
not create the States; the States created the Federal Government. 

 

Now, so there will be no misunderstanding, it is not my intention to do away with government. It is, 
rather, to make it work-work with us, not over us; to stand by our side, not ride on our back. 
Government can and must provide opportunity, not smother it; foster productivity, not stifle it. 

If we look to the answer as to why, for so many years, we achieved so much, prospered as no other 
people on Earth, it was because here, in this land, we unleashed the energy and individual genius of 
man to a greater extent than has ever been done before. Freedom and the dignity of the individual have 
been more available and assured here than in any other place on Earth. The price for this freedom at 
times has been high, but we have never been unwilling to pay that price. 

It is no coincidence that our present troubles parallel and are proportionate to the intervention and 
intrusion in our lives that result from unnecessary and excessive growth of government. It is time for 
us to realize that we are too great a nation to limit ourselves to small dreams. We are not, as some 
would have us believe, loomed to an inevitable decline. I do not believe in a fate that will all on us no 
matter what we do. I do believe in a fate that will fall on us if we do nothing. So, with all the creative 
energy at our command, let us begin an era of national renewal. Let us renew our determination, our 
courage, and our strength. And let us renew; our faith and our hope. 

We have every right to dream heroic dreams. Those who say that we are in a time when there are no 
heroes just don't know where to look. You can see heroes every day going in and out of factory gates. 
Others, a handful in number, produce enough food to feed all of us and then the world beyond. You 
meet heroes across a counter--and they are on both sides of that counter. There are entrepreneurs with 
faith in themselves and faith in an idea who create new jobs, new wealth and opportunity. They are 
individuals and families whose taxes support the Government and whose voluntary gifts support 
church, charity, culture, art, and education. Their patriotism is quiet but deep. Their values sustain our 
national life. 

I have used the words "they" and "their" in speaking of these heroes. I could say "you" and "your" 
because I am addressing the heroes of whom I speak--you, the citizens of this blessed land. Your 
dreams, your hopes, your goals are going to be the dreams, the hopes, and the goals of this 
administration, so help me God. 

We shall reflect the compassion that is so much a part of your makeup. How can we love our country 
and not love our countrymen, and loving them, reach out a hand when they fall, heal them when they 
are sick, and provide opportunities to make them self- sufficient so they will be equal in fact and not 
just in theory? 

Can we solve the problems confronting us? Well, the answer is an unequivocal and emphatic "yes." To 
paraphrase Winston Churchill, I did not take the oath I have just taken with the intention of presiding 
over the dissolution of the world's strongest economy. 
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In the days ahead I will propose removing the roadblocks that have slowed our economy and reduced 
productivity. Steps will be taken aimed at restoring the balance between the various levels of 
government. Progress may be slow--measured in inches and feet, not miles--but we will progress. Is it 
time to reawaken this industrial giant, to get government back within its means, and to lighten our 
punitive tax burden. And these will be our first priorities, and on these principles, there will be no 
compromise. 

 

On the eve of our struggle for independence a man who might have been one of the greatest among the 
Founding Fathers, Dr. Joseph Warren, President of the Massachusetts Congress, said to his fellow 
Americans, "Our country is in danger, but not to be despaired of.... On you depend the fortunes of 
America. You are to decide the important questions upon which rests the happiness and the liberty of 
millions yet unborn. Act worthy of yourselves." 

Well, I believe we, the Americans of today, are ready to act worthy of ourselves, ready to do what 
must be done to ensure happiness and liberty for ourselves, our children and our children's children. 

And as we renew ourselves here in our own land, we will be seen as having greater strength 
throughout the world. We will again be the exemplar of freedom and a beacon of hope for those who 
do not now have freedom. 

To those neighbors and allies who share our freedom, we will strengthen our historic ties and assure 
them of our support and firm commitment. We will match loyalty with loyalty. We will strive for 
mutually beneficial relations. We will not use our friendship to impose on their sovereignty, for or 
own sovereignty is not for sale. 

As for the enemies of freedom, those who are potential adversaries, they will be reminded that peace is 
the highest aspiration of the American people. We will negotiate for it, sacrifice for it; we will not 
surrender for it--now or ever. 

Our forbearance should never be misunderstood. Our reluctance for conflict should not be misjudged 
as a failure of will. When action is required to preserve our national security, we will act. We will 
maintain sufficient strength to prevail if need be, knowing that if we do so we have the best chance of 
never having to use that strength. 

Above all, we must realize that no arsenal, or no weapon in the arsenals of the world, is so formidable 
as the will and moral courage of free men and women. It is a weapon our adversaries in today's world 
do not have. It is a weapon that we as Americans do have. Let that be understood by those who 
practice terrorism and prey upon their neighbors. 

I am told that tens of thousands of prayer meetings are being held on this day, and for that I am deeply 
grateful. We are a nation under God, and I believe God intended for us to be free. It would be fitting 
and good, I think, if on each Inauguration Day in future years it should be declared a day of prayer. 

This is the first time in history that this ceremony has been held, as you have been told, on this West 
Front of the Capitol. Standing here, one faces a magnificent vista, opening up on this city's special 
beauty and history. At the end of this open mall are those shrines to the giants on whose shoulders we 
stand. 

Text: Carl Pope, “The Politics of Plunder,” Sierra, November/December 1988. 
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At half past four on election day, 1980, Sierra Club volunteers and staff gather around a borrowed 
television set at the Club’s San Francisco headquarters to watch the returns…. 

Groans fill the room as soon as the television is turned on. Even though the polls will remain open for 
severalhours in the far West, the networks are already proclaiming Reagan the winner. Spirits slump 
further as the Senate and House results pour in. In state after state, senators who have fought for the 
environment are being upset by their opponents…. Frank Church of Idaho, one of the Senate’s leading 
proponents of wilderness, is narrowly defeated by Steve Symms, a virulent advocate of public-land 
exploitation. By seven o’clock only a scattering of sorrowful Sierra Clubbers remain at the election-
night party. 

“The end of the environmental movement” is proclaimed by NBC News (along with the demise of 
feminism and civil rights). Mainstream Republicans who served on the staffs of environmental 
agencies under presidents Nixon and Ford, some of whom worked for Reagan when he was governor 
of California in the late 1960s and early ’70s, are passed over for jobs. By Inauguration Day 
environmental policy is firmly in the hands of the “sagebrush rebels”—abrasive, conservative 
ideologues from the West. The rebels’ antigovernment bias is strongly supported by Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) Director David Stockman, a former Republican congressman from 
Michigan who only months earlier told Congress that toxic waste dumps are not a proper federal 
concern. 

The Reagan Era has begun. Today [eight years later] environmentalists are breathing slightly easier, 
and counting the few days left in Reagan’s reign. The Sierra Club has moved to larger headquarters, a 
necessary response to a membership that soared from 180,000 during the Carter years to 480,000 in 
September of 1988. Ironically, Ronald Reagan has motivated far more people to join the Club and 
other environmental organizations than all of his predecessors combined…. 

But… we should not forget that on mountaintops and beaches, in small woodlands and majestic 
rainforests, in cities and playgrounds, in the oceans and the atmosphere itself, reminders of the Reagan 
Era will linger for decades…. 

Eight precious years have been lost. The patterns set by Reagan’s policies could have irreversible 
consequences in ten, or twenty, or thirty years—very brief times to change the direction of 
cumbersome national and international economies and polities…. 

We now need a global environmental Reconstruction. We need to ask of ourselves and our leaders 
more selfdiscipline than ever before, in part to compensate for the callousness of the last eight years. 
We need greater fidelity to facts, in part because our most recent leader tried to wish them away. We 
need above all to remember that time matters, that events have consequences, and that the world is a 
wondrous and intermingled web that, when torn in one place, may unravel a thousand miles or a 
hundred years away. 

Text: Susan Faludi, “Introduction: Blame It on Feminism,” Backlash: The Undeclared War 

Against American Women (New York: Three Rivers Press, 1991) 

To BE A WOMAN in America at the close of the 20th century—what good fortune. That's what we 
keep hearing,anyway. The barricades have fallen, politicians assure us. Women have "made it," 
Madison Avenue cheers.Women's fight for equality has "largely been won," Time magazine 
announces. Enroll at any university, join anylaw firm, apply for credit at any bank. Women have so 
many opportunities now, corporate leaders say, that wedon't really need equal opportunity policies. 
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Women are so equal now, lawmakers say, that we no longer need an Equal Rights Amendment. 
Women have "somuch," former President Ronald Reagan says, that the White House no longer needs 
to appoint them to higheroffice. Even American Express ads are saluting a woman's freedom to charge 
it. At last, women have received their full citizenship papers. And yet. . . 

Behind this celebration of the American woman's victory, behind the news, cheerfully and endlessly 
repeated, that the struggle for women's rights is won, another message flashes. You may be free and 
equal now, it says to women, but you have never been more miserable. 

This bulletin of despair is posted everywhere—at the newsstand, on the TV set, at the movies, in 
advertisements and doctors' offices and academic journals. Professional women are suffering 
"burnout" and succumbing to an "infertility epidemic." Single women are grieving from a "man 
shortage." The New York Times reports: Childless women are "depressed and confused" and their 
ranks are swelling. Newsweek says: Unwed women are "hysterical" and crumbling under a "profound 
crisis of confidence." The health advice manuals inform: High-powered career women are stricken 
with unprecedented outbreaks of "stress-induced disorders," hair loss, bad nerves, alcoholism, and 
even heart attacks. 

The psychology books advise: Independent women's loneliness represents "a major mental health 
problem today." Even founding feminist Betty Friedan has been spreading the word: she warns that 
women now suffer from a new identity crisis and "new problems that have no name. 

How can American women be in so much trouble at the same time that they are supposed to be so 
blessed? If the status of women has never been higher, why is their emotional state so low? If women 
got what they asked for, what could possibly be the matter now? The prevailing wisdom of the past 
decade has supported one, and only one, answer to this riddle: it must be all that equality that's causing 
all that pain. Women are unhappy precisely because they are free. 

Women are enslaved by their own liberation. They have grabbed at the gold ring of independence, 
only to miss the one ring that really matters. They have gained control of their fertility, only to destroy 
it. They have pursued their own professional dreams—and lost out on the greatest female adventure. 
The women's movement, as we are told time and again, has proved women's own worst enemy. 

"In dispensing its spoils, women's liberation has given my generation high incomes, our own cigarette, 
the option of single parenthood, rape crisis centers, personal lines of credit, free love, and female 
gynecologists," Mona Charen, a young law student, writes in the National Review, in an article titled 
"The Feminist Mistake." "In return it has effectively robbed us of one thing upon which the happiness 
of most women rests—men." The National Review is a conservative publication, but such charges 
against the women's movement are not confined to its pages. "Our generation was the human 
sacrifice" to the women's movement, Los Angeles Times feature writer Elizabeth Mehren contends in 
a Time cover story. Baby-boom women like her, she says, have been duped by feminism: "We 
believed the rhetoric." In Newsweek, writer Kay Ebeling dubs feminism "The Great Experiment That 
Failed" and asserts "women in my generation, its perpetrators, are the casualties." Even the beauty 
magazines are saying it: Harpers Bazaar accuses the women's movement of having "lost us [women] 
ground instead ofgaining it." 

In the last decade, publications from the New York Times to Vanity Fair to the Nation have issued a 
steady stream of indictments against the women's movement, with such headlines as WHEN 
FEMINISM FAILED or THE AWFUL TRUTH ABOUT WOMEN'S LIB. They hold the campaign 
for women's equality responsible for nearly every woe besetting women, from mental depression to 
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meager savings accounts, from teenage suicides to eating disorders to bad complexions. The "Today" 
show says women's liberation is to blame for bag ladies. A guest columnist in the Baltimore Sun even 
proposes that feminists produced the rise in slasher movies. By making the "violence" of abortion 
more acceptable, the author reasons, women's rights activists made it all right to show graphic murders 
on screen. 

At the same time, other outlets of popular culture have been forging the same connection: in 
Hollywood films, of which Fatal Attraction is only the most famous, emancipated women with 
condominiums of their own slink wildeyed between bare walls, paying for their liberty with an empty 
bed, a barren womb. "My biological clock is ticking so loud it keeps me awake at night," Sally Field 
cries in the film Surrender, as, in an all too common transformation in the cinema of the '80s, an 
actress who once played scrappy working heroines is now showcased groveling for a groom. In prime-
time television shows, from "thirtysomething" to "Family Man," single, professional, and feminist 
women are humiliated, turned into harpies, or hit by nervous breakdowns; the wise ones recant their 
independent ways by the closing sequence. In popular novels, from Gail Parent's A Sign of the 
Eighties to Stephen King's Misery, unwed women shrink to sniveling spinsters or inflate to fire-
breathing shedevils; renouncing all aspirations but marriage, they beg for wedding bands from 
strangers or swing sledgehammers at reluctant bachelors. We "blew it by waiting," a typically 
remorseful careerist sobs in Freda Bright's Singular Women; she and her sister professionals are 
"condemned to be childless forever." Even Erica Jong's high-flying independent heroine literally 
crashes by the end of the decade, as the author supplants Fear of Flying’s saucy Isadora Wing, a 
symbol of female sexual emancipation in the '70s, with an embittered careerist-turned-recovering- 
"codependent" in Any Woman's Blues—a book that is intended, as the narrator bluntly states, "to 
demonstrate what a dead end the so-called sexual revolution had become, and how desperate so-called 
free women were in the last few years of our decadent epoch." 

Popular psychology manuals peddle the same diagnosis for contemporary female distress. "Feminism, 
having promised her a stronger sense of her own identity, has given her little more than an identity 
crisis," the best-selling advice manual Being a Woman asserts. The authors of the era's self-help 
classic Smart Women/Foolish Choices proclaim that women's distress was "an unfortunate 
consequence of feminism," because "it created a myth among women that the apex of self-realization 
could be achieved only through autonomy, independence, and career." 

In the Reagan and Bush years, government officials have needed no prompting to endorse this thesis. 
Reagan spokeswoman Faith Whittlesey declared feminism a "straitjacket" for women, in the White 
House’s only policy speech on the status of the American female population—entitled "Radical 
Feminism in Retreat." Law enforcement officers and judges, too, have pointed a damning finger at 
feminism, claiming that they can chart a path from rising female independence to rising female 
pathology. As a California sheriff explained it to the press, "Women are enjoying a lot more freedom 
now, and as a result, they are committing more crimes." The U.S. Attorney General's Commission on 
Pornography even proposed that women's professional advancement might be responsible for rising 
rape rates. With more women in college and at work now, the commission members reasoned in their 
report, women just have more opportunities to be raped. 

Some academics have signed on to the consensus, too—and they are the "experts" who have enjoyed 
the highest profiles on the media circuit. On network news and talk shows, they have advised millions 
of women that feminism has condemned them to "a lesser life." Legal scholars have railed against "the 
equality trap." Sociologists have claimed that "feminist-inspired" legislative reforms have stripped 
women of special "protections." Economists have argued that well-paid working women have created 
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"a less stable American family." And demographers, with greatest fanfare, have legitimated the 
prevailing wisdom with so-called neutral data on sex ratios and fertility trends; they say they actually 
have the numbers to prove that equality doesn't mix with marriageand motherhood. 

Finally, some "liberated" women themselves have joined the lamentations. In confessional accounts, 
works that invariably receive a hearty greeting from the publishing industry, "recovering 
Superwomen" tell all. In The Cost of Loving: Women and the New Fear of Intimacy, Megan Marshall, 
a Harvard-pedigreed writer, asserts that the feminist "Myth of Independence" has turned her 
generation into unloved and unhappy fast-trackers, "dehumanized" by careers and "uncertain of their 
gender identity." Other diaries of mad Superwomen charge that "the hard-core feminist viewpoint," as 
one of them puts it, has relegated educated executive achievers to solitary nights of frozen dinners and 
closet drinking. 

The triumph of equality, they report, has merely given women hives, stomach cramps, eye-twitching 
disorders, even comas. But what "equality" are all these authorities talking about? If American women 
are so equal, why do they represent two-thirds of all poor adults? Why are nearly 75 percent of full-
time working women making less than $20,000 a year, nearly double the male rate? Why are they still 
far more likely than men to live in poor housing and receive no health insurance, and twice as likely to 
draw no pension? Why does the average working woman's salary still lag as far behind the average 
man's as it did twenty years ago? […] 

Text: Bernie Sanders, speech at the Iowa Caucus (February 2016) 

Text: Donald Trump’s Acceptance Speech, Republican National Convention (2016) 

Text: “Trump and American Political Decay After the 2016 Election,” by Francis 
Fukuyama, Foreign Affairs (November 9, 2016) 

Francis Fukuyama is a senior fellow at Stanford and Mosbacher Director of its Center on 
Democracy, Development and the Rule of Law. 

Donald Trump’s impressive victory over Hillary Clinton on November 8 demonstrates that 
American democracy is still working in one important sense. Trump brilliantly succeeded in 
mobilizing a neglected and underrepresented slice of the electorate, the white working class, 
and pushed its agenda to the top of the country’s priorities. 

He will now have to deliver, though, and this is where the problem lies. He has identified two 
very real problems in American politics: increasing inequality, which has hit the old working 
class very hard, and the capture of the political system by well-organized interest groups. 
Unfortunately, he does not have a plan to solve either problem. Inequality is driven first and 
foremost by advances in technology and second by globalization that has exposed U.S. 
workers to competition from hundreds of millions of people in other countries. Trump has 
made extravagant promises that he will bring jobs back to the United States in sectors such as 
manufacturing and coal simply by renegotiating existing trade deals, such as NAFTA, or 
relaxing environmental rules. He does not seem to recognize that the U.S. manufacturing 
sector has in fact expanded since the 2008 recession, even as manufacturing employment has 
decreased. The problem is that the new on-shored work is being performed in highly 
automated factories. Meanwhile, coal is being squeezed out not so much by outgoing 
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President Barack Obama’s environmental policies as by the natural gas revolution brought 
about by fracking. 

What policies could the Trump administration implement to reverse these trends? Is he going 
to regulate the adoption of new technologies by corporate America? Is he going to try to ban 
U.S. multinationals from investing in plants overseas, when much of these multinationals’ 
revenue comes from foreign markets? The only real policy instrument he will have at his 
disposal is punitive tariffs, which are likely to set off a trade war and cost jobs in the export 
sector for companies such as Apple, Boeing, and GE. 

The problem of the capture of the U.S. government by powerful interest groups is a real one, a 
source of the political decay I wrote about in my recent article for Foreign Affairs, “American 
Political Decay or Renewal?” Yet Trump’s primary solution to this problem is simply his own 
person, someone too rich to be bribed by special interests. Leaving aside the fact that he has a 
history of manipulating the system to his own advantage, this is hardly a sustainable fix. He 
also has proposed measures such as banning revolving-door employment of federal officials 
as lobbyists. This will scratch at the symptom of the problem and not address the root cause, 
which is the enormous volume of money in politics. There, he has put no real plans forward, 
any of which would inevitably require somehow reversing the Supreme Court decisions of 
Buckley v. Valeo and Citizens United that argue that money is a form of free speech and is 
therefore constitutionally protected. 

The decayed American political system can be fixed only by a strong external shock that will 
knock it off its current equilibrium and make possible real policy reform. Trump’s victory 
does indeed constitute such a shock but, unfortunately, his only answer is the traditional 
populist-authoritarian one: trust me, the charismatic leader, to take care of your problems. As 
in the case of the shock to the Italian political system administered by Silvio Berlusconi, the 
real tragedy will be the waste of an opportunity for actual reform. 
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