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Political crisis in the Keynesian-Fordist economy
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“How close we could look into a bright future 
should two, three or many Vietnams flourish 
throughout the world with their share of deaths 
and their immense tragedies, their everyday 
heroism and their repeated blows against 
imperialism, impelled to disperse its forces under 
the sudden attack and the increasing hatred of all 
peoples of the world! And if we were all capable 
of uniting to make our blows stronger and 
infallible and so increase the effectiveness of all 
kinds of support given to the struggling people – 
how great and close would that future be!” 

Che Guevara
“Message to the Tricontinental Conference,”1966



  

“A revolutionary armed struggle, wherever it 
exists or is in preparation, requires a 
thoroughgoing transformation of peacetime 
practices. War, as we know, is an extension of 
politics, but with specific procedures and 
methods. The effective leadership of an armed 
revolutionary struggle requires a new style of 
leadership, a new method of organisation, and 
new physical and ideological responses on the 
part of leaders and militants ....” 

Régis Debray
“Revolution in the Revolution?”1967



  

How did American radicals internalize the 
Third World struggles to spark political 
conflicts at home?

What were the class dynamics that gave this 
conflict its national basis and allowed it to 
achieve some real victories?

What was the elite reaction to this political 
mobilization and the counter-culture that 
followed it?

How did these social dynamics affect the 
restructuring of the US economy after the 
deep recessions of the 1970s?



  

The key idea for this morning:

Classes are not absolute identities, 
defined by their economic situation.

Instead, they develop in relation to 
each other.

How did the new class develop – what 
we now call the knowledge workers, or 
the precariat?



  



  

“To retain the power which national liberation puts in 
its hands, the petty bourgeoisie has only one path: to 
give free rein to its natural tendencies to become 
more bourgeois, to permit the development of a 
bureaucratic and intermediary bourgeoisie in the 
commercial cycle, in order to transform itself into a 
national pseudo-bourgeoisie, that is to say in order to 
negate the revolution. This means that in order to 
truly fulfill the role in the national liberation 
struggle, the revolutionary petty bourgeoisie must be 
capable of committing suicide as a class in order to be 
reborn as revolutionary workers, completely 
identified with the deepest aspirations of the people 
to which they belong.”

Amilcar Cabral, “The Weapon of Theory”
Speech at the Tricontinental Conference, 1966



  

The civil rights and anti-war activism of the 1960s 
emerged against a background of prosperity for the 
middle classes. The boom had many sources: but 
one of them was government spending for the 
largest welfare-state programs since the 1930s. The 
expansion began under Kennedy in the areas of 
unemployment insurance, Social Security, urban 
renewal and tax breaks for home ownership. 
Johnson’s election in 1964 along with landslide 
Democratic victories in Congress gave rise to the 
“Great Society,” including the War on Poverty, 
Medicare and Medicaid, Pell grants and low-interest 
loans for education, the National Endowments for 
the Arts and the Humanities, public broadcasting 
programs and still more spending for transportation 
and urban renewal. Legislation was passed in favor 
of women and minorities, including the Civil Rights 
Acts of 1964 and 1968 and the Voting Rights Act of 
1965, plus labor and environmental laws. 

Kennedy: “The New Frontier”

Johnson: “The Great Society”

US Welfare State in the 1960s:

guns, butter and science too...



  

All that created jobs, institutions, bureaucracies and 
gave a major boost to the public university system. 
It’s tempting to think that if welfare-state policies 
could bring about progressive social change, these 
would have done so. Yet they tended to benefit those 
already in the middle classes, while technological 
unemployment, accelerated by automation and 
cybernetic feedback control, continued to sap the 
livelihood of workers. The laws and entitlements 
could not erase continuing white resistance to black 
civil rights; nor could they mask the escalation of the 
war in Indochina. As Che Guevara wrote in his 
“Message to the Tricontinental”: “Not for a long time 
shall we be able to know if President Johnson ever 
seriously thought of bringing about some of the 
reforms needed by his people – to iron out the barbed 
class contradictions that grow each day with 
explosive power. The truth is that the improvements 
announced under the pompous title of the ‘Great 
Society’ have dropped into the cesspool of Vietnam.”

Kennedy: “The New Frontier”

Johnson: “The Great Society”

US Welfare State in the 1960s:

guns, butter and science too...



  

Civil Rights Movement



  

Students for a
Democratic Society

Civil Rights Movement



  

2nd March on Washington
November 27, 1965

Carl 
Ogelseby



  

Carl 
Ogelseby

“We are here again to protest a growing war. Since it is a very 
bad war, we acquire the habit of thinking it must be caused 
by very bad men. But we only conceal reality, I think, to 
denounce on such grounds the menacing coalition of 
industrial and military power, or the brutality of the blitzkrieg 
we are waging against Vietnam, or the ominous signs around 
us that heresy may soon no longer be permitted. We must 
simply observe, and quite plainly say, that this coalition, this 
blitzkrieg, and this demand for acquiescence are creatures, 
all of them, of a Government that since 1932 has considered 
itself to be fundamentally liberal.

The original commitment in Vietnam was made by 
President Truman, a mainstream liberal. It was seconded by 
President Eisenhower, a moderate liberal. It was intensified 
by the late President Kennedy, a flaming liberal. Think of the 
men who now engineer that war ― those who study the maps, 
give the commands, push the buttons, and tally the dead: 
Bundy, McNamara, Rusk, Lodge, Goldberg, the President 
himself. They are not moral monsters. They are all honorable 
men. They are all liberals.

But so, I'm sure, are many of us who are here today in 
protest. To understand the war, then, it seems necessary to 
take a closer look at this American liberalism. Maybe we are 
in for some surprises. Maybe we have here two quite 
different liberalisms: one authentically humanist; the other 
not so human at all.”

Carl Oglesby, "Let Us Shape the Future" 
March on Washington, November 27, 1965

corporate 
liberalism



  

“To the extent that various independent liberals 
deceived themselves – and most of them seemed 
better to know what they were doing than they 
would later admit – it was in confusing their own 
pragmatic or problem-oriented liberalism with that 
of the corporate liberalism of the highly ideological 
business and political leaders. If they allowed 
themselves unwittingly to be used, it was because 
they had the conceit to consider their intelligence 
and social values equal to the influence of the 
industrial and financial institutions that were the 
heart and muscle of American power.”

James Weinstein
The Corporate Ideal in the Liberal State, 1900-1918

corporate 
liberalism



  

The conclusion was drawn by SDS: what Kolko and 
Weinstein described among the Progressives also applied 
to the New Deal and its transformation in WWII. This was 
the crucible of the welfare state and the imperialist 
wars of the 1960s. Corporate liberalism was the name of 
a double system. The point, for the New Left, was never 
again to be the useful fools of a political-economic 
leadership that could convert any grassroots demand for 
reform, not only into window dressing, but worse, into a 
functional component of a more efficient imperialist 
machine. The goal had to be that of finding what 
Oglesby called an “authentically humanist” intellectual 
practice that would not perfect the existing state. Yet 
strangely enough, that would mean turning away from 
the civil-rights campaigns on which SDS was founded. 
Naming the system was a fundamental act of dis-
identification, of rupture, leading to a reformulation of 
the student protest movement.

corporate 
liberalism



  

“It must be offered that white people who desire 
change in this country should go where that problem 
(racism) is most manifest. The problem is not in the 
black community. The white people should go into 
white communities where the whites have created 
power for the express purpose of denying blacks 
human dignity and self-determination. Whites who 
come into the black community with ideas of change 
seem to want to absolve the power structure of its 
responsibility for what it is doing, and saying that 
change can only come through black unity, which is 
the worst kind of paternalism. This is not to say that 
whites have not had an important role in the 
movement. In the case of Mississippi, their role was 
very key in that they helped give blacks the right to 
organize, but that role is now over, and it should be.”

SNCC
“The Basis of Black Power,” 1966

Black
Power

Kwame Ture, formerly Stokely Carrmichael



  

“Now that SNCC is under fire from a variety of liberal 
organizations and publications we feel a special 
urgency to restate our support. Let it be clear that 
we are not merely supporting SNCC's right to its 
views, we are welcoming and supporting the thrust of 
SNCC's program. If we really want to help we will be 
organizing primarily among the powerless, the 
disenfranchised, the dependent whites – poor, 
working class, and middle class – toward their power 
in communities, unions, and professions, so that they 
may move toward authentic alliance with the 
organizations of black power.”

SDS
“Resolution on SNCC,” Fall 1966

Black
Power

Kwame Ture, formerly Stokely Carrmichael



  

“If we face up to this crisis honestly, if we look American 
reality hard in the face, two things emerge, First, we have 
to admit that – like it or not – we live in urban industrial 
capitalist America, in white America and not in the rural 
South. We owe SNCC a deep debt of gratitude for having 
slapped us brutally in the face with the slogan of ‘Black 
Power!’, a slogan which said to white radicals: “Go home 
and organize in white America which is your reality and 
which only you are equipped to engage.” Secondly, we are 
thus forced to ask ourselves whether in white America there 
exists the possibility for organizing a truly radical, an 
authentically revolutionary movement for change. Finally, 
we must face the fact that unless such a potential exists, 
then the basic arguments of the Progressive Labor Party or 
other Third-World oriented groupings bear serious reading. 
If a mass movement cannot be built in white America, then 
individuals with revolutionary hopes and perspectives must 
orient themselves toward Third World revolutions and 
develop those methods of activity which will maximize the 
impact of peasant-based revolutions on the structure of the 
American imperialist monster.”

Greg Calvert
“In White America: Liberal Consciousness versus

Radical Consciousness,” 1967



  

“The point which is important to understand is clearly 
illustrated by the difference between radical or 
revolutionary consciousness and “liberal” consciousness. 
The profound gap which separates a liberal reform 
movement from a revolutionary freedom movement is 
revealed in the dynamics of the participants.

“The liberal reformist is always engaged in “fighting 
someone else’s battles.” His struggle is involved in relieving 
the tension produced by the contradictions between his 
own existence and life-style, his self-image, and the 
conditions of existence and life-style of those who do not 
share his privileged, unearned status.

“Radical or revolutionary consciousness perceives 
contradiction in a totally different fashion. The gap is not 
between oneself, what one is, and the underprivileged, but 
is the gap between “what one could be” and the existing 
conditions for self-realization. It is the perception of 
oneself as unfree, as oppressed – and finally it is the 
discovery of oneself as one of the oppressed who must unite 
to transform the objective conditions of their existence in 
order to resolve the contradiction between potentiality and 
actuality. Revolutionary consciousness leads to the struggle 
for one’s own freedom in unity with others who share the 
burden of oppression.”

Greg Calvert
“In White America: Liberal Consciousness versus

Radical Consciousness,” 1967

the new
working 

class



  

“After experience in a variety of student power struggles, many 
radica1s rejected the strategy. It was continued only where 
demands could be based on specific issues immediately related 
to oppressed groups beyond the campus. Otherwise, student 
power was seen as liberal at best, and perhaps even reactionary.

“This revaluation of student power led directly to the 
current strategy of the student movement—institutional 
resistance. Although the focus is still primarily on university 
training and research processes, the approach has shifted from 
general and abstract (“control” or “drop out” of the process) to 
an attack on various specific end results of those processes. 
Instead of lamenting the “publish or perish” syndrome, radicals 
expose and attack specific military and CIA contracts. Rather 
than protect the change from the “community of scholars” 
dialogue to corporate job training, they confront recruiters from 
the military, DOW Chemical and the CIA and often throw them off 
the campus. Finally, since the university itself is a corporation, 
radicals attack its business practices: expansion into ghetto 
neighborhoods, racist recruitment, and exploitative treatment of 
non-academic employees.

“Unlike student power but similar in mood to the free 
university, the objectives of this strategy were negative—the 
abolition or disruption of this or that aspect of the university’s 
operations. Institutional resistance has succeeded in many cases 
and failed in some, and was certainly superior to earlier strategic 
efforts. The Columbia rebellion last spring was perhaps the best 
expression of its possibilities.”

Carl Davidson
“Toward a Critical University,” 1970

the new
working 

class



  The poet David Shapiro occupying the office of Columbia president Kirk



  

Weatherman – Days of Rage, 1969



  

The new class...

“To generations of radicals, the working class has been 
the bearer of socialism, the agent of both progressive 
social reform and revolution. But in the United States in 
the last two decades, the left has been concentrated most 
heavily among people who feel themselves to be “middle-
class,” while the working class has appeared relatively 
quiescent. This “middle-class” left, unlike its equivalent in 
early twentieth-century Europe or in the Third World 
today, is not a minority within mass working-class (or 
peasant) movement; it is, to a very large extent, the left 
itself. It has its own history of mass struggle, not as an 
ally or appendage of the industrial working class, but as a 
mass constituency in and of itself. At the same time, most 
of the U.S. left continues to believe (correctly, we think) 
that without a mass working class left, only the most 
marginal of social reforms is possible.”

Barbara and John Ehrenreich,
“The Professional-Managerial Class” (1977)



  

The new class...

“By 1969, two overall approaches to handling the class 
problem were emerging for the New Left: one which we 
will call the 'radicals in the professions' strategy; the other 
the strategy represented by what came to be called the 
'new communist movement.' The 'radicals in the 
professions' approach developed quite naturally out of the 
student life cycle: the undergraduates of 1963 were, by 
1969, teachers, social workers, journalists, lawyers, or 
students in graduate or professional schools. Stated very 
simply, the idea was to use these positions, or at least 
whatever skills went with them, to advance the radical 
cause – which was now generally understood to be the 
cause of poor and working-class people, oppressed 
minority groups, etc., and only indirectly of the 
professionals themselves... The great importance of this 
direction, or strategy, of New Left activism is that it 
embodied a critical self-consciousness of the PMC itself – 
a kind of negative class consciousness.”

Barbara and John Ehrenreich,
“The Professional-Managerial Class” (1977)



  

The new class... (1)

“In a sense, the New Left represents a historic 
breakthrough: a first conscious effort to recognize and 
confront the conflict between the PMC and the working 
class. Learning in part from the Cultural Revolution in 
China, with its emphasis on the gap between mental and 
manual labor and its populist approach to technology, and 
in part from their uneasy alliance with (mainly Third 
World) working class community movements, the radicals 
of the sixties began to develop a critique of their own 
class. The feminist movement extended that critique, 
exposing the ideological content of even the most 
apparently 'neutral' science and the ideological functions 
of even the most superficially 'rational' experts.”

Barbara and John Ehrenreich,
“The Professional-Managerial Class” (1977)



  

“Every day our leadership would listen to world news 
over the radio at 9 a.m. to follow the growth of the 
American antiwar movement. Visits to Hanoi by 
people like Jane Fonda, and former Attorney General 
Ramsey Clark and ministers gave us confidence that 
we should hold on in the face of battlefield reverses. 
We were elated when Jane Fonda, wearing a red 
Vietnamese dress, said at a press conference that she 
was ashamed of American actions in the war and that 
she would struggle along with us.... The conscience 
of America was part of its war-making capability, and 
we were turning that power in our favor. America lost 
because of its democracy; through dissent and 
protest it lost the ability to mobilize a will to win.” 

Vietnamese Colonel Bui Tin
Interview, Wall Street Journal, August 3, 1995



  

The new class... (2)

“In the past intellectuals had constituted a tiny 
minority of the population, but with the tremendous
expansion of higher education in the period after 
World War II, millions upon millions of young 
people began to be exposed to – one might say 
indoctrinated in – the adversary culture of the 
intellectuals. To be sure, very few of these young 
people actually became intellectuals in any real 
sense, but a great many were deeply influenced by 
ideas which had once been confined pretty much 
to the intellectuals community itself. Thus what had 
formerly been the attitudes of a minuscule group 
on the margins of American society now began 
assuming the proportions of a veritable mass 
movement.”

Norman Podhoretz, 1979



  

The new class... (2)

“If, in Hegelian terms, the contradiction of 
capitalism was its dependence on an ever-growing 
working class brought together in large factories, 
the contradiction of post-industrial society may be 
its dependence on large numbers of intellectuals 
and students for research and innovation on great 
campuses and a few intellectuals centers of 
communication and influence.”

Seymour Lipset, 1979
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