The Great Transformation

Introduction

The racial upsurges of the 1950s and 1960s were among the most tem-
pestuous events in postwar American history. The struggles for voting
rights, the sit-ins and boycotts to desegregate public facilities, the ghetto
rebellions of the mid-1960s, and the political mobilizations of Latinos, Indi-
ans, and Asian Americans, dramatically transformed the political and cul-
tural landscape of the U.S. The postwar period has indeed been a racial
crucible. During these decades, new conceptions of racial identity and its
meaning, new modes of political organization and confrontation, and new
definicions of the state’s role in promoting and achieving “equality™ were
explored, debated, and contested on the battlegrounds of politics.

The racial minority movements responsible for these developments
achieved limited but very real reforms in their struggle for racial justice
and equality. By the 1970s however, through repression, cooptation, and
fragmentation, these movements experienced a sharp decline, losing their
vitality and coherence. In the ensuing context of the economic, political, and
cultural crises of the period, even the moderate gains they had achieved
came under attack by an alliance of right-wing and conservative forces,

In this chapter, we examine the minority movement upsurge of the 1950s
and 1960s. We do not seek to reprise the history of these decades, but to
employ our theory of #acral formation to interpret the events of the period.
We suggest that two important changes characterize the racial politics of
the 1950s and 1960s: the hirst of these was a paradigm shift: the established
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system of racial meanings and identities, based in the ethnicity paradigm
of race, experienced increasing strain and opposition. This opposition grad-
ually took shape within the civil rights movement, as the challenge it had
Jaunched against segregation in the South was transformed into a national
movement against racism.’ The second change was the mobilization of
netw social movements, led by the black movement, as the primary means
for contesting the nature of racial politics. These movements irreversibly
expanded the terrain of political contest, and set the stage for the general
reorganization of U.S. politics.

Paradigm Shift

The modern civil rights movement was initially organized within the
dominant paradigm of ethnicity. The ethnicity perspective provided an
analytic framework by which to assess the situation of blacks, and cor-
respondingly shaped the movement’s political agenda. The early move-
ment leaders were racial moderates who sought to end “race-thinking”
and assure “equality” to each individual. The movement initially focused
its energies on the South; where the ethnicity paradigm remained a chal-
lenging ideology to the racist logic of segregation. Later, when demands
for racial reforms attained national scope and expanded beyond the black
movement to other racially defined minorities, the limited explanatory
abilities and programmatic usefulness of the ethnicity paradigm were
revealed. The “eclipse” of this perspective led to a period where compet-
ing paradigms—the class- and nation-based views—flourished and contested
for hegemony.

Neuw Social Movements

The upsurge of racially based movements which began in the 19505 was
a contest over the social meaning of race. It was this process which created
what we call “the great transformation”? of racial awareness, racial mean-
ing, racial subjectivity. Race is not only a matter of politics, economics,
or culture, but of all these “levels™ of lived experience simultancously. It
is a pre-eminently social phenomenon, something which suffuses each indi-
vidual identity, each family and community, yet equally penctrates state
institurions and marker relationships. The racial minority movements of the
period were the first new social movements—the first to expand the con-
cerns of politics to the social, to the terrain of everyday life. New social
movement politics would later prove “contagious,” leading to the mobi-
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lization of other racial minorities, as well as other groups whose concerns
were principally social. As playwright David Edgar has noted, most of the
new social movements of the 1960s—student, feminist, and gay—drew
upon the black struggle “as a central organizational fact or as a defining
political metaphor and inspiration.”?

Taken together, these two interrelated dimensions—the eclipse of the
ethnicity paradigm and the emergence of new social movement politics—
constitute an alternative framework by which to assess the racial politics
of the period. Our account suggests that racial identity, the racial state,
and the very nature of racial politics as a whole were radically transformed
during the 1960s—tranformed so profoundly thar the racial meanings
established during this period continue to shape politics, even in the cur-
rent period of reaction.

While the 1960s witnessed the weakening of the ethnicity paradigm and
the growth of perspectives within the class-based and nation-based para-
digms of race, none of the challenging viewpoints could achieve hegemonic
status. They suffered from serious deficiencies, largely because (as we have
argued in Part One) of their reduction of race to other phenomena. The
subsequent waning of the movements and specific organizations operating
within these challenging paradigms left a vacuum in racial theory and pol-
itics. This created the political space for the resurgence of the ethnicity
paradigm in the 1980s.

Despite this, the depth and breadth of “the great transformation™ can
hardly be exaggerated. The forging of new collective racial identities dur-
ing the 1950s and 1960s has been the enduring legacy of the racial minor-
ity movements. Today, as gains won in the past are rolled back and most
organizations prove unable to rally a mass constituency in racial minority
communities, the persistence of the new racial identities developed during
this period stands out as the single truly formidable obstacle to the con-
solidation of a newly repressive racial order. Apparently, the movements
themselves could disintegrate, the policies for which they fought could be
reversed, their leaders could be coopted or destroyed, but the racial sub-
jectivity and self-awareness which they developed had taken permanent
hold, and no amount of repression or cooptation could change that. The
genie was out of the bottle.

The Emergence of the Civil Rights Movement

The moderate goals of the early civil rights movement did not challenge
the natonally dominant paradigm of racial theory, the ethnicity perspec-
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tive. Indeed, early movement rheroric often explicitly appealed to the ideal
of a “race-free” society, the centerpiece of the liberal ethnicity vision.* This
was consistent with the call for integration framed by Gunnar Myrdal in
1944, or with Nathan Glazer's description of the “national consensus”
which abolished Jim Crow in the mid-1960s.’

Although its political goals were moderate, the black movement had to
adopr the radical tactics of disruprion and “direct action™ due to the “mas-
sive resistance” strategy of the South, a region which clung ro the racise
assumptions of an earlier paradigm. The modern civil rights movement
came into being when southern black organizations, frustrated by south-
ern intransigence and drawing on both national and indigenous support
bases, moved to mobilize a mass constituency in the South. They thus aug-
mented the tactics of judicial/legislative activism—used in the elite poli-
tics which had previously characterized the civil rights struggle®—with
those of direct action, which required an active “grass-roots™ constituency.
This was the key shift of the mid-1950s,

What made this change possible? Traditionally studies of social move-
ments have developed maodels of “collective behavior™ or “resource mobi-
lization™ to explain the emergence of significant struggles for change.
Analyses of the formation of the modern civil rights movement in the mid-
19505 are often based on one of these models.” Clearly both these approaches
have their merits: the essential conditions for each—inadequacy of “nor-
mal™ political channels to process demands (collective behavior model),
and availability of material and political resources for the mobilization of
movement constituencies (resource mobilization model)}—were both present.
The monolithic southern resistance to desegregation is an instance of the
failure of “normal” politics to respond to demands for change. The role
‘of such organizations as the local NAACP chapters, and particularly the
black churches, effectively documented by Aldon Morris,” exemplifies the
centrality of resource mobilization issues.

Although both the resistance to change and the availability of economic
and political resources in the black community were essential components
of the civil rights movement’s shift to a direct action strategy, neither of
these conditions were sufficient to spark the transition. A third factor, per-
haps the most central, was required. This was an ideological or cultural
intervention, the politicization of black identity, the rearticulation of black
collective subjectivity. It was this change which would eventually place
radical objectives on the agenda of racial minority movements, facilitate the
diffusion of racially based movement activity to other groups, and become
anathema to the moderate advocates of civil rights operating within the
ethnicity paradigm of race.

9 R

Origins of New Social Movement Politics:
Identity, Rearticulation, and Political Opposition

Before the modern black movement’s appearance on the political stage,
the U.S. political system had not significantly changed since the New Deal.
The Democratic Party had served as a repository of consensus ever since
Roosevelt led it to power in the 1930s. Compromise and pragmatic coali-
tion-building among disparate interests, constituencies, and loyalties (“inter-
est-group liberalism™)” shaped national politics. “Interests™ themselves were
largely defined economically. Such a system had obvious limitations in its
ability to respond to challenges which cur across class (or status) lines. It
was limited by an inability to confront an unjust social system which had
not only economic but also political and cultural causes and consequences,

In its efforts to transform precisely that social system, the black move-
ment sought to expand the concerns of politics, without abandoning the
carlier economically centered logic. This expansion of “normal” politics
to include racial issues—this “common sense” recognition of the political
elements at the hearr of racial identities and meanings—made possible the
mavement’s greatest triumphs, its most permanent successes. These did
not lie in its legislative accomplishments, but rather in its ability to create
new racial “subjects.” The black movement redefined the meaning of racial
identity, and consequently of race itself, in American society.

Social movements create collective identity by offering their adherents a
different view of themselves and their world; different, thar is, from the
worldview and self-concepts offered by the established social order. They
do this by the process of rearticulation,"! which produces new subjectivity
by making use of information and knowledge already present in the sub-
ject’s mind. They take elements and themes of her/his culture and tradi-
tions and infuse them with new meaning.

The civil rights movement linked traditional black cultural and religious
themes with the ideas and strategies of social movements around the world.
On this basis it could rearticulate black collective subjectivity—it could
forge a new black politics.

The movement’s “intellectuals” were largely preachers. They infused their
activism with a well-known set of symbols and rhetorical tools.'* The cen-
turies-long black interrogation of biblical images of bondage and libera-
tion—as embodied in the Exodus, for instance, or the theology of Christian
redemption—had traditionally furnished a familiar vocabulary and textual
reference-point for freedom struggle, a home-grown “liberation theology.”"?

The civil rights movement augmented this imagery with ideas, lessons,
and strategies developed in India, Africa, Europe (in the experience of anti-
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Nazi resistance),” and in the U.S. (in the sit-down strikes of the 1930s).
Martin Luther King’s application of the Gandhian philosophy of satya-
graha, the adoption of the “sit-in™ as a tactic for forcing integration, and
the parallels drawn to African liberation movements, were examples of
this borrowing from the repertorie of other political struggles.

The formation of the modern civil rights movement is a classsical illus-
tration of rearticulation processes. In order to win mass black suppaort for
the tactics of direct action, it was necessary to replace the established cul-
tural norms through which ordinary blacks, particularly in the South, had
previously sought to ameliorate the impact of racial oppression: “shuckin
and jivin,” “putting on Whitey,” feigning ignorance and humility, etc.
These strategies had served in the past to limit the extent of white con-
trol, to insulate the black community and black institutions from white
intrusion and surveillance, and to protect individual blacks who ran afoul
of white authority. But they had also limited the extent and depth of black
organization, organization that would be necessary to challenge the sys-
tem of segregation. They had been pre-political responses, survival efforts
carried out by blacks as individuals in the absence of a movement. They
were, in effect, adaptations to powerlessness."’

The modern civil rights movement sought not to survive racial oppres-
sion, but to overthrow it. Thus the traditional ideological themes of lib-
eration and redemption and the political tactics of protest derived from
movements around the world were incorporated in the heat of political
struggle as elements of a new identity, one of collective opposition. Accord-
ing to Robert Moses or Martin Luther King, Jr., blacks were, collectively,
the moral, spiritual, and political leadership of American society. They
represented not only their own centuries-long struggle for freedom, bur
the highest and noblest aspirations of white America as well.

Far from having to passively accept the “’bukes and scorns” of segregation
and perhaps trying to outmaneuver “Whitey,” blacks were now called
upon to oppose the system with righteous and disciplined action:

To accepr passively an unjust system is to cooperate with that sys-
tem; thereby the oppressed become as evil as the oppressor. Nonco-
operation with evil is as much a moral obligation as cooperation
with good.'®

The old linkages of religious and culrural themes—of the Christian
virtues of humility, of “turning the other cheek™—were thus not negated,
but dramatically captured by the movement. The “culture of resistance” with
which these virtues had previously been identified was displaced from an
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emphasis on individual survival to one of collective action. This process of
rearticulation made the movement’s political agenda possible, especially
its challenge to the existing racial state.

The Radicalization of the Black Movement: Black Power

In subsequent stages of the movement’s history, rearticulation processes
continued to function as radical perspectives filled the void created by the
eclipse of the ethnicity paradigm. This is particularly true of the emergence
of black power. After the moderate demands of the civil rights movement
were met in 1964 with the passage of the Civil Rights Act, and in 1965
with the enactment of voting rights legislation, many black activists saw
their underlying ideals as unfulfilled. Not only had they failed to create a
“beloved community” (which they now admitted had been a utopian
vision),'” but they had failed to achieve significant change in the social
conditions faced by blacks. Kenneth Clark echoed these sentiments in 1967:

The masses of Negroes are now starkly aware that recent civil
rights victories benefited a very small number of middle-class
Negroes while their predicament remained the same or worsened.'

The radicalization of an important segment of the black movement took
shape in the myriad disappointments and disillusionments that afflicted
civil rights activists: the acrimonious division between SNCC (Student
Nonviolent Coordinating Committee) and civil rights moderates at the
August, 1963 March on Washington;" the ferocity of the Birmingham
campaign of April-May, 1963, combined with the limited victory won
there;” the experience of the Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party, a
SNCC-organized project to unseat the segregationist “regular™ delegation
at the 1964 Democratic Party convention in Adantic City;?' the onset of riot-
ing in many Northern cities during the summer of 1964, followed by hun-
dreds of riots during the next four years;* and the development of a new
“backlash” politics in the middle 1960s, after the “massive resistance” strat-
egy of the South had been broken.”

By the time of the Selma campaign (February—March 1965), no more
than limited tactical cooperation existed between the radicals, led by SNCC,
and the moderate SCLC (Southern Christian Leadership Conference). Mil-
itants from SNCC were infuriated when King, maneuvering between Wash-
ington, the federal courts, and the marchers themselves, halted an attempt
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to march from Selma to Montgomery on March 10, 1965.% By June, 1966,
when diverse civil rights groups came together to complete a march through
Mississippi begun by James Meredith (who had been shot by a sniper),
there was open competition between advocates of “black power™ and sup-
porters of integration. _

Beginning with the Meredith march,” the more radical wing of the
movement signalled its disillusionment with past emphases on civil rights
and the transformative power of nonviolence. SNCC and CORE (Con-
gress of Racial Equality), in particular, adopted the more militant posi-
tions associated with the slogan black power.

Black power was a flexible, even amorphous concept, but it was fre-
quently interpreted to mean separatism. It was this connotation which the
moderates, operating within the ethnicity paradigm, despised and stre-
nously denounced:

We of the NAACP [National Association for the Advancement of
Colored People| will have none of this. It is the father of hatred
and the mother of violence. Black power can mean in the end anly

black death.*

Ironically, the ery of “black power” was no more a complete break
with the civil rights movement than thar movement had been a break
with the older “establishment™ of civil rights organizations such as the
NAACP and Nartional Urban League. The concept of black power
embraced a wide spectrum of political tendencies, extending from mod-
erate “self-help” groups through reform-oriented advocates of “commu-
nity control™ to culeural and revolutionary nationalists. The concept’s
r:m'crgcncc as a rallying cry was an effort ence more to rearticulate tra-
ditional themes of the black movement. It was an effort which, interest-
ingly, drew upon the themes of the dominant ethnicity paradigm and the
civil rights movement, while simultaneously rejecting their integrationist
and assimilationist goals.

In the early 1960s, ethnicity theorists, mindful of their model’s origins
in the experiences of white ethnic groups of previous generations, sug-
gested that blacks in the North should be organized as an interest group.”
Much of the black power current could be understood as tollowing this
advice. The ideas that the black community should patronize businesses
owned by blacks, that it should adopt cooperative forms of organization,
that it should mobilize politically at the local level (“community control™)
were concepts which borrowed as much from the tradition of Booker T.
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Washington as they did from those of Cyril Briggs, Marcus Garvey, or
Malcolm X. Robert Allen notes that in many respects black power was
“only another form of traditional ethnic group politics.”

Despite its many “moderate™ clements, black power drew an important
line of demarcation within the black movement and deeply disturbed the
dominant (i.e., white) political culture. White liberals reacted in horror
when their ethnic prescriptions were put into practice by black militants
and quickly retreated into a fundamentalist individualism which would
have embarrassed Adam Smith.>

While embracing aspects of the ethnicity paradigm, black power theo-
rists also initiated a rupture with that perspective by drawing upon colo-
nial analogies to analyze the plight of blacks in America, and by focusing
attention on racially based intra-class conflict. The political implications of
this paradigmatic shift represented a distinct departure from the “interest
group” politics of the ethnicity paradigm. Some examples were Stokely
Carmichael and Charles V. Hamilton’s Black Power: The Politics of Lib-
eration in America, which addressed black conditions in the U.S. within
a nationalist paradigm, and James Boggs's essays,’ which focused on the
role of black industrial workers and urban struggles from a perspective
based in Marxism-Leninism.

A key figure in the transition from civil rights to black power was Mal-
colm X, who placed a radical nationalist position on the political agenda
and attracted mass black support for that view. First as organizer and chicf
spokesperson for the Nation of Islam, and then, briefly, as founder of the
Organization of Afro-American Unity, Malcolm played a role unparalleled
in the black community since Garvey's time. Although he often derided
the civil rights movement, referring to its organizations and leaders as
“Uncle Toms,” Malcolm also recognized the importance of raising civil
rights demands, even while arguing that the U.S. could not meet them.
After his 1963 break with the Nation of Islam, Malcolm moved closer to
the radical wing of the movement and influenced SNCC thinking. In late
1964 he met with SNCC leaders in Nairobi, Kenya, at which time he
stressed the importance of Pan-Africanism for U.S. blacks. He also
approached socialist positions in a number of respects.’ Malcolm formu-
lated a radical challenge to the moderate agenda of the civil rights move-
ment and prefigured the themes of black power. In February, 1965 he was
assassinated at the Audubon Ballroom in Harlem, under circumstances
that remain mysterious.™

Black power advocates and adherents broke away from the earlier black
movement’s struggle for a “raceless sociery.” Integration, they argued,
could only be a result of political power and equality, never its cause. The

103



The Great Transformation

radicalization of the black movement appropriated the legacy of civil rights,
much as the earlier movement had appropriated the legacy of the South-
ern “culture of resistance”™ which had been nourished in the black church,
in black music, in folklore and literature, even in food.*

In addition to the demand for social justice, the question of “self-deter-
mination”™ was raised. The prospect of having not only “rights” but “power”
once again rearticulated black cultural and political traditions, reviving
themes from black political history. The cultural nationalism and black
Marxism of the late-1960s were restatements of positions which harked
back to the 1920s and 1930s, the days of the Harlem Renaissance, the
African Blood Brotherhood, the Garvey movement, and the “black nation”
thesis of the Communist Party.® The nation-based paradigm was not,
however, synonymous with radical politics. Less “progressive”™—or, as
Huey P. Newton once called them, “pork chop™—nationalists tended to
dilute their vision of black power by ignoring its racial dimensions for a
more limited, “ethnic” view of its meaning. These groups often adopted
reformist orientations, embracing “black capitalism,” for example.”” Here
the distinction berween the two paradigms became muted.

Encountering and Reforming the Racial State

There were two phases to the minority encounter with the state in the
1950s and 1960s.”® The first phase was shaped by the civil rights move-
ment’s mass mobilization in the South, a *direct action” political strategy
which, as we have seen, already depended upon new social movement pol-
itics, on the “politics of identity.” This first phase resulted in the civil rights
reforms of the mid-1960s. Through desegregation campaigns the black
movement set in motion a reform-oriented democratization process. The
resulting concessions were limited but real: policy shifts through execunive
order and legislation, judicial action against specific racist practices, estab-
lishment of new state programs and agencies with “equal opportunity™
mandates, and the hiring of many black activists by state institutions. These
victories ended the exceptional situation in the South by forcing that region
to aceept the nationally dominant racial ideology, as defined by the ethnicity
paradigm. The reforms of the 1960s also signalled the fulfillment of that
paradigm’s limited vision of racial equality.

The second phase of the movement/state encounter was marked by the
fragmentation of the minority movements into competing currents during
the institutionalization of the racial reforms of the mid-1960s. This rook
place as the new reforms rook hold, gradually and partially transforming
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the movement into a constituency for the new programs its efforts had won.

The state was the chief movement target for several reasons, First, the
state, as the “factor of cohesion in society,” had historically maintained
and organized racial practices. In the present too, it gave shape to the
racial order. Second, the state was traversed by the same antagonisms
which penetrated the entire society, antagonisms that were themselves the
results of past cycles of racial struggle. The lukewarm commirments to
desegregation in public employment and the armed forces extracted by
A. Philip Randolph from Roosevelt and Truman, the use of the 14th
Amendment by NAACP lawyer Thurgood Marshall to challenge school
segregation, the freedom rides of the 1940s and 1960s (which probed the
federal commitment to integration of interstate travel), and the voring
rights drives in the South were all examples of the small but significant
“openings” through which the existing racial state was susceptible to chal-
lenge. Movement tactics often sought to make use of the state’s internal
racial contradictions. For example, the voting rights drives sought to
induce confrontations between different branches of the state: the courts
vs. state legislatures, federal police vs. local or state police. The idea was
to force the federal government to defend civil rights from infringement
by racist local and state agencies.

By the latter stages of this process—the late 1960s—the reform-oriented
program of the black movement had acquired a foothold in state institu-
tions such as social service agencies, and in electorally based positions. At
the same time, splits and divisions had surfaced in the movement, and in
minority communities as well. These included inter-group rivalries, class
divisions, controversies over strategy, and disputes over the meaning of
race within the minority movements themselves (e.g., integration vs. black
power).* Class polarization was deepening within minority communities
as those who were able to do so took advantage of new jobs and educa-
tional epportunities, while the majority of ghetto and barrio dwellers
remained locked in poverty. The war on poverty was lost, as King had
warned, on the battlefields of Vietnam.*! Some formerly integrated move-
ment organizations now became all black (e.g., SNCC); others that formed
in the mid-1960s were organized from the beginning as exclusively black,
Mexican American, Asian American, etc.

In the racial minority movements of the period, the state confronted a
new type of opposition. Racial minority movements challenged established
racial practices simultaneously through direct action, through penetration
of the mainstream political arena (electoral/institutional projects from vorer
registration ro community organization}), and through “ethical/political”
tactics (taking the “moral initiative,” developing “resistance cultures,”
ete.).™ These movements were able to link spontaneity and mass partici-
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pation on the one hand, with electoral/institutional politics on the other.
The unifying element in this opposition was at first the burgeoning col-
lective subjectivity of blacks—and later that of other minorities—which

connected demands for access to the state with more radical demands for
freedom, “self-determination,” cultural and organizational autonomy, “com-
munity control,” and a host of other issues.

By combining these different oppositional tactics, the racial minority
movements of the 1960s initiated the reforms which eventually created a
new racial state. This new state, however, was not the insticutional
fulfillment of the movements™ ideals. Rather it held a cloudy mirror up to
its antagonists, reflecting their demands (and indeed their rearticulated
racial identities) in a distorted fashion.

The state responded to movement demands with tactics of absorption
and insulation.¥® Absorption (or cooptation) reflected the recognition that
movement demands were often greater threats as rallying cries for minor-
ity opposition than they were after they had been adopted in suitably mod-
erate form. Furthermore, absorption resulted in a certain “ghetroization”
within state institutions that transformed militancy into constituency. ™ A
pluralist interest-group framework replaced “grass-roots™ opposition as
the main organizational dynamic,

For example, civil rights workers in the South during the 1960s were con-
tinually frustrated in their efforts to obtain Justice Department protec-
tion for their efforts, frequently asking why the U.S. goveérnment was so
willing to “defend democracy™ in Viernam burt so slow to do so in Mis-
sissippi.® In such a form the demand for federal protection was ominous,
for it linked issues which state policy makers preferred to keep separate
and thus “insulated” from movement demands. U.S. foreign and domes-
tic policy, interventionism abroad and racial despotism at home, and the
domestic and international “third worlds” were all articulated in a single
oppositional demand for state guarantees of democratic rights. But once the
demand for protection was absorbed, appearing in the creation of the
Community Relations Service in the Justice Department under the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, its challenge to the state was largely blunted.*

Insulation is a related process in which the state confines democratiz-
ing demands to areas that are, if not entirely symbolic, at least not crucial
to its operation as a “factor of cohesion™ in society. The federal system
in the ULS. permits a degree of insulation of key state institutions from
popular demands that is unequalled elsewhere in the capitalist democracies.”
Thus whole areas of potential conflict, such as the operation of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board or the framing of tax policy, were defined as non-racial
issues during the 1960s.

106

Challenging Paradigms and Strategic Divisions

By the late 1960s, the fragmentation within the racial minority movements
was clearly visible and consolidated into discernible currents. New social
movement politics had galvanized activists in their respective communi-
ties, but the lack of theoretical clarity about racial dynamics in the U.S. splin-
tered political action. Although the ethnicity paradigm had been seriously
challenged, it remained an important explanatory model, not only for aca-
demics, but also for movement activists. The challenging paradigms—the
class- and nation-based views—gave rise to counterposed strategic orien-
tations. Strategic divisions also Howed from class cleavages internal to
minority communities, from state repression which marginalized radical
tendencies, and from the very effectiveness of state strategies of reform,
which tended to replace movement perspectives with the constituency-
based viewpoints of “normal” politics.

Three broad political currents can be recognized within the racial minor-
ity movements of this pcrinc].‘m These were electoral/institutional “entrism,”
socialism, and nationalism.

Advocates of electoral/ institutional entrism argued for greater movement
participation in existing political organizations and processes, such as party
politics, local government agencies, welfare state and poverty programs,
ctc. While this rendency was perhaps most closely associated with the reform
orientation of moderate movement factions, more militant currents also
adopted “entrist” perspectives, for example the La Raza Unida Party,* or
the Georgia legislative campaigns of SNCC activist Julian Bond.”" The
necessity of “entering the mainstream™ was advocated for the following
reasons; to avoid marginalization, since no other historically continuous
political terrain was available to minority activists; to achieve reforms that
would allow for further movement-building, redistribution of income, goods,
and services, and increased access to the racial state; and to educare and
“rais¢ consciousness,” since electoral office and bureaucratic position con-
fer opportunities to publicize one’s views and to initiate policy.

A second tendency was the socialist rradition. Marxist-Leninist and
internal colonialist perspectives were the main representatives of this cur-
rent. Marxist-Leninist approaches pointed out the class dimensions of
antiracist struggles. They argued thar racism is an indispensable support
to advanced capitalism; that class cleavages exist within minority com-
munities (this served to curb excessive nationalism and point out the dan-
gers of multiclass alliances); and that it was essential to base organizational
efforts on the (traditionally defined) working class. Somewhat paradoxi-
cally, Marxist-Leninist groups often successfully recruired minority mem-
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berships, particularly among students, even as they became increasingly
marginal on the U.S, political landscape.’!

Internal colonialist perspectives saw racism as an ongoing historical
process which contained both class- and nationally based elements. Racially
defined communities within the U.S. were analogized to colonies, and said
to face the same types of economic exploitation and cultural domination
which the developed nations had visited on the underdeveloped ones. The
internal colonialism rubric included a strategic spectrum running all the
way from moderate reform initiatives to revolution and “national libera-
tion.” Demands for increases in the number of “natives™ occupying key
posts in businesses or state institutions (police, schools, social agencies),
plans to achieve “community control” of the ghetto and barrio economics,
and schemes for a two-stage revolutionary process™ analogous to the
Angolan or Vietnamese experiences, were all put forward based on the
internal colonialism analysis.

Nationalism was a diverse current whose main strategic unity lay in rejec-
tion of the assimilationist and integrationist tendencies associated with the
movement moderates. A tremendous diversity of political tendencies were
understood in different minority communities under the “nationalist™ label.

In the black community, for example, the term referred not only to a
legacy of radical opposition to integration, bur also to the “separate devel-
opment™ strategy associated with Booker T. Washington, and to various
Pan-Africanist currents which passed through Garvey and Du Bois. It also
encompassed black Marxism-Leninism and anticolonialist orientations
(which straddle the nationalist and socialist categories), and even included
a cultural nationalist current which was largely antipolitical.

In the Mexican American community, nationalism had its roots in Mex-
ican revolutionary traditions, notably those of land struggles,” and in the
proximity of the border. In the pre-1960s period, political activity aimed
at improving conditions for Mexican Americans in the U.S. had been linked
to an “entrist” perspective of civil rights/integration, such as that advo-
cated by LULAC or the GI Forum. Nationalism in this context focused
on Mexico, not the U.S., and was fueled by immigration, geographical
proximity, and the regional particularities of the border area, on both the
Mexican and U.S. sides.™

With the 1960s, though, an alternative Chicano nationalism appeared,
which rearticulated many traditionally Mexican elements within a U.S.-
based perspective, usually focused on the Southwest. In Chicano commu-
nities, new “anticolonial” struggles erupted, taking the form of land seizures
as well as the community control struggles of the urban barrio.

The struggle for land was necessarily premised on the existence of sub-
stantial Mexican American populations which could constitute local majori-
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tarian constituencies for radical political action. Such concentrations in turn
retlected the long-standing semi-colonial conditions which existed in many
rural areas of the Southwest. In these areas Mexican Americans were an
impoverished agricultural labor force, exploited by agribusiness interests,
victimized by immigration policies, and heir to a “colonial labor system.”

The urban manifestations of this new Chicanismo largely took shape
among student and youth organizations, which flourished in the Mexican
American community during the middle- and late-1960s, often adopting
cultural nationalist orientations.” Many groups rejected the Mexican Amer-
ican identity, which they saw as assimilationist, in favor of a specifically
Chicano identity which in their view reflected commitment to a new and
higher level of political struggle.’”

Asian American nationalism, for the most part, centered on commu-
nity control issues. In many cities Asian Americans fought to prevent com-
mercial transformation or obliteration of their communities. In many
urban areas (such as San Francisco), Manilatowns and Japantowns had
been destroyed by urban renewal schemes which had dispersed residents.
Always a popular tourist attraction, Chinatowns have historically been
the site of continual political battles over low-cost housing versus com-
mercial development.®™ Within this context, Asian Americans sought to
build alternative institutions which would more adequately address the
needs of community residents than could the state or the existing con-
servative community leadership.

Cultural nationalism found expression in every minority community,
This was an explicit critique of the dominant Eurocentric (i.e., white) cul-
ture, understood to pervade both everyday life and “high culture.” Cul-
tural nationalists sought to redefine and recapture the specificity of their
minority cultures, an objective which they identified as “nationalist.” Paint-
ing, theater, dance, music, language, eéven cars and clothes, all became
media through which a new style could be developed, and through which
“genuine” oppositional culture could be distinguished from assimilation-
ist practices.

In the Chicano student movement, a variety of organizations sought to

educate their members and communities about their heritage and the lost

“nation™ of Aztlin, to set up schools and cultural clubs (for folk dancing,
mural painting, etc.), and to establish journals and newspapers.’ In Native
American communities there was a return to traditional religious and spir-
itual concerns. Cultural nationalism helped to link distinet groups who
were racialized as one monolithic entity. The very rerm “Asian American™
arose to express the similarity of experiences and treatment at the hands
of various institutions which the specific “ethnicities” of Japanese, Chi-
nese, Korean, and Filipino, among others, encountered in the U.S. Cul-
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tural and historical antagonisms which existed berween these groups were
muted among college students who became radicalized during the Viet-
nam War. The war was seen as a racist one in which Asian life as a whole
was regarded as “cheap.”®

Each of these tendencies—*entrism,” socialism, and nationalism—reartic-
ulated racial ideology and each responded to existing racial practices while
initiating new ones.

The electoral/institutional “entrists” built political organizations that
could win elections, penetrate and influence state bureaucracies, and either
exercise power in the Democratic Party®! or openly compete with it. By
the 1970s forces such as the Congressional Black Caucus and the Joint
Center for Political Studies had achieved real influence on the national
political scene, while local political machines developed under victorious
black and Chicano mayors in such cities as Atlanta, Birmingham, Denver,
Detroit, Philadelphia, and San Antonio.®* These instrumentalities were in
turn linked to the many civil rights, lobbying, and local political groups,
including those at the neighborhood, social agency, union, or church level,
Thus, as a result of the 1960s movement victories, social programs and
policies—with all their limitations—addressed the needs of minority com-
munities as never before. The nascent influence of “entrist” minority activists
made innovations not only in the obvious areas of policy, in employment,
housing, education, health; but also established the less obvious racial con-
tent of such policy areas as foreign affairs, taxation, environment, science
and arts support, ete. The nerwork of “entrists™ as a whole played a key
long-term rol¢ in maintaining minority viewpoints and positions—for exam-
ple the Congressional Black Caucus’s annual alternative budget propos-
als—in the mainstream political process.

Among the socialists. Marxist-Leninists confronted the substantial class
cleavages that exist in minority communites, as well as the conflicts thar exist
among minority groups (such as black/Asian American conflict or Chi-
cano/black rivalries for electoral office), precisely by stressing the suppos-
edly “fundamental” class conflict. This pointed to an alternative perspective
which could allow people to understand that the sources of racial oppres-
ston lay in the broader society. The focus on class, it was felt, could per-
mit communication across the chasms and gulfs that separate minority
communities and racial minorities as a whole from the white working class.

Socialists or nationalists who adopted the internal colonialist approach
offered a synthesis of cultural nationalism and the Marxist-Leninist analy-
sis of class, arguing that cultural domination reinforced and shaped class
domination, and that racial logic characterized the system as a whole.
Strategies based on the internal colonialism perspective frequently focused
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on community control struggles, and on efforts to develop autonomous
racial minority organizations.”’

Nationalists called on minority communities to develop their unique his-
tories, distinct collective identities, and separate political agendas. They
opposed both integrationist political currents and the homogenizing, cul-
turally dominant thematies of “mainstream™ America. This generated the
range of particularist racial movements we have described above—focused
on Africa, Aztlin, or the ghetto/barrio as a locus of “community con-
trol.”®* Cultural nationalists in every minority community challenged the
ubiguitous and at times forcible imposition of the dominant white cul-
ture.”s They often formulated this challenge in terms which were explic-
itly antipolitical, focusing on the recreation (and creation!) of the cultural
framework by which their group recognized and understood itself.

Cansidered critically, none of these political projects suceeeded even
remotely in forging an oppositional racial ideology or movement capable
of radically transforming the U.S. racial order. The electoral/institutional
“entrists” succumbed to illusions about the malleability of the racial state
and were forced into a new version of ethnic group pluralism—the idea that
racial minarities, like the white ethnics of the past, could claim their rights
through “normal™ political channels. The Marxist-Leninists could fight
racism only by recourse to a futile dogma, and moreover one which con-
signed race to the terrain of “false consciousness.” The internal colonial-
ists, like an earlier generation of black (and other minority) nationalists,
refused ro recognize the particularities of the U.S. racial order and the lim-
its of all analogies with revolutionary movements abroad.” The cultural
nationalists ignored the political sphere, and indeed heaped scorn upon
both reform-oriented “entrists” and minority socialists.®”

All these tendencies were but partial assaules on the U.S. racial order; all
failed to grasp the comprehensive manner by which race is structured into
the U.S. social fabric. All reduced race: to interest group, class fraction,
nationality, or cultural identity. Perhaps most importantly, all these
approaches lacked adequate conceptions of the racial state. In their radi-
cal as much as in their moderate phases, minority movements neglected
the state’s role in the organization and enforcement of the U.S. racial order,
not to mention its capacity for adaptation under political pressure.

The movement’s limits also arose from the strategic divisions that befell
it as a result of its own successes. Here the black movement’s fate is illus-
trative. Only in the South, while fighting against a backward political struc-
ture and overt cultural oppression, had the black movement been able to
maintain a decentered unity, even when internal debates were ferce. Once
it moved north, the black mavement began to split, because competing
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political projects, linked to different segments of the community, sought
cither integration in the (reformed) mainstream, or more radical transfor-
mation of the dominant racial order.

After initial victories against segregation were won, one sector of the
movement was thus reconstituted as an interest group, seeking an end to
racism understood as discrimination and prejudice, and rturning its back on
the oppositional “politics of identity.” Once the organized black movement
became a mere constituency, though, it found itself locked in a bear hug with
the state institutions whose programs it had itself demanded, while simul-
taneously isolated from the core institutions of the modern state.

The radical sectors of the movement were marginalized in cultural are-
nas or on the left. Cultural nagonalists disdained engagement with the
racial state. Those who confronted the state from radical positions (SNCC,
the Black Panther Party, the League of Revolutionary Black Workers, and
others) were met with intense repression.

Beyond this, organizationally, the minority movements of the 1950s and
1960s nearly ceased to exist. Yet, as we have argued, the complex of racial
meanings had been irrevocably altered by years of political acrivity, by
intense campaigns for racial equality and democracy, by the transformed
character of “blackness,” “whiteness,” and all other racial identities that the
movements had initiated. The specter of racial equality, and bevond thar,
of an end to racial oppression itself, continued to haunt American dreams
and nightmares.
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The white violence culminared a month after the campaign’s end in the
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encounter discussed here—a “rising phase,” so to speak, of the racial minor-
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“reaction.” See Chapter 7, below.
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crature on the “factor of cohesion” formulation, see Bob Jessop, The
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The history of minority Marxism-Leninism was interesting as an organiza-
tional process. Several of the currently active M-L organizations with siib-
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Struggle, the Communist Workers Party—were formed when racially exclu-
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tion of the 1960s was often explicitly Maoist, as were many other Marxisms
of the period.

Land struggles were most strenuously pursued by the Alianza Federal de
Meréedes, founded in 1963 by Reies Lopez Tijerina. The Alianza (later
renamed La Confederacion de Pueblos Libres) sought to restore lands orig-
inally held by Mexican Americans in northern New Mexico under grants
dating from the conguest, and built upen regional traditions of struggle
dating from the 19th century. See Reies Lopez Tijerina, Mi Lucha Por La
Tierra (Mexico, DF: Fondo de Cultura Economica, 1978); Peter Nabokov,
Tijerina and the Courthouse Raid (Albuquerques University of New Mexico
Press, 1969). Tijerina’s politics have been the subject of some debate. His

199



Notes

w
o

A
~l

200

personalistic and confrontational style and his focus on the ractics of land
occupation place him in a venerable Mexican revolutionary tradition. But
Tijerina built upon and altered this legacy in the atrempr to address mod-
ern LS. conditions. He ran for Governor of New Mexico in 1968, joined
Martin Luther King, Jr.’s Poor People’s Crusade, and espoused a Pan Amer-
ican and Third Worldist revolutionary philosophy. After extensive harass-
ment, Tijerina was jailed in 1969, and his movement dispersed.

Important regional distinctions also affect Mexican American politics in the
Southwest. Andrés Jimenez identifies four regions—the lower Rio Grande
valley (incorporating the frontier zone with the Mexican states of Nuevo
Leon, Tamaulipas, and Coahuila), the upper Rio Grande corridor (extend-
ing from the state of Chihuahua north into New Mexico), the Arizona area
(incorporating the frontier with the state of Sonora), and California (includ-
ing the Baja California border area)—each with its particular history of
political development, incorporation in the U.S. (and global) economy, and
cultural traditions. This obviously leaves aside important concentrations
such as Colorado, the Pacific Northwest, and the Midwest. Chicago today
is one of the largest “Mexican™ cities in the world. (Andrés Jimenez, per-
sonal communication, July 10, 1983).
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estingly, Barrera suggests that “The system of colonial labor appears ro
have been based on racial rather than ethnic distinctions,” (ibid., p. 49)
which is consistent with our argument (in Chapter 3, above) that a racial
logic structured North American colonialism and was not merely an out-
come of that system.

Groups such as the Brown Berets, The Crusade for Justice, El Moviniento
Estudiantil Chicanos de Aztlan (MECHA), and the Mexican American Youth
Organization (MAYQ) originated at this time. Though asserting their Chi-
canismo, most groups adopted a Mexicanized political style, setting forth
their demands in Planes, for example. MECHA enunciated its program in Ef
Plan de Santa Barbara; Rodolfo “Corky” Gonzales launched El Plan Espiri-
treal de Aztlan at a Chicano Youth Conference held in Denver in 1969, Many
other groups developed their demands in this manner. See Barrera, “The
Historical Evolution .. .\" pp. 27-31; Acufa, Occupied America, pp. 357-360.
“Commitment to the struggle for Chicano Liberation is the operative
definition of the ideology used here. Chicanismo involves a crucial distine-
tion in political consciousness between a Mexican American and a Chicano
mentality. The Mexican American is a person who lacks respect for his

(sic) cultural and ethnic heritage. Unsure of himself, he seeks assimilation
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as a way out of his “degraded” social status. . .. In contrast, Chicanismo
reflects self-respect and pride in one’s cthnic and culrural background. . ..
Mexican Americans must be viewed as potential Chicanos. . . . Chicano Lib-
eration is a means of total Chicano liberation.” (“El Plan de Santa Barbara,”
quoted ibid, p. 34.)

These conflicts often revealed important class dimensions within Asian
American communities—dimensions which were played up by Marxist-
Leninist groups and played down by “entrists™ and more moderate nation-
alists. For example, Asian entreprencurs were somerimes branded an
indigenous “national” bourgeoisie, whose “class interests” contlicted with
those of other class forces.

El Grito, Azthin, El Tecolote, and La Raza were some of these.

Paul Wong notes: “The most widely aceepted slogans in the white antiwar
movement have been *Give peace a chance’ and ‘Bring the G.1’s home.’
The Asian-American movement, in contrast, emphasized the racist nature
of the war, using such slogans as ‘Stop killing our Asian brothers and sis-
ters,” and *We don’t want your racist war.’ Paul Wong, “The Emergence of
the Asian-American Movement,” Bridge, Vol. 2, no. 1 {September/October
1972) pp. 35-36.

Republican “entrism” has also come into being among minorities long
considered to be in the Democratic column, especially since the election
of Reagan.

Some campaigns led by community organizations continued into the 1970s
with varying degrees of success. In San Antonio, where the Communities
Organized for Public Service (COPS) was active, a moderate Chicano mayor
was eventually elected with a strong community base. Local organizing by
Chicano moderates has also continued to flourish or at least survive in Los
Angeles and Denver,

Of a voluminous literature, see for example Guillermo Flores, “Internal
Colonialism and Racial Minorities in the U.S.: An Overview,”
Bonilla and Roberr Girling, eds., Structures of Dependency (Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press, 1973); Robert Blauner, Racial Oppression i Amer-
ica (New York: Harper and Row, 1972) pp. 82-110; see also Chapter 3,

above.

in Frank

See Chapter 3, above.

Consider the history of Indian education, for example, or the perverse hyper-
patriotism of the “relocation camps™—Manzanar, Tule Lake, Gila River—
in which Japanese Americans were imprisoned during World War I1.

The internal colonialism framework made more sense in dealing with rel-
atively homogeneous concentrations of minorities, for example New York’s
Ocean Hill-Brownsville and Bedford-Stuyvesant ghertos (both heavily black),
or South Bronx (Puerto Rican). It was less useful where given minority

201



Notes

67

~]

I

groups were insufficiently concenrrated geographically, or where minority
communities were more heterogencons, Homogencity, of course ‘
more than relative. See Chapter 1, above.

See for example Carlos Moore, “Marxism: A Prolet-Aryan Outlook,” Berkeley
Joursal of Sociology, Vol. XIX (1974-1975). '

, 1S never

Race and Reaction
San Francisco Chronicle, 8 March 1985.
In April 1985, the black unemployment rate was 16.3 percent compared to
the overall unemployment rate of 7.3 percent. (Deépartment of Labor, Bureau
of Labor Statistics). The Center on Budger and Policy Priorities reported
that the poverty rate amang blacks is almost 36 pereent, the highest pro-
portion sice 1968. The Center also noted that while long-term unemploy-
ment among whites has increased by 1.5 percent since 1980, among blacks
it has increased by 72 percent (cited in Roger Wilkins, “Smiling Racism,”
The Nation, 3 November 1984). For a more recent analysis of an essen-
tially unchanged pattern of racialized poverty, see Gerald D. Jaynes and
Robin M. Williams, Jris eds.; A Common Destiny: Blacks and American
Society (Washington, DC: National Academy Press, 1989) pp. 277-291.
Barry Bluestone and Bennert Harrison, The Deindustrialization of America:
Plant Closings, Community Abandonment, and the Dismantling of Basic
Industry (New York: Basic Books, 1982), ‘-
Howard ]. Sherman, Stagflation (New York: Harper and Row, 1976).
James O*Connor, The Fiscal Crisis of the State (New York: St. Martin’s
Press, 1973).
“The advantages for the U.S. of this dollar-based system were formidable.
Essentially, it created a unique, built-in demand for dollars, independent of
the demand for U.S. products. This riced for dollars meant the U.S. could
buy more than it sold abroad without fearing that the oversupply of dol-
lars would cause the value of the dollar to drop. L1.S. multinationals and
banks. were in 4 strong position to invest abroad, since the dollars they
were spending were in such demand. This in turn encouraged ULS. mi]imr;-‘
expansion worldwide by allowing the US. to keep spending the |11{)rqc;-
needed to support its troops overseas. In short, it was precisely through _th-c
enthronement of the dollar at Bretton Woods that the U.S. was able to
finance the postwar Pax Americana.” (“Bretron Woods: The Rise and Fall
of an International Monetary Sytem,” Dollars & Sense 102 [December 1984].)
See also Fred Block, The Origins of International Economic Disorder
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1977).
In 1984 the U.S. trade deficit with Canada was $20 billion, second only to
the nation’s $37 billion deficit with Japan. In spite of this, Amc:ricans..did
not harbor negative attitudes towards Canada.

10.

Notes

Republican Senator John Heinz during a Congressional debare over U.S.-
Japan trade relations stated thar “In category after category they [the Japan-
ese] are slicing us neatly and thinly off like a piece of sushimi [sic], which
they so clegantly do.” At a Mareh 8, 1985 hearing, Sen. Heinz noted that
when the * Japanese get their little fork into us—or chopsticks .. . they really
do stick it to us.”

During a March 20, 1985 hearing, Democratic Senator Ernest Hollings
said the Japanese “love all those bowings—they have been doing that for
twenty-five years and getring away with it.” Cited in' Hokubei Mainichi,
April 16, 1985.

Laura Chin and Ada Kan, Where We Stand in America: A Report on Anti-
Astan Violence and Anti-Foreign Semtiments (Washington, D.C.: The Orga-
nization of Chinese Americans, Inc., August 1984). In 1982 Vincent Chin,
a Chinese American man was beaten to death in Detroit by a laid-off plant
foreman and his stepson who mistook their victim for Japanese and blamed
him for the loss of their jobs. The incident further outraged Asian Ameri-
can communities when Wayne County Circuit Court Judge Charles Kaufman
allowed the two men to plead guilty to manslaughter (the original charge
had been second-degree murder), placed them on three years™ probation,
and fined them $3,780 each.
“Illegal aliens™ are equated with “Mexicans” or the *brown flood™ in gen-
eral, even though undocumented workers from Mexico constitute at most
60 percent of the “illegal population.™ It is estimated that of the 1,086,000
undocumented workers in California berween 1970 and 1980, 589,000 were
from Mexico. See Thomas Muller, The Fourth Wave: California’s Newest
Imiigrants (Washington, DC: The Urban Institute Press, 1984). Despite
the numbers, the U.S. Imniigration and Naturalization Service directs its
enforcement activities at Mexicans, More than 90 percent of arrests of “ille-
gal aliens™ are made at the border with Mexico. See Ann Cooper, “Hazy
Numbers Complicate the Debate Over How to Slow llegal Immigracion,”
National Journal, 8 June 1985,
A Gallup poll conducred in May 1980 revealed that 91 percent of the peo-
ple interviewed felt that all immigration to the U.S. should be halted until
the national unemployment rate dropped to § percent.
See, among a host of similar works, Charles Murray, Losing Ground: Amer-
ican Social Policy 1950-1980 (New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1984). For a
good critical review of Murray’s work, see Sar A. Levitan's review in Socr-
ety, Vol. 22, no. 4 (May—June 1985); see also theé debare berween Murray
and Levitan in Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 100, no. 3 (Fall 1985).
David Edgar has suggested that, “California’s rax-cutting referendum Prop.
13 was as much a vote against black welfare as it was a vore for lower
taxes.” David Edgar, “Reagan’s Hidden Agenda: Racism and the New Amer-
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