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Links and Documents for Michael Kazin’s Class- Politics 

and Social Movements in Modern United States History 

Day One: 

http://historymatters.gmu.edu/d/5009  - Albert Parsons defines anarchism 

 

Albert Parsons, Speech on Thanksgiving Day, 1885 in Chicago, Illinois  

At the hour named several hundred men and women had assembled at the corner of Washington and Market 

streets, where a large red flag waved from the top of a pile of salt-barrels which covered the sidewalk. By the 

time the meeting was called to order some 2,000 persons stood in the mud and slush, and cold, piercing wind, 

which was the ideal of a raw, chilly Novemberday. 

 

Albert Parsons mounted a pile of the salt-barrels, and, using them as a stand, was introduced as the first 

speaker. Eeferring to the proclamation of the President calling upon the people to return thanks, Mr. Parsons 

asked to whom should the wage-workers offer thanks, and for what? Were they to be thankful for the hard 

times which make the life of the wage-worker an intense struggle for bread, and often times unable to 

procure even that; were they to be thankful for pauper wages and the miseries which follow a life of 

drudgery and poverty, and resign themselves and contentedly accept the station of a menial as an act of 

divine providenee? No, perish the thought. Shall the plundered workers return thanks to their despoilers, 

who give charity to hide their blushes when they look into the faces of their victims? Shall thedisinherited, who 

have by legal enactments been debarred their natural right to an equal and free use of all natural and social forces, 

return thanks for the soup-houses, poor-houses, wood-yards, and other charitable institutions? Shall the workers 

give thanks because they receive two hours' pay for ten hours' work? Are they to be thankful for the compulsory 

idleness of over 2,000,000 of their fellow-workmen? Thankful for an employer, a "boss" whose "business" it is to 

take something for nothing, arid force them to accept the terms or starve! Thankful for a Eepublican form of 

Government which guarantees free speech, free ballot, free press, and free action to the propertied class; a 

Government with its declaration of independence, constitution, and stars-and-stripes to defend and protect the 

robbers of labor, while it imprisons, shoots, and hangs the disloyal, rebellious wage-slaves? The First regiment, 

Illinois State Guards, is at this moment practicing the evolutions of the "street riot drill" in another part of the city 

for the purpose of murdering in an expeditious and scientific manner the men and women whom the present 

system has turned adrift to starve. Shall the workers be thankful for that? Shall they be thankful that capitalists 

the past year have employed the Pinkerton thugs, the police, and military to subjugate the workers in revolt 

against starvation wages. Shall thanks be returned that the Almighty God blesses the wrong-doer with riches, 

making paradise for them out of the hells of the poor? Shall we be thankful for privation, for slavery, for poverty? 

No. Curses, bitter and deep are hereby and now returned to the author of our woes, be that God or man! 

Referring to Chicago, the speaker drew attention to the fact that last winter over 30,000 persons were kept from 
starvation by the hand of charity. With elevators bursting with food, warehouses groaning with clothing, and houses 

vacant everywhere, they who produced by their labor these things were made to feel the pangs of hunger and the 

biting frosts of winter. Beneath the shadow of palaces which they had reared the workers of Chicago, as elsewhere, 

were huddled together in hovels and huts unfit for human habitation. The wealth produced by the wage-workers of 

Chicago the past year was sufficient to furnish them with every comfort—yea, even luxury. 

http://historymatters.gmu.edu/d/5009
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The capitalists and their mouthpieces, the press, pulpit, and politicians, declare that the wage class receive in -

wages all that they earn. By this they mean that we earn only so much as they .compel us to accept. The statistics as 

given in the capitalistic press, showing the productive capacity of labor in Chicago the past year, are the answer to 

the question why the workers are poor. Let the wage-workers ponder them well and ascertain where the ten and 

twelve hours' work for which they receive no pay goes to. 

The statistics, showing the profit on labor in Chicago the past year, are as follows: 

Number of manufacturing establishments 2,282 

Capital invested $ 87,392,709 

Value of raw material $152,628,378 

Value of manufactured product $292,246,912 

Number of employes. 105,725 

Total wages paid $ 48,382,912 

Now deduct the cost of raw material and it shows that labor 

earned $139,287,465 

Total wages paid $ 48,382,912 

$ 90,904,553 

Or over $857 profit on each laborer. While each wage-worker earned over $1,314, they received on an average 

$457 each, or less than one third of what they produced. Each manufacturing establishment averaged a profit of 
about $40,000. Some bankrupted, it is true; but others, like Phil Armour, made over $3,500,000! 

Manufacturers divide this plunder with landlords, usurers, insurance, the Government, lawyers, and other leeches 

and parasites. 

Phil Armour reduced his 10,000 laborers 25 cents per day, which on 10,000 amounts to $2,500 per day, $15,000 

per week, $45,000 per month, and $540,000 per year. Eesult, a twelve-story palace worth $1,000,000 in two years. 

Potter Palmer builds a $600,000 palace. There are ten millionaire club-houses in this city which are used for 

conspiracy against the liberties of the people. There are miles and miles of fashionable avenues lined from end to 

end with palaces wherein the enslavers and robbers of labor licentiously and riotously carouse upon the wealth 

filched from the workers. 

Shall we be thankful for this infamy, crime, and murder of the innocents? But the "stars-and-stripes" 

overshadows and smiles upon and protects it all. Behold the American army, with gleaming bayonets, in long 
serried line, the American flag at its head leading the column, marching under orders of the President of the United 

States to protect—what ?* To protect the rights and liberties and welfare of the people? No. To protect the 

propertied class in their constitutional right to buy cheap labor—the Chinese coolie slave— and thus reduce the 

American laborer to the coolie standard of living. The flag of America has thus become the ensign of privilege and 

the guardian of property, the defender of monopoly. Wageslaves of Chicago, turn your eyes from that ensign of 

property and fix them upon the emblem of liberty, fraternity, equality—the red flag—that flag which now and ever 

has waved, and ever will remain the oriflamme of liberty, denoting emancipated labor, the redemption of humanity, 

and the equality of rights of all. 

Let us be thankful, then, that there is a large and increasing number of workingmen and women who have 

acquired a knowledge of their rights and dare to defend them. Let us be thankful for the dawn which is even now 

breaking, which is to usher in the new era; thankful for the near approach of that period in human affairs when man 

will no longer govern or exploit his fellow-man : the time when the earth and all it contains will be held for the free 
use of all nature's children. 

Let us prepare for the recovery of our stolen right to our inheritance of this fair earth, and let us express the 

devout and earnest hope that ere many Thanksgiving days come round the workers of the world may, by their 

devotion to liberty and the best interests of man, abolish and exterminate the whole brood of profit-mongers, rent-
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takers, and usury-gatherers, and on the ruins of the old erect the new order, wherein all will associate and co-operate 

for the purpose of producing and consuming freely, without let or hindrance. 

 

Gompers- 1893 speech- See PDF 

 

Day Two: 

http://historymatters.gmu.edu/d/5361  - Omaha Platform 1892 

WJ Bryan, Labor Day Speech, 1896—See PDF 

http://www3.niu.edu/~td0raf1/history498/Socialist%20Party%20Platform%201912.htm – Socialist Party 

platform, 1912 

Day Three:  

http://www.bartleby.com/114/13.html - WEB DuBois “Of the Coming of John” in 

The Souls of Black Folk (1903) 

http://wps.prenhall.com/wps/media/objects/107/110377/ch21_a2_d1.pdf - 

Jane Addams, “The Subjective Necessity of Social Settlements” (1892) 

        Woodrow Wilson, THE NEW FREEDOM, 1913 (excerpt) 

THE OLD ORDER CHANGETH 

There is one great basic fact which underlies all the questions that are discussed 

on the political platform at the present moment. That singular fact is that 

nothing is done in this country as it was done twenty years ago…. 

We have changed our economic conditions, absolutely, from top to bottom; and, 

with our economic society, the organization of our life. The old political formulas 

do not fit the present problems; they read now like documents taken out of a 

forgotten age. The older cries sound as if they belonged to a past age which men 

have almost forgotten. Things which used to be put into the party platforms of 

ten years ago would sound antiquated if put into a platform now. We are facing 

the necessity of fitting a new social organization, as we did once fit the old 

organization, to the happiness and prosperity of the great body of citizens; for 

we are conscious that the new order of society has not been made to fit and provide the convenience or 

prosperity of the average man. The life of the nation has grown infinitely varied. It does not centre now 

upon questions of governmental structure or of the distribution of governmental powers. It centres 
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upon questions of the very structure and operation of society itself, of which government is only the 

instrument. Our development has run so fast and so far along the lines sketched in the earlier day of 

constitutional definition, has so crossed and interlaced those lines, has piled upon them such novel 

structures of trust and combination, has elaborated within them a life so manifold, so full of forces 

which transcend the boundaries of the country itself and fill the eyes of the world, that a new nation 

seems to have been created which the old formulas do not fit or afford a vital interpretation of. 

We have come upon a very different age from any that preceded us. We have come upon an age when 

we do not do business in the way in which we used to do business,—when we do not carry on any of the 

operations of manufacture, sale, transportation, or communication as men used to carry them on. There 

is a sense in which in our day the individual has been submerged. In most parts of our country men work, 

not for themselves, not as partners in the old way in which they used to work, but generally as 

employees,—in a higher or lower grade,—of great corporations. There was a time when corporations 

played a very minor part in our business affairs, but now they play the chief part, and most men are the 

servants of corporations. 

You know what happens when you are the servant of a corporation. You have in no instance access to 

the men who are really determining the policy of the corporation. If the corporation is doing the things 

that it ought not to do, you really have no voice in the matter and must obey the orders, and you have 

oftentimes with deep mortification to co-operate in the doing of things which you know are against the 

public interest. Your individuality is swallowed up in the individuality and purpose of a great 

organization. 

It is true that, while most men are thus submerged in the corporation, a few, a very few, are exalted to a 

power which as individuals they could never have wielded. Through the great organizations of which 

they are the heads, a few are enabled to play a part unprecedented by anything in history in the control 

of the business operations of the country and in the determination of the happiness of great numbers of 

people. 

Yesterday, and ever since history began, men were related to one another as individuals. To be sure 

there were the family, the Church, and the State, institutions which associated men in certain wide 

circles of relationship. But in the ordinary concerns of life, in the ordinary work, in the daily round, men 

dealt freely and directly with one another. To-day, the everyday relationships of men are largely with 

great impersonal concerns, with organizations, not with other individual men…. 

In this new age we find, for instance, that our laws with regard to the relations of employer and 

employee are in many respects wholly antiquated and impossible. They were framed for another age, 

which nobody now living remembers, which is, indeed, so remote from our life that it would be difficult 

for many of us to understand it if it were described to us. The employer is now generally a corporation 

or a huge company of some kind; the employee is one of hundreds or of thousands brought together, 

not by individual masters whom they know and with whom they have personal relations, but by agents 

of one sort or another. Workingmen are marshaled in great numbers for the performance of a multitude 

of particular tasks under a common discipline. They generally use dangerous and powerful machinery, 

over whose repair and renewal they have no control. New rules must be devised with regard to their 
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obligations and their rights, their obligations to their employers and their responsibilities to one another. 

Rules must be devised for their protection, for their compensation when injured, for their support when 

disabled. 

Why is it that we have a labor question at all? It is for the simple and very sufficient reason that the 

laboring man and the employer are not intimate associates now as they used to be in time past. Most of 

our laws were formed in the age when employer and employees knew each other, knew each other's 

characters, were associates with each other, dealt with each other as man with man. That is no longer 

the case. You not only do not come into personal contact with the men who have the supreme 

command in those corporations, but it would be out of the question for you to do it. Our modern 

corporations employ thousands, and in some instances hundreds of thousands, of men. The only 

persons whom you see or deal with are local superintendents or local representatives of a vast 

organization, which is not like anything that the workingmen of the time in which our laws were framed 

knew anything about. A little group of workingmen, seeing their employer every day, dealing with him in 

a personal way, is one thing, and the modern body of labor engaged as employees of the huge 

enterprises that spread all over the country, dealing with men of whom they can form no personal 

conception, is another thing. A very different thing. You never saw a corporation, any more than you 

ever saw a government. Many a workingman to-day never saw the body of men who are conducting the 

industry in which he is employed. And they never saw him. What they know about him is written in 

ledgers and books and letters, in the correspondence of the office, in the reports of the superintendents. 

He is a long way off from them. 

So what we have to discuss is, not wrongs which individuals intentionally do,—I do not believe there are 

a great many of those,—but the wrongs of a system. I want to record my protest against any discussion 

of this matter which would seem to indicate that there are bodies of our fellow-citizens who are trying 

to grind us down and do us injustice. There are some men of that sort. I don't know how they sleep o' 

nights, but there are men of that kind. Thank God, they are not numerous. The truth is, we are all caught 

in a great economic system which is heartless. The modern corporation is not engaged in business as an 

individual. When we deal with it, we deal with an impersonal element, an immaterial piece of society. A 

modern corporation is a means of co-operation in the conduct of an enterprise which is so big that no 

one man can conduct it, and which the resources of no one man are sufficient to finance. A company is 

formed; that company puts out a prospectus; the promoters expect to raise a certain fund as capital 

stock. Well, how are they going to raise it? They are going to raise it from the public in general, some of 

whom will buy their stock. The moment that begins, there is formed—what? A joint stock corporation. 

Men begin to pool their earnings, little piles, big piles. A certain number of men are elected by the 

stockholders to be directors, and these directors elect a president. This president is the head of the 

undertaking, and the directors are its managers. 

Now, do the workingmen employed by that stock corporation deal with that president and those 

directors? Not at all. Does the public deal with that president and that board of directors? It does not. 

Can anybody bring them to account? It is next to impossible to do so. If you undertake it you will find it a 

game of hide and seek, with the objects of your search taking refuge now behind the tree of their 

individual personality, now behind that of their corporate irresponsibility. 
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And do our laws take note of this curious state of things? Do they even attempt to distinguish between a 

man's act as a corporation director and as an individual? They do not. Our laws still deal with us on the 

basis of the old system. The law is still living in the dead past which we have left behind. This is evident, 

for instance, with regard to the matter of employers' liability for workingmen's injuries. Suppose that a 

superintendent wants a workman to use a certain piece of machinery which it is not safe for him to use, 

and that the workman is injured by that piece of machinery. Some of our courts have held that the 

superintendent is a fellow-servant, or, as the law states it, a fellow-employee, and that, therefore, the 

man cannot recover damages for his injury. The superintendent who probably engaged the man is not 

his employer. Who is his employer? And whose negligence could conceivably come in there? The board 

of directors did not tell the employee to use that piece of machinery; and the president of the 

corporation did not tell him to use that piece of machinery. And so forth. Don't you see by that theory 

that a man never can get redress for negligence on the part of the employer? When I hear judges reason 

upon the analogy of the relationships that used to exist between workmen and their employers a 

generation ago, I wonder if they have not opened their eyes to the modern world. You know, we have a 

right to expect that judges will have their eyes open, even though the law which they administer hasn't 

awakened. 

Yet that is but a single small detail illustrative of the difficulties we are in because we have not adjusted 

the law to the facts of the new order…. 

There is a great deal that needs reconstruction in the United States. I should like to take a census of the 

business men,—I mean the rank and file of the business men,—as to whether they think that business 

conditions in this country, or rather whether the organization of business in this country, is satisfactory 

or not. I know what they would say if they dared. If they could vote secretly they would vote 

overwhelmingly that the present organization of business was meant for the big fellows and was not 

meant for the little fellows; that it was meant for those who are at the top and was meant to exclude 

those who are at the bottom; that it was meant to shut out beginners, to prevent new entries in the 

race, to prevent the building up of competitive enterprises that would interfere with the monopolies 

which the great trusts have built up. 

What this country needs above everything else is a body of laws which will look after the men who are 

on the make rather than the men who are already made. Because the men who are already made are 

not going to live indefinitely, and they are not always kind enough to leave sons as able and as honest as 

they are. 

There has come over the land that un-American set of conditions which enables a small number of men 

who control the government to get favors from the government; by those favors to exclude their fellows 

from equal business opportunity; by those favors to extend a network of control that will presently 

dominate every industry in the country, and so make men forget the ancient time when America lay in 

every hamlet, when America was to be seen in every fair valley, when America displayed her great 

forces on the broad prairies, ran her fine fires of enterprise up over the mountain-sides and down into 

the bowels of the earth, and eager men were everywhere captains of industry, not employees; not 

looking to a distant city to find out what they might do, but looking about among their neighbors, 
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finding credit according to their character, not according to their connections, finding credit in 

proportion to what was known to be in them and behind them, not in proportion to the securities they 

held that were approved where they were not known. In order to start an enterprise now, you have to 

be authenticated, in a perfectly impersonal way, not according to yourself, but according to what you 

own that somebody else approves of your owning. You cannot begin such an enterprise as those that 

have made America until you are so authenticated, until you have succeeded in obtaining the good-will 

of large allied capitalists. Is that freedom? That is dependence, not freedom. 

We used to think in the old-fashioned days when life was very simple that all that government had to do 

was to put on a policeman's uniform, and say, "Now don't anybody hurt anybody else." We used to say 

that the ideal of government was for every man to be left alone and not interfered with, except when he 

interfered with somebody else; and that the best government was the government that did as little 

governing as possible. That was the idea that obtained in Jefferson's time. But we are coming now to 

realize that life is so complicated that we are not dealing with the old conditions, and that the law has to 

step in and create new conditions under which we may live, the conditions which will make it tolerable 

for us to live…. 

There are cities in America of whose government we are ashamed. There are cities everywhere, in every 

part of the land, in which we feel that, not the interests of the public, but the interests of special 

privileges, of selfish men, are served; where contracts take precedence over public interest. Not only in 

big cities is this the case. Have you not noticed the growth of socialistic sentiment in the smaller towns? 

Not many months ago I stopped at a little town in Nebraska, and while my train lingered I met on the 

platform a very engaging young fellow dressed in overalls who introduced himself to me as the mayor of 

the town, and added that he was a Socialist. I said, "What does that mean? Does that mean that this 

town is socialistic?" "No, sir," he said; "I have not deceived myself; the vote by which I was elected was 

about 20 per cent. socialistic and 80 per cent. protest." It was protest against the treachery to the 

people of those who led both the other parties of that town. 

All over the Union people are coming to feel that they have no control over the course of affairs. I live in 

one of the greatest States in the union, which was at one time in slavery. Until two years ago we had 

witnessed with increasing concern the growth in New Jersey of a spirit of almost cynical despair. Men 

said: "We vote; we are offered the platform we want; we elect the men who stand on that platform, and 

we get absolutely nothing." So they began to ask: "What is the use of voting? We know that the 

machines of both parties are subsidized by the same persons, and therefore it is useless to turn in either 

direction." 

This is not confined to some of the state governments and those of some of the towns and cities. We 

know that something intervenes between the people of the United States and the control of their own 

affairs at Washington. It is not the people who have been ruling there of late. 

Why are we in the presence, why are we at the threshold, of a revolution? Because we are profoundly 

disturbed by the influences which we see reigning in the determination of our public life and our public 

policy. There was a time when America was blithe with self-confidence. She boasted that she, and she 
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alone, knew the processes of popular government; but now she sees her sky overcast; she sees that 

there are at work forces which she did not dream of in her hopeful youth. 

Don't you know that some man with eloquent tongue, without conscience, who did not care for the 

nation, could put this whole country into a flame? Don't you know that this country from one end to the 

other believes that something is wrong? What an opportunity it would be for some man without 

conscience to spring up and say: "This is the way. Follow me!"—and lead in paths of destruction! 

The old order changeth—changeth under our very eyes, not quietly and equably, but swiftly and with 

the noise and heat and tumult of reconstruction. 

I suppose that all struggle for law has been conscious, that very little of it has been blind or merely 

instinctive. It is the fashion to say, as if with superior knowledge of affairs and of human weakness, that 

every age has been an age of transition, and that no age is more full of change than another; yet in very 

few ages of the world can the struggle for change have been so widespread, so deliberate, or upon so 

great a scale as in this in which we are taking part. 

The transition we are witnessing is no equable transition of growth and normal alteration; no silent, 

unconscious unfolding of one age into another, its natural heir and successor. Society is looking itself 

over, in our day, from top to bottom; is making fresh and critical analysis of its very elements; is 

questioning its oldest practices as freely as its newest, scrutinizing every arrangement and motive of its 

life; and it stands ready to attempt nothing less than a radical reconstruction, which only frank and 

honest counsels and the forces of generous co-operation can hold back from becoming a revolution. We 

are in a temper to reconstruct economic society, as we were once in a temper to reconstruct political 

society, and political society may itself undergo a radical modification in the process. I doubt if any age 

was ever more conscious of its task or more unanimously desirous of radical and extended changes in its 

economic and political practice. 

We stand in the presence of a revolution,—not a bloody revolution; America is not given to the spilling 

of blood,—but a silent revolution, whereby America will insist upon recovering in practice those ideals 

which she has always professed, upon securing a government devoted to the general interest and not to 

special interests. 

We are upon the eve of a great reconstruction. It calls for creative statesmanship as no age has done 

since that great age in which we set up the government under which we live, that government which 

was the admiration of the world until it suffered wrongs to grow up under it which have made many of 

our own compatriots question the freedom of our institutions and preach revolution against them. I do 

not fear revolution. I have unshaken faith in the power of America to keep its self-possession. 

Revolution will come in peaceful guise, as it came when we put aside the crude government of the 

Confederation and created the great Federal Union which governs individuals, not States, and which has 

been these hundred and thirty years our vehicle of progress. Some radical changes we must make in our 

law and practice. Some reconstructions we must push forward, which a new age and new circumstances 

impose upon us. But we can do it all in calm and sober fashion, like statesmen and patriots. 
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I do not speak of these things in apprehension, because all is open and above-board. This is not a day in 

which great forces rally in secret. The whole stupendous program must be publicly planned and 

canvassed. Good temper, the wisdom that comes of sober counsel, the energy of thoughtful and 

unselfish men, the habit of co-operation and of compromise which has been bred in us by long years of 

free government, in which reason rather than passion has been made to prevail by the sheer virtue of 

candid and universal debate, will enable us to win through to still another great age without violence. 

 

Day Four: 

 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RzLMRAz5G_4 – Father Coughlin in 1936 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2IsJZAknuIQ&feature=relmfu – Split in labor’s ranks, 1935 

http://www.austincc.edu/lpatrick/his2341/fdr36acceptancespeech.htm - Franklin D. Roosevelt, 1936 

acceptance speech 

 

 National Labor Relations Act (The Wagner Act) (enacted 1935) 

  

FINDINGS AND POLICIES 

Section 1.[§151.] The denial by some employers of the right of employees to organize and the refusal by some 

employers to accept the procedure of collective bargaining lead to strikes and other forms of industrial strife or unrest, 

which have the intent or the necessary effect of burdening or obstructing commerce by (a) impairing the efficiency, 

safety, or operation of the instrumentalities of commerce; (b) occurring in the current of commerce; (c) materially 

affecting, restraining, or controlling the flow of raw materials or manufactured or processed goods from or into the 

channels of commerce, or the prices of such materials or goods in commerce; or (d) causing diminution of 

employment and wages in such volume as substantially to impair or disrupt the market for goods flowing from or into 

the channels of commerce. 

The inequality of bargaining power between employees who do not possess full freedom of association or actual 

liberty of contract and employers who are organized in the corporate or other forms of ownership association 

substantially burdens and affects the flow of commerce, and tends to aggravate recurrent business depressions, by 

depressing wage rates and the purchasing power of wage earners in industry and by preventing the stabilization of 

competitive wage rates and working conditions within and between industries. 

Experience has proved that protection by law of the right of employees to organize and bargain collectively 

safeguards commerce from injury, impairment, or interruption, and promotes the flow of commerce by removing 

certain recognized sources of industrial strife and unrest, by encouraging practices fundamental to the friendly 

adjustment of industrial disputes arising out of differences as to wages, hours, or other working conditions, and by 

restoring equality of bargaining power between employers and employees. 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RzLMRAz5G_4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2IsJZAknuIQ&feature=relmfu
http://www.austincc.edu/lpatrick/his2341/fdr36acceptancespeech.htm
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Experience has further demonstrated that certain practices by some labor organizations, their officers, and members 

have the intent or the necessary effect of burdening or obstructing commerce by preventing the free flow of goods in 

such commerce through strikes and other forms of industrial unrest or through concerted activities which impair the 

interest of the public in the free flow of such commerce. The elimination of such practices is a necessary condition to 

the assurance of the rights herein guaranteed 

It is declared to be the policy of the United States to eliminate the causes of certain substantial obstructions to the 

free flow of commerce and to mitigate and eliminate these obstructions when they have occurred by encouraging the 

practice and procedure of collective bargaining and by protecting the exercise by workers of full freedom of 

association, self- organization, and designation of representatives of their own choosing, for the purpose of 

negotiating the terms and conditions of their employment or other mutual aid or protection. 

  

Day Five: 

http://historymatters.gmu.edu/d/6456/ - Sen. Joseph McCarthy’s speech- February, 1950 

http://mlk-kpp01.stanford.edu/index.php/resources/article/annotated_letter_from_birmingham/ - 

Martin Luther King, Jr., “Letter from Birmingham Jail,” April, 1963 

http://www.edchange.org/multicultural/speeches/malcolm_x_ballot.html - Malcolm X, “The Ballot or 

the Bullet,” April 1964 

 

Day Six: 

TrappedinaSystemOglesby.pdf – Carl Oglesby, “Trapped in a System,” October 1965 

The Feminine Mystique: Chapter 1 (excerpt)- 1963 

"The Problem that Has No Name" 

Betty Friedan 

 The problem lay buried, unspoken, for many years in the minds of American women. It was a strange 

stirring, a sense of dissatisfaction, a yearning that women suffered in the middle of the twentieth 

century in the United States. Each suburban wife struggled with it alone. As she made the beds, shopped 

for groceries, matched slipcover material, ate peanut butter sandwiches with her children, chauffeured 

Cub Scouts and Brownies, lay beside her husband at night--she was afraid to ask even of herself the 

silent question--"Is this all?" 

For over fifteen years there was no word of this yearning in the millions of words written about women, 

for women, in all the columns, books and articles by experts telling women their role was to seek 

http://historymatters.gmu.edu/d/6456/
http://mlk-kpp01.stanford.edu/index.php/resources/article/annotated_letter_from_birmingham/
http://www.edchange.org/multicultural/speeches/malcolm_x_ballot.html
file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/mk8/Desktop/Tokyoclass/TrappedinaSystemOglesby.pdf
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fulfillment as wives and mothers. Over and over women heard in voices of tradition and of Freudian 

sophistication that they could desire--no greater destiny than to glory in their own femininity. Experts 

told them how to catch a man and keep him, how to breastfeed children and handle their toilet training, 

how to cope with sibling rivalry and adolescent rebellion; how to buy a dishwasher, bake bread, cook 

gourmet snails, and build a swimming pool with their own hands; how to dress, look, and act more 

feminine and make marriage more exciting; how to keep their husbands from dying young and their 

sons from growing into delinquents. They were taught to pity the neurotic, unfeminine, unhappy 

women who wanted to be poets or physicists or presidents. They learned that truly feminine women do 

not want careers, higher education, political rights--the independence and the opportunities that the 

old-fashioned feminists fought for. Some women, in their forties and fifties, still remembered painfully 

giving up those dreams, but most of the younger women no longer even thought about them. A 

thousand expert voices applauded their femininity, their adjustment, their new maturity. All they had to 

do was devote their lives from earliest girlhood to finding a husband and bearing children. 

By the end of the nineteen-fifties, the average marriage age of women in America dropped to 20, and 

was still dropping, into the teens. Fourteen million girls were engaged by 17. The proportion of women 

attending college in comparison with men dropped fro m 47 per cent in 1920 to 35 per cent in 1958. A 

century earlier, women had fought for higher education; now girls went to college to get a husband. By 

the mid-fifties, 60 per cent dropped out of college to marry, or because they were afraid too much 

education would be a marriage bar. Colleges built dormitories for "married students," but the students 

were almost always the husbands. A new degree was instituted for the wives--"Ph.T." (Putting Husband 

Through). 

Then American girls began getting married in high school. And the women's magazines, deploring the 

unhappy statistics about these young marriages, urged that courses on marriage, and marriage 

counselors, be installed in the high schools. Girls started going steady at twelve and thirteen, in junior 

high. Manufacturers put out brassieres with false bosoms of foam rubber for little girls of ten. And on 

advertisement for a child's dress, sizes 3-6x, in the New York Times in the fall of 1960, said: "She Too Can 

Join the Man-Trap Set." 

By the end of the fifties, the United States birthrate was overtaking India's. The birth-control movement, 

renamed Planned Parenthood, was asked to find a method whereby women who had been advised that 

a third or fourth baby would be born dead or defective might have it anyhow. Statisticians were 

especially astounded at the fantastic increase in the number of babies among college women. Where 

once they had two children, now they had four, five, six. Women who had once wanted careers were 

now making careers out of having babies. So rejoiced Life magazine in a 1956 paean to the movement of 

American women back to the home. 

In a New York hospital, a woman had a nervous breakdown when she found she could not breastfeed 

her baby. In other hospitals, women dying of cancer refused a drug which research had proved might 

save their lives: its side effects were said to be unfeminine. "If I have only one life, let me live it as a 

blonde," a larger-than-life- sized picture of a pretty, vacuous woman proclaimed from newspaper, 
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magazine, and drugstore ads. And across America, three out of every ten women dyed their hair blonde. 

They ate a chalk called Metrecal, instead of food, to shrink to the size of the thin young models. 

Department-store buyers reported that American women, since 1939, had become three and four sizes 

smaller. "Women are out to fit the clothes, instead of vice-versa," one buyer said. 

The suburban housewife--she was the dream image of the young American women and the envy, it was 

said, of women all over the world. The American housewife--freed by science and labor-saving 

appliances from the drudgery, the dangers of childbirth and the illnesses of her grandmother. She was 

healthy, beautiful, educated, concerned only about her husband, her children, her home. She had found 

true feminine fulfillment. As a housewife and mother, she was respected as a full and equal partner to 

man in his world. She was free to choose automobiles, clothes, appliances, supermarkets; she had 

everything that women ever dreamed of… 

In the fifteen years after World War II, this mystique of feminine fulfillment became the cherished and 

self-perpetuating core of contemporary American culture. Millions of women lived their lives in the 

image of those pretty pictures of the American suburban housewife, kissing their husbands goodbye in 

front of the picture window, depositing their stationwagonsful of children at school, and smiling as they 

ran the new electric waxer over the spotless kitchen floor. They baked their own bread, sewed their own 

and their children's clothes, kept their new washing machines and dryers running all day. They changed 

the sheets on the beds twice a week instead of once, took the rughoolag class in adult education, and 

pitied their poor frustrated mothers, who had dreamed of having a career. Their only dream was to be 

perfect wives and mothers; their highest ambition to have five children and a beautiful house, their only 

fight to get and keep their husbands. They had no thought for the unfeminine problems of the world 

outside the home; they wanted the men to make the major decisions. They gloried in their role as 

women, and wrote proudly on the census blank: "Occupation: housewife."… 

If a woman had a problem in the 1950's and 1960's, she knew that something must be wrong with her 

marriage, or with herself. Other women were satisfied with their lives, she thou thought. What kind of a 

woman was she if she did not feel this mysterious fulfillment waxing the kitchen floor? She was so 

ashamed to admit her dissatisfaction that she never knew how many other women shared it. If she tried 

to tell her husband, he didn't understand what she was talking about. She did not really understand it 

herself…. 

Gradually I came to realize that the problem that has no name was shared by countless women in 

America. As a magazine writer I often interviewed women about problems with their children, or their 

marriages, or their houses, or their communities. But after a while I began to recognize the telltale signs 

of this other problem. I saw the same signs in suburban ranch houses and split-levels on Long Island and 

in New Jersey and Westchester County; in colonial houses in a small Massachusetts town; on patios in 

Memphis; in suburban and city apartments; in living rooms in the Midwest. Sometimes I sensed the 

problem, not as a reporter, but as a suburban housewife, for during this time I was also bringing up my 

own three children in Rockland County, New York. I heard echoes of the problem in college dormitories 

and semiprivate maternity wards, at PTA meetings and luncheons of the League of Women Voters, at 
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suburban cocktail parties, in station wagons waiting for trains, and in snatches of conversation 

overheard at Schrafft's. The groping words I heard from other women, on quiet afternoons when 

children were at school or on quiet evenings when husbands worked late, I think I understood first as a 

woman long before I understood their larger social and psychological implications. 

Just what was this problem that has no name? What were the words women used when they tried to 

express it? Sometimes a woman would say "I feel empty somehow . . . incomplete." Or she would say, "I 

feel as if I don't exist." Sometimes she blotted out the feeling with a tranquilizer. Sometimes she thought 

the problem was with her husband or her children, or that what she really needed was to redecorate 

her house, or move to a better neighborhood, or have an affair, or another baby. Sometimes, she went 

to a doctor with symptoms she could hardly describe: "A tired feeling. . . I get so angry with the children 

it scares me . . . I feel like crying without any reason." (A Cleveland doctor called it "the housewife's 

syndrome.") A number of women told me about great bleeding blisters that break out on their hands 

and arms. "I call it the house wife's blight" said a family doctor in Pennsylvania. "I see it so often lately in 

these young women with four, five and six children who bury themselves in their dishpans. But it isn't 

caused by detergent and it isn't cured by cortisone."… 

It is NO longer possible… to dismiss the desperation of so many American women. This is not what being 

a woman means, no matter what the experts say. For human suffering there is a reason; perhaps the 

reason has not been found because the right questions have not been asked, or pressed far enough. I do 

not accept the answer that there is no problem because American women have luxuries that women in 

other times and lands never dreamed of; part of the strange newness of the problem is that it cannot be 

understood in terms of the age-old material problems of man: poverty, sickness, hunger, cold. The 

women who suffer this problem have a hunger that food cannot fill. It persists in women whose 

husbands are struggling intern and law clerks, or prosperous doctors and lawyers; in wives of workers 

and executives who make $5,000 a year or $50,000. It is not caused by lack of material advantages; it 

may not even be felt by women preoccupied with desperate problems of hunger, poverty or illness. And 

women who think it will be solved by more money, a bigger house, a second car, moving to a better 

suburb, often discover it gets worse…. 

If the secret of feminine fulfillment is having children, never have many women, with the freedom to 

choose, had so many children in so few years, so willingly. If the answer is love, never have women 

marched for love with such determination. And yet there is a growing suspicion that the problem may 

not be sexual, though it must somehow relate to sex. I have heard from many doctors evidence of new 

sexual problems between man and wife--sexual hunger in wives so that their husbands cannot satisfy it. 

"We have made women a sex attire," said a psychiatrist at the Margaret Sanger marriage counseling 

clinic. "She has no identity except as a wife and mother. She does know who she is herself. She waits all 

day for her husband to come home at night to make her feel alive. And now it is the husband who is 

interested. It is terrible for the women, to lie there, night after night, tiny for her husband to make her 

feel alive." Why is there such a market for books and articles offering sexual advice? The kind of sexual 

orgasm which Kinsey found in statistical plenitude in the recent generations of American women does 

not seem to make this problem go away…. 
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It is easy to see the concrete details that trap the suburban housewife, the continual demands on her 

time. But the chains that bind her in her trap are chains in her own mind and spirit. They are chains 

made up of mistaken ideas and misinterpreted facts, of incomplete truths and unreal choices. They are 

not easily seen and not easily shaken off. 

How can any woman see the whole truth within the bounds of her own life? How can she believe that 

voice inside herself, when it denies the conventional, accepted truths by which she has been living? And 

yet the women I have talked to, who are finally listening to that inner voice, seem in some incredible 

way to be groping through to a truth that has defied the experts… 

If I am right, the problem that has no name stirring in the minds of so many American women today is 

not a matter of loss of femininity or too much education, or the demands of domesticity. It is far more 

important than anyone recognizes. It is the key to these other new and old problems which have been 

torturing women and their husbands and children, and puzzling their doctors and educators for years. It 

may well be the key to our future as a nation and a culture. We can no longer ignore that voice within 

women that says: "I want something more than my husband and my children and my home." 

 

 The Woman Identified Woman 

BY RADICALESBIENS (1970) 

 What is a lesbian? A lesbian is the rage of all women condensed to the point of explosion. She is 

the woman who, often beginning at an extremely early age, acts in accordance with her inner 

compulsion to be a more complete and freer human being than her society - perhaps then, but 

certainly later - cares to allow her. These needs and actions, over a period of years, bring her into 

painful conflict with people, situations, the accepted ways of thinking, feeling and behaving, 

until she is in a state of continual war with everything around her, and usually with her self. She 

may not be fully conscious of the political implications of what for her began as personal 

necessity, but on some level she has not been able to accept the limitations and oppression laid 

on her by the most basic role of her society--the female role. The turmoil she experiences tends 

to induce guilt proportional to the degree to which she feels she is not meeting social 

expectations, and/or eventually drives her to question and analyze what the rest of her society 

more or less accepts. She is forced to evolve her own life pattern, often living much of her life 

alone, learning usually much earlier than her "straight" (heterosexual) sisters about the essential 

aloneness of life (which the myth of marriage obscures) and about the reality of illusions. To the 

extent that she cannot expel the heavy socialization that goes with being female, she can never 

truly find peace with herself. For she is caught somewhere between accepting society's view of 

her - in which case she cannot accept herself - and coming to understand what this sexist society 

has done to her and why it is functional and necessary for it to do so. Those of us who work that 

through find ourselves on the other side of a tortuous journey through a night that may have been 

decades long. The perspective gained from that journey, the liberation of self, the inner peace, 
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the real love of self and of all women, is something to be shared with all women - because we are 

all women. 

It should first be understood that lesbianism, like male homosexuality, is a category of behavior 

possible only in a sexist society characterized by rigid sex roles and dominated by male 

supremacy. Those sex roles dehumanize women by defining us as a supportive/serving caste in 

relation to the master caste of men, and emotionally cripple men by demanding that they be 

alienated from their own bodies and emotions in order to perform their 

economic/political/military functions effectively. Homosexuality is a by-product of a particular 

way of setting up roles ( or approved patterns of behavior) on the basis of sex; as such it is an 

inauthentic ( not consonant with "reality") category. In a society in which men do not oppress 

women, and sexual expression is allowed to follow feelings, the categories of homosexuality and 

heterosexuality would disappear. 

But lesbianism is also different from male homosexuality, and serves a different function in the 

society. "Dyke" is a different kind of put-down from "faggot", although both imply you are not 

playing your socially assigned sex role. . . are not therefore a "real woman" or a "real man. " The 

grudging admiration felt for the tomboy, and the queasiness felt around a sissy boy point to the 

same thing: the contempt in which women-or those who play a female role-are held. And the 

investment in keeping women in that contemptuous role is very great. Lesbian is a word, the 

label, the condition that holds women in line. When a woman hears this word tossed her way, she 

knows she is stepping out of line. She knows that she has crossed the terrible boundary of her sex 

role. She recoils, she protests, she reshapes her actions to gain approval. Lesbian is a label 

invented by the Man to throw at any woman who dares to be his equal, who dares to challenge 

his prerogatives (including that of all women as part of the exchange medium among men), who 

dares to assert the primacy of her own needs. To have the label applied to people active in 

women's liberation is just the most recent instance of a long history; older women will recall that 

not so long ago, any woman who was successful, independent, not orienting her whole life about 

a man, would hear this word. For in this sexist society, for a woman to be independent means she 

can't be a woman - she must be a dyke. That in itself should tell us where women are at. It says 

as clearly as can be said: women and person are contradictory terms. For a lesbian is not 

considered a "real woman. " And yet, in popular thinking, there is really only one essential 

difference between a lesbian and other women: that of sexual orientation - which is to say, when 

you strip off all the packaging, you must finally realize that the essence of being a "woman" is to 

get lucked by men. 

"Lesbian" is one of the sexual categories by which men have divided up humanity. While all 

women are dehumanized as sex objects, as the objects of men they are given certain 

compensations: identification with his power, his ego, his status, his protection (from other 

males), feeling like a "real woman, " finding social acceptance by adhering to her role, etc. 

Should a woman confront herself by confronting another woman, there are fewer rationalizations, 

fewer buffers by which to avoid the stark horror of her dehumanized condition. Herein we find 

the overriding fear of many women toward being used as a sexual object by a woman, which not 

only will bring her no male-connected compensations, but also will reveal the void which is 

woman's real situation. This dehumanization is expressed when a straight woman learns that a 

sister is a lesbian; she begins to relate to her lesbian sister as her potential sex object, laying a 
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surrogate male role on the lesbian. This reveals her heterosexual conditioning to make herself 

into an object when sex is potentially involved in a relationship, and it denies the lesbian her full 

humanity. For women, especially those in the movement, to perceive their lesbian sisters through 

this male grid of role definitions is to accept this male cultural conditioning and to oppress their 

sisters much as they themselves have been oppressed by men. Are we going to continue the male 

classification system of defining all females in sexual relation to some other category of people? 

Affixing the label lesbian not only to a woman who aspires to be a person, but also to any 

situation of real love, real solidarity, real primacy among women, is a primary form of 

divisiveness among women: it is the condition which keeps women within the confines of the 

feminine role, and it is the debunking/scare term that keeps women from forming any primary 

attachments, groups, or associations among ourselves. 

Women in the movement have in most cases gone to great lengths to avoid discussion and 

confrontation with the issue of lesbianism. It puts people up-tight. They are hostile, evasive, or 

try to incorporate it into some ''broader issue. " They would rather not talk about it. If they have 

to, they try to dismiss it as a 'lavender herring. " But it is no side issue. It is absolutely essential 

to the success and fulfillment of the women's liberation movement that this issue be dealt with. 

As long as the label "dyke" can be used to frighten women into a less militant stand, keep her 

separate from her sisters, keep her from giving primacy to anything other than men and family-

then to that extent she is controlled by the male culture. Until women see in each other the 

possibility of a primal commitment which includes sexual love, they will be denying themselves 

the love and value they readily accord to men, thus affirming their second-class status. As long 

as male acceptability is primary-both to individual women and to the movement as a whole-the 

term lesbian will be used effectively against women. Insofar as women want only more 

privileges within the system, they do not want to antagonize male power. They instead seek 

acceptability for women's liberation, and the most crucial aspect of the acceptability is to deny 

lesbianism - i. e., to deny any fundamental challenge to the basis of the female. It should also be 

said that some younger, more radical women have honestly begun to discuss lesbianism, but so 

far it has been primarily as a sexual "alternative" to men. This, however, is still giving primacy to 

men, both because the idea of relating more completely to women occurs as a negative reaction 

to men, and because the lesbian relationship is being characterized simply by sex, which is 

divisive and sexist. On one level, which is both personal and political, women may withdraw 

emotional and sexual energies from men, and work out various alternatives for those energies in 

their own lives. On a different political/psychological level, it must be understood that what is 

crucial is that women begin disengaging from maledefined response patterns. In the privacy of 

our own psyches, we must cut those cords to the core. For irrespective of where our love and 

sexual energies flow, if we are male-identified in our heads, we cannot realize our autonomy as 

human beings. 

But why is it that women have related to and through men? By virtue of having been brought up 

in a male society, we have internalized the male culture's definition of ourselves. That definition 

consigns us to sexual and family functions, and excludes us from defining and shaping the terms 

of our lives. In exchange for our psychic servicing and for performing society's non-profit-

making functions, the man confers on us just one thing: the slave status which makes us 

legitimate in the eyes of the society in which we live. This is called "femininity" or "being a real 

woman" in our cultural lingo. We are authentic, legitimate, real to the extent that we are the 
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property of some man whose name we bear. To be a woman who belongs to no man is to be 

invisible, pathetic, inauthentic, unreal. He confirms his image of us - of what we have to be in 

order to be acceptable by him - but not our real selves; he confirms our womanhood-as he 

defines it, in relation to him- but cannot confirm our personhood, our own selves as absolutes. As 

long as we are dependent on the male culture for this definition. for this approval, we cannot be 

free. 

The consequence of internalizing this role is an enormous reservoir of self-hate. This is not to 

say the self-hate is recognized or accepted as such; indeed most women would deny it. It may be 

experienced as discomfort with her role, as feeling empty, as numbness, as restlessness, as a 

paralyzing anxiety at the center. Alternatively, it may be expressed in shrill defensiveness of the 

glory and destiny of her role. But it does exist, often beneath the edge of her consciousness, 

poisoning her existence, keeping her alienated from herself, her own needs, and rendering her a 

stranger to other women. They try to escape by identifying with the oppressor, living through 

him, gaining status and identity from his ego, his power, his accomplishments. And by not 

identifying with other "empty vessels" like themselves. Women resist relating on all levels to 

other women who will reflect their own oppression, their own secondary status, their own self-

hate. For to confront another woman is finally to confront one's self-the self we have gone to 

such lengths to avoid. And in that mirror we know we cannot really respect and love that which 

we have been made to be. 

As the source of self-hate and the lack of real self are rooted in our male-given identity, we must 

create a new sense of self. As long as we cling to the idea of "being a woman, '' we will sense 

some conflict with that incipient self, that sense of I, that sense of a whole person. It is very 

difficult to realize and accept that being "feminine" and being a whole person are irreconcilable. 

Only women can give to each other a new sense of self. That identity we have to develop with 

reference to ourselves, and not in relation to men. This consciousness is the revolutionary force 

from which all else will follow, for ours is an organic revolution. For this we must be available 

and supportive to one another, five our commitment and our love, give the emotional support 

necessary to sustain this movement. Our energies must flow toward our sisters, not backward 

toward our oppressors. As long as woman's liberation tries to free women without facing the 

basic heterosexual structure that binds us in one-to-one relationship with our oppressors, 

tremendous energies will continue to flow into trying to straighten up each particular relationship 

with a man, into finding how to get better sex, how to turn his head around-into trying to make 

the "new man" out of him, in the delusion that this will allow us to be the "new woman. " This 

obviously splits our energies and commitments, leaving us unable to be committed to the 

construction of the new patterns which will liberate us. 

It is the primacy of women relating to women, of women creating a new consciousness of and 

with each other, which is at the heart of women's liberation, and the basis for the cultural 

revolution. Together we must find, reinforce, and validate our authentic selves. As we do this, we 

confirm in each other that struggling, incipient sense of pride and strength, the divisive barriers 

begin to melt, we feel this growing solidarity with our sisters. We see ourselves as prime, find 

our centers inside of ourselves. We find receding the sense of alienation, of being cut off, of 

being behind a locked window, of being unable to get out what we know is inside. We feel a 

real-ness, feel at last we are coinciding with ourselves. With that real self, with that 
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consciousness, we begin a revolution to end the imposition of all coercive identifications, and to 

achieve maximum autonomy in human expression. 

http://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/jfkcivilrights.htm - John F. Kennedy, speech on civil rights, 

June 1963 

http://www.lbjlib.utexas.edu/johnson/archives.hom/speeches.hom/650604.asp - Lyndon Baines 

Johnson, speech at Howard University, June 1965 

 

Day Seven: 

 

http://www2.fiu.edu/~yaf/sharon.html- The Sharon Statement of Young Americans for Freedom, 1960 

http://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/ronaldreaganatimeforchoosing.htm - Ronald Reagan, “A 

Time for Choosing,” 1964 

Phyllis Schlafly - The Power of the Positive Woman (excerpted), 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 

http://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/jfkcivilrights.htm
http://www.lbjlib.utexas.edu/johnson/archives.hom/speeches.hom/650604.asp
http://www2.fiu.edu/~yaf/sharon.html-
http://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/ronaldreaganatimeforchoosing.htm
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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 determine by the parameters of your original premise. The Positive woman 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 f 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....The Positive Woman looks upon her femaleness and her fertility as part of her 

purpose, her potential, and her power. She rejoices that she has a capability for creativity that men can 

never have. 

The third basic dogma of the women's liberation movement is that there is no difference between male 

and female except the sex organs, and that all those physical, cognitive, and emotional differences you 

think are there, are merely the result of centuries of restraints imposed by a male-dominated society  

and sex-stereotyped schooling. The role imposed on women is, by definition, inferior, according to the 

women's liberationists.... 
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There are countless physical differences between men and women. The female body is 50 to 60  percent 

water, the male 60 to 70 percent water, which explains why males can dilute alcohol better than women 

and delay its effect. The average woman is about 25 percent fatty tissue, while the male is 15 percent, 

making women more buoyant in water and able to swim with less effort. Males have a tendency to color 

blindness. Only 5 percent of persons who get gout are female. Boys are born bigger. Women live longer 

in most countries of the world, not only in the United States where we have a hard-driving competitive 

pace. Women excel in manual dexterity, verbal skills, and memory recall.... 

Does the physical advantage of men doom women to a life of servility and subservience? The Positive 

Woman knows that she has a complementary advantage which is at least as great - and, in the hands of 

a skillful woman, far greater. The Divine Architect who gave men a superior strength to lift weights also 

gave women a different king of superior strength....A Positive Woman cannot defeat a man in a 

wrestling or boxing match, but she can motivate him, inspire him, encourage him, teach him, restrain 

him, reward him and have power over him that he can never achieve over her with all his muscle. How 

or whether a Positive Woman uses her power is determined solely by the way she alone defines her 

goals and develops her skills. 

The differences between men and women are also emotional and psychological. Without woman's 

innate maternal instinct, the human race would have died out centuries ago....The overriding 

psychological need of a woman is to love something alive. A baby fulfills this need in the lives of most 

women. If a baby is not available to fill that need, women search for a baby-substitute. This is the reason 

why women have traditionally gone into teaching and nursing careers. They are doing what comes 

naturally to the female psyche. The schoolchild or the patient of any age provides an outlet for a woman 

to express her natural maternal need. ...The Positive Woman finds somebody on whom  she can lavish 

her maternal love so that it doesn't well up inside her and cause psychological frustrations. Surely no 

woman is so isolated by geography or insulated by spirit that she cannot find someone worthy of her 

maternal love.... 

One of the strangest quirks of women's liberationists is their complaint that societal restraints prevent 

men from crying in pubic or showing their emotions, but permit women to do so, and that therefore we 

should "liberate" men to enable them, too, to cry in public. The public display of fear, sorrow, anger and 

irritation reveals a lack of self-discipline that should be avoided by the Positive Woman just as much as 

by the Positive Man. Maternal love, however, is not a weakness but a manifestation of strength and 

service, and it should be nurtured by the Positive Woman.... 

Another silliness of the women's liberationists is their frenetic desire to force all women to accept the 

title Ms in place of Miss or Mrs. If Gloria Steinem and Betty Friedan want to call themselves Ms in order 

to conceal their marital status, their wishes should be respected. But most married women feel they 

worked hard for the r in their names; and they don't care to be gratuitously deprived of it.... 

Finally, women are different from men in dealing with the fundamentals of life itself. Men are 

philosophers, women are practical, and 'twas ever thus. Men may philosophize about how life began 

and where we are heading; women are concerned about feeding the kids today. No woman would ever, 
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as Karl Marx did, spend years reading political philosophy in the British Museum while her child starved 

to death. Women don't take naturally to a search for the intangible and the abstract....Where man is 

discursive, logical, abstract, or philosophical, woman tends to be emotional, personal., practical, or 

mystical. Each set of qualities is vital and complements the other.  

 

http://www.gop.gov/pledge - Republican Party’s “Pledge to America” (2010)—skim only! 

http://www.gop.gov/pledge

