Attachment 14

1. The Rise of the National Student Protest Movement

Ohio Historical Society:  http://www.ohiohistory.org/resource/histpres/docs/nr/kent1.pdf 
On June 13, 1970, following the shooting of students by law enforcement authorities at Kent

State and at Jackson State College in Mississippi, President Nixon appointed Pennsylvania governor William Scranton to head a study of campus unrest in the United States. Completed in just three months, the 537-page Report of the President’s Commission on Campus Unrest was able to cite a current, well-established body of literature on its topic. The report’s bibliography identified 176 separate print sources, 14 other bibliographies, and a compilation by the National Institute of Mental Health Information of abstracts of journal articles on the “Student Power Movement” published between 1967 and 1969. The opening lines of the report confirmed the significance of the student protest movement:

The crisis on American campuses has no parallel in the history of the nation. This crisis has roots in divisions of American society as deep as any since the Civil War. (Scranton 1970:1)
The first charge of the President’s Commission was, “to identify the principal causes of campus violence, particularly in the specific occurrences of this spring” (Scranton 1970:535). Thus the volume that the group produced included a “Special Report on Kent State” and a separate one on Jackson State, set in the context of the national student protest movement. The commission saw the origins of the student movement in the civil rights movement in the early 60s and the peace movement that arose in response to the threat of nuclear annihilation during the Cold War (Scranton 1970:21-22). More than thirty years later, Christian Appy (2003:142) comes to many of the same conclusions, again putting particular emphasis on the importance of the civil rights moment for understanding the student antiwar movement:

Collective efforts to protest America’s war in Vietnam had many roots, but perhaps none so important as the civil rights movement of the 1950s and ’60s. Thousands of future anti-war activists participated in, or were deeply inspired by, the boycotts, sit-ins, freedom rides, and community organizing that comprised the mass movement to end racial discrimination in the United States. The experience and example of challenging legal, political, economic, and cultural institutions that sustained racial inequality and division provided valuable political training for many who would later oppose America’s actions in Vietnam.

By the end of the 1960s the twin threads of civil rights and the peace movement were well woven together by the time that law enforcement authorities killed four Kent State students and ten days later killed two more students at Jackson State.

2. The Student Antiwar Movement Emerges

Ohio Historical Society:  http://www.ohiohistory.org/resource/histpres/docs/nr/kent1.pdf
As student activism became more visible across the nation, its concerns for social justice intertwined with the escalation of the Vietnam War. The peace movement became an antiwar movement. The President’s Commission noted:

The growing frequency with which campus protest reflected the Berkeley scenario was largely the result of the emergence and development of three issues: American involvement in the war in Southeast Asia, the slow progress of American society toward racial equality, and charges of ‘unresponsiveness’ against the federal government and the university and against their ‘repressive’ reaction to student demands. (Scranton 1970:29-30)

The U.S. began funding South Vietnam’s war efforts in 1955, soon after the generation that

would protest the war was born. As that generation hit adolescence, John F. Kennedy, the youngest president in U.S. history told them:

[T]he torch has been passed to a new generation of Americans—born in this century, tempered by war, disciplined by a hard and bitter peace, proud of our ancient heritage, and unwilling to witness or permit the slow undoing of those human rights to which this nation has always been committed, and to which we are committed today at home and around the world.

The student SDS authors of the Port Huron Statement heard in Kennedy’s inaugural speech and saw in his sending of “advisors” to South Vietnam in 1962, the year of their statement, a perpetuation of the military-industrial complex. Lyndon Johnson, who had hoped to found his legacy on attacking poverty, would go down in history instead for his escalation of the war. Johnson sent the first U.S. combat troops to Vietnam in March 1965. That month saw the first SDS-sponsored "teach-in," held at the University of Michigan and followed by 35 others throughout the country. In April came the first major antiwar demonstration of the Vietnam era—a march on Washington organized by SDS, SNCC, and other activist groups, in which approximately 25,000 people participated. Gitlin would contend that the crowd felt the best speech of the day was delivered by Paul Potter, the president of SDS:  “His argument was that the brutality manifested in Vietnam was connected to the brutality of American society and that in order to stop the war we had to change the system” (Appy 2003:266).

1965 also marked a renewed connection of civil rights leaders, notably the Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr., with student protesters and the antiwar movement. Coretta Scott King had been active in this area going back to her student days at Antioch College in Ohio when she worked for the Women’s Strike for Peace. Dr. King often asked her to appear at peace demonstrations in his stead, especially prior to his strong and very public anti-Vietnam Riverside Church speech, regarded by some as one of the finest of his career (Young 1996:424-34). The formation of the Spring Mobilization Committee to End the War in 1966 further marked a clear, “coming together of the civil rights and anti-war movements,” with numerous former SNCC organizers such as James Bevel and Bernard Lafayette now coming north to work in the growing antiwar campaign (Becker 2001:310).

Despite increasing protest, the war continued to escalate. As Stanley Karnow (1984:696-697) relates, by the end of 1967, the number of U.S. troops in Vietnam increased from 200,000 to half a million. As it had been in the civil rights movement, 1968 was a decisive year in the Vietnam story. In late January, the Tet offensive began with well-coordinated, widespread attacks by the North Vietnamese and the Vietcong (North Vietnamese guerilla forces) on more than 100 South Vietnamese cities and towns, including the historic city of Hue. In Saigon, the American Embassy was attacked and five soldiers were killed (Karnow 1984:539). After three weeks of fighting, Hue was recaptured by South Vietnamese troops. General William Westmoreland sent a request for more than 200,000 additional troops, but the request was denied. Within a month, in late February, well respected CBS television news anchor Walter Cronkite returned from Vietnam to predict that the war could not be won and would likely end in stalemate (Karnow 1984:561). Expecting middle America to agree, Johnson announced he would not seek a second term as president, leaving the Democratic nomination to his vice president, Hubert Humphrey, who was narrowly defeated by Richard Nixon.  Nixon assured America that he, “would end the war and win the peace,” which some interpreted to mean that he now had a secret plan to end the war (Karnow 1984:597).

In 1969, the long process of peace talks, which had begun January 25 of that year, continued in Paris, with expanded delegations including members of the Saigon government and the Vietcong. In June, President Nixon began withdrawing troops from Vietnam as part of his “Vietnamization” efforts. Nevertheless, antiwar protests continued, with huge rallies in Washington, D.C., in October and November, the latter drawing over half a million people (Karnow 1984:697-698). The diffuse leadership of such efforts was in the hands of groups such as Cleveland Peace Action, the American Friends Service Committee, the Black United Front, and the New Mobilization Committee to End the War in Vietnam. In mid-November, news of the My Lai massacre, which had occurred in 1968, was revealed by the press to the general public, generating protest on college and university campuses (Karnow 1984:698) by those reviled by the brutality of which Paul Potter had spoken during the first march on Washington in 1965. In addition to a general dissatisfaction with the justification for the Vietnam War, the increased relevance of the draft for college students brought immediacy to opposition of the war. One particular issue of contention for college student protestors was the request by draft boards for universities to turn over the academic records of draft-age students. As early as May 1966, there had been a major student sit-in in the Administration Building on the University of Wisconsin-Madison campus to protest draft deferment examinations. On March 4, 1967, a presidential commission had recommended comprehensive revisions of the Selective Service law, including termination of deferments for graduate students, the institution of a lottery system, and the calling up of 19-year-olds first. Subsequently, students around the country gathered around TV sets wherever they could find them the evening of December 1, 1969, to see where they and their brethren would hit in the first draft lottery since 1942—proof that Nixon’s plan to end the war was failing. A key feature of the Vietnam draft was a change from the “draft the oldest man first” policy for men aged 18-26 to one that featured a random drawing, thus putting larger numbers of younger men at higher risk.

In 1970, peace talks continued, some in secret, and the draw down of troops continued. There was a sense that the war might be coming to an end. However, this all changed the evening of April 30, when President Nixon announced on national television that the United States had invaded Cambodia. This further proof that the war was not ending, but rather spreading (Karnow 1984:624-627), represented the worst of broken promises to the young, including the students of Kent State, who would join the eruption of protest at colleges and universities around the country. Despite warnings from his advisors, Nixon was convinced at this point that the invasion of neutral Cambodia represented the kind of bold action that was necessary to make history, but history has shown his policy here to be flawed, and, in fact, few enemies were found (Shawcross 1979:152). Records of the so-called Daniel Boone squads and the Operation Menu missions also make clear that the United States secretly had been ignoring Cambodia’s neutral status for years prior to April 1970 (Karnow 1984:603-607; Shawcross 1979:152). Shortly after the shootings at Kent State, Nixon and his Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger, did have doubts about their Cambodian policy, but Nixon said at that point: “Henry, we’ve done it. Never look back” (Shawcross 1979:154). As Shawcross (1979:153) notes, “now Kent and Cambodia were to be forever linked.

3. Broader Social Protest and Authoritarian Response

Ohio Historical Society:  http://www.ohiohistory.org/resource/histpres/docs/nr/kent1.pdf 
In the second half of the sixties, racial discrimination spurred outbursts in the nation’s cities, while continuing to foster student protest. Law enforcement authorities responded with increasing violence. On "Bloody Sunday," March 7, 1965, state troopers and deputies viciously attacked protestors marching from Selma to Montgomery after they crossed the Edmund Pettus Bridge outside of Selma. Later that year, in August, riots erupted in Watts, a predominantly African American community in Los Angeles, and other cities around the country (Mayer 1972, vol. I:4). There were additional riots in Watts in March of 1967, followed by riots in Newark, New Jersey, Detroit, and Minneapolis in July. National Guard units were activated in Detroit, Minneapolis, and Newark.  Regarding the Newark situation, the New Jersey Governor’s Select Commission on Civil Disorders later found that, “excessive and unnecessary force,” had been used by the New Jersey National Guard (Mayer 1972, vol. I:6-7). These incidents in part caused President Lyndon Johnson to appoint a National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders, with Otto Kerner, former governor of Illinois, as chair, in July 1967. The commission’s findings on the 1967 riots held that they were not part of an organized conspiracy, but rather resulted from the accumulation of social ills, among them, high unemployment, inadequate housing, racial discrimination, and police repression (Mayer 1972, vol. I:6-7).  The next year, on February 8, after being rebuffed in their attempts to put out a bonfire, state troopers fired into a crowd of South Carolina State University student protestors who had gathered on campus two days after a failed attempt to desegregate the city's only bowling alley in Orangeburg.  Twenty-seven students were wounded and three were killed. On April 4, 1968, Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., was assassinated in Memphis, prompting an outbreak of racial violence in 125 cities across the country. Senator Robert F. Kennedy, viewed by students and others as a hope for the end to violence domestically and in Vietnam should he win the presidency, broke the news to an audience of African Americans in Indianapolis that had gathered for his scheduled planned campaign speech.  Citing the loss in his own family, Kennedy acknowledged the bitterness that his listeners would feel over the death of King, but implored them to continue to work together to change the country for the better. Eight weeks later, RFK himself was assassinated on June 5, 1968 in Los Angeles and on the evening that he celebrated his victory in the California primary.  

On July 29, 1968, racial conflict broke out in the Glenville area of Cleveland in Northeast Ohio.  The Ohio National Guard was brought in to assist the police, but this did not prevent extensive looting, arson, and eleven dead (including three police). In this context, on August 10, 1968, the Kerner Commission formally urged the improvement of riot control training for the National Guard.  When the Democratic National Convention was held in Chicago later that month, street demonstrations were met by the Illinois National Guard and federal troops, which were used to support the police. The subsequent Walker Report would conclude that the resulting violence constituted, “a police riot.” At the Republican Convention in Miami Beach, an undaunted Ralph Abernathy, successor to Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., as head of the Southern Christian Leadership Conference, led a demonstration to call attention to the plight of the poor in the United States.  In late August, racial unrest in Ohio continued, with episodes of arson and looting in Lima and Middletown and the enforcement of a curfew in Akron, Ohio (Mayer 1972, vol. I:9).  

Even as racial unrest spread throughout the nation’s cities in the latter half of the decade, the number of sit-ins, walkouts, and confrontations increased at U.S. universities. In May 1967, the National Guard occupied the grounds of Jackson State following disturbances on campus (Mayer 1972, vol. I:6). A known, non-student civil rights activist, Ben Brown, was shot and killed when he exited a restaurant on Lynch Street at the time a demonstration was taking place. In late April 1968, the proposed construction of a gymnasium by Columbia University in a neighboring New York City park separating the campus from working-class Harlem initiated a major student protest at that university. “Black Power” and “student power” proponents presented an escalating series of demands resulting in the cancellation of classes and the sealing off of the campus. On April 30, 1968, 1,000 city policemen forcibly removed the protesters from university property. 707 people were arrested, a number that included nine percent of Columbia College’s total enrollment and six percent of Barnard College’s undergraduate students (Mayer 1972, vol. I:8). On May 3, 1968, African American students at Northwestern University seized the business office and demanded separate black housing, more scholarships, more black faculty, and courses designed specifically for African Americans. The university agreed to these demands. That same month, students at Stanford University occupied a building to protest the suspension of seven students who had led a demonstration the preceding fall against CIA recruitment on campus (Mayer 1972, vol. I:5). In 1968, students also seized the administration building at the University of Chicago, Ohio State University, and Howard University. The trend continued in 1969 at Harvard University, where student concerns included university policies on ROTC and ownership of working-class housing. On May 7, 1969, paralleling the situation at Northwestern University the previous year, students at historically black Howard University seized eight buildings and forced the university to close.

4. The Pattern of Student Protest and Law Enforcement Response

Ohio Historical Society:  http://www.ohiohistory.org/resource/histpres/docs/nr/kent1.pdf
According to the President’s Commission on Campus Unrest, university protests that originated in the Free Speech Movement at the University of California, Berkeley “altered the character of American student activism in a fundamental way” (Scranton 1970:24). The main characteristics of the “Berkeley Invention” were: the initiation by a core group of activists; the meshing of “major social and political issues with local university issues; the disruption of the administration of the university; police intervention, which, in turn, rallied moderate students; and decision-making among the protestors through consensus (Scranton 1970:25-27). “The high spirits and defiance of authority that had characterized the traditional school riot were now joined to youthful idealism and to social objectives of the highest importance” (Scranton 1970:28).  By 1970, public officials and administrators at universities across the country were well schooled in the history and lessons of the Berkeley invention. However, the central concern of the authorities was the issue of civil disturbance, not civil disobedience directed at social injustice. They steeled themselves for an escalation of events and vowed to act forcefully. In May 1968, Governor Ronald Reagan of California ordered the destruction of People’s Park at UC Berkeley. “‘The repression was so brutal.’ For those who paid attention to Berkeley, the sense of white exemption died there, a full year before Kent State,” Todd Gitlin says in his chronicle of the sixties (1993:361). Two years later, on April 7, 1970, Reagan tried to rally support when addressing an audience of alumni of the University of California system by pronouncing that radical student protestors should be told, “If it takes a bloodbath now let’s get it over with.” “The ‘bloodbath’ statement caught nationwide attention, and was interpreted as Reagan’s desire to have a confrontation with students” (Skinner, et al. 2003:191). A decade later, still asked by the public about his remark, Reagan explained that his figure of speech was misunderstood; he meant that the university administration would have to “take their bloodbath” by exacting firmer discipline on the dissenters: 

This was during the period when Wheeler Hall was burned and when an attempt was made to set fire to the great university library. . . . [The university administrators had . . . tried to discuss the differences with the dissenters.  But as dissent grew into violence… the university administrators were finally coming to the realization that the dissenters were going beyond dissent and did not want a reasoned discussion on their differences and they, the administrators, were in effect indulging in appeasement. I then said these administrators had come to realize the error of their ways and now knew they had to deal directly with the violence. And that is where I used, as a figure of speech, the expression that they,  the administrators, knew they were going to have to take their bloodbath by resisting the rioters with expulsion, suspension, etc. (Skinner, et al. 2003:191-192)
Significantly, Reagan borrowed Nixon’s pronouncement on Kent State—“when dissent turns to violence it invites tragedy”—as he sought to correct the historical record. Still, there was a discernible, executive-level perspective on student protestors, and the President’s Commission made a key point in recommending that, “public officials at all levels of government . . . recognize that their public statements can either heal or divide. Harsh and bitter rhetoric can set citizen against citizen, exacerbate tension, and encourage violence” (Scranton 1970:10). Nixon’s Vice President Spiro Agnew, of course, was notable for such rhetoric against antiwar protestors, calling them, “‘home front snipers’” and referring to colleges as, “‘circus tents or psychiatric centers for over-privileged, under-disciplined irresponsible children’” (quoted in Rosenberg 2001:18).

5. The Student Antiwar Movement Emerges

Ohio Historical Society:  http://www.ohiohistory.org/resource/histpres/docs/nr/kent1.pdf
As student activism became more visible across the nation, its concerns for social justice intertwined with the escalation of the Vietnam War. The peace movement became an antiwar movement. The President’s Commission noted:

The growing frequency with which campus protest reflected the Berkeley scenario was largely the result of the emergence and development of three issues: American involvement in the war in Southeast Asia, the slow progress of American society toward racial equality, and charges of ‘unresponsiveness’ against the federal government and the university and against their ‘repressive’ reaction to student demands. (Scranton 1970:29-30)

The U.S. began funding South Vietnam’s war efforts in 1955, soon after the generation that

would protest the war was born. As that generation hit adolescence, John F. Kennedy, the youngest president in U.S. history told them:

[The torch has been passed to a new generation of Americans—born in this century, tempered by war, disciplined by a hard and bitter peace, proud of our ancient heritage, and unwilling to witness or permit the slow undoing of those human rights to which this nation has always been committed, and to which we are committed today at home and around the world.

The student SDS authors of the Port Huron Statement heard in Kennedy’s inaugural speech and saw in his sending of “advisors” to South Vietnam in 1962, the year of their statement, a perpetuation of the military-industrial complex. Lyndon Johnson, who had hoped to found his legacy on attacking poverty, would go down in history instead for his escalation of the war. Johnson sent the first U.S. combat troops to Vietnam in March 1965. That month saw the first SDS-sponsored "teach-in," held at the University of Michigan and followed by 35 others throughout the country. In April came the first major antiwar demonstration of the Vietnam era—a march on Washington organized by SDS, SNCC, and other activist groups, in which approximately 25,000 people participated. Gitlin would contend that the crowd felt the best speech of the day was delivered by Paul Potter, the president of SDS:  “His argument was that the brutality manifested in Vietnam was connected to the brutality of American society and that in order to stop the war we had to change the system” (Appy 2003:266).
1965 also marked a renewed connection of civil rights leaders, notably the Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr., with student protesters and the antiwar movement. Coretta Scott King had been active in this area going back to her student days at Antioch College in Ohio when she worked for the Women’s Strike for Peace. Dr. King often asked her to appear at peace demonstrations in his stead, especially prior to his strong and very public anti-Vietnam Riverside Church speech, regarded by some as one of the finest of his career (Young 1996:424-34). The formation of the Spring Mobilization Committee to End the War in 1966 further marked a clear, “coming together of the civil rights and anti-war movements,” with numerous former SNCC organizers such as James Bevel and Bernard Lafayette now coming north to work in the growing antiwar campaign (Becker 2001:310).
Despite increasing protest, the war continued to escalate. As Stanley Karnow (1984:696-697) relates, by the end of 1967, the number of U.S. troops in Vietnam increased from 200,000 to half a million. As it had been in the civil rights movement, 1968 was a decisive year in the Vietnam story. In late January, the Tet offensive began with well-coordinated, widespread attacks by the North Vietnamese and the Vietcong (North Vietnamese guerilla forces) on more than 100 South Vietnamese cities and towns, including the historic city of Hue. In Saigon, the American Embassy was attacked and five soldiers were killed (Karnow 1984:539). After three weeks of fighting, Hue was recaptured by South Vietnamese troops. General William Westmoreland sent a request for more than 200,000 additional troops, but the request was denied. Within a month, in late February, well respected CBS television news anchor Walter Cronkite returned from Vietnam to predict that the war could not be won and would likely end in stalemate (Karnow 1984:561). Expecting middle-America to agree, Johnson announced he would not seek a second term as president, leaving the Democratic nomination to his vice president, Hubert Humphrey, who was narrowly defeated by Richard Nixon.  Nixon assured America that he, “would end the war and win the peace,” which some interpreted to mean that he now had a secret plan to end the war (Karnow 1984:597).
In 1969, the long process of peace talks, which had begun January 25 of that year, continued in Paris, with expanded delegations including members of the Saigon government and the Vietcong. In June, President Nixon began withdrawing troops from Vietnam as part of his “Vietnamization” efforts. Nevertheless, antiwar protests continued, with huge rallies in Washington, D.C., in October and November, the latter drawing over half a million people (Karnow 1984:697-698). The diffuse leadership of such efforts was in the hands of groups such as Cleveland Peace Action, the American Friends Service Committee, the Black United Front, and the New Mobilization Committee to End the War in Vietnam. In mid-November, news of the My Lai massacre, which had occurred in 1968, was revealed by the press to the general public, generating protest on college and university campuses (Karnow 1984:698) by those reviled by the brutality of which Paul Potter had spoken during the first march on Washington in 1965. In addition to a general dissatisfaction with the justification for the Vietnam War, the increased relevance of the draft for college students brought immediacy to opposition of the war. One particular issue of contention for college student protestors was the request by draft boards for universities to turn over the academic records of draft-age students. As early as May 1966, there had been a major student sit-in in the Administration Building on the University of Wisconsin-Madison campus to protest draft deferment examinations. On March 4, 1967, a presidential commission had recommended comprehensive revisions of the Selective Service law, including termination of deferments for graduate students, the institution of a lottery system, and the calling up of 19-year-olds first. Subsequently, students around the country gathered around TV sets wherever they could find them the evening of December 1, 1969, to see where they and their brethren would hit in the first draft lottery since 1942—proof that Nixon’s plan to end the war was failing. A key feature of the Vietnam draft was a change from the “draft the oldest man first” policy for men aged 18-26 to one that featured a random drawing, thus putting larger numbers of younger men at higher risk.

In 1970, peace talks continued, some in secret, and the draw down of troops continued. There was a sense that the war might be coming to an end. However, this all changed the evening of April 30, when President Nixon announced on national television that the United States had invaded Cambodia. This further proof that the war was not ending, but rather spreading (Karnow 1984:624-627), represented the worst of broken promises to the young, including the students of Kent State, who would join the eruption of protest at colleges and universities around the country. Despite warnings from his advisors, Nixon was convinced at this point that the invasion of neutral Cambodia represented the kind of bold action that was necessary to make history, but history has shown his policy here to be flawed, and, in fact, few enemies were found (Shawcross 1979:152). Records of the so-called Daniel Boone squads and the Operation Menu missions also make clear that the United States secretly had been ignoring Cambodia’s neutral status for years prior to April 1970 (Karnow 1984:603-607; Shawcross 1979:152). Shortly after the shootings at Kent State, Nixon and his Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger, did have doubts about their Cambodian policy, but Nixon said at that point: “Henry, we’ve done it. Never look back” (Shawcross 1979:154). As Shawcross (1979:153) notes, “now Kent and Cambodia were to be forever linked.”

6. Activism and The Counterculture
Ohio Historical Society:  http://www.ohiohistory.org/resource/histpres/docs/nr/kent1.pdf
By the spring of 1969 and in the wake the national organization’s splintering due to increasing internal political factionalism, the dissolution of SDS chapters began at many college campuses, including Brandeis, Berkeley, Columbia, Texas, Michigan State, and Kent State (see Klatch 1999:201). Still, students throughout the country generally saw themselves as part of a “counterculture” that had infused American society to every corner. The spirit of the Human Be-in, which proclaimed "Make Love Not War" (Gitlin 1993:212), and Summer of Love in 1967 San Francisco had made its way to middle America by the summer of 1969 for "3 Days of Peace & Music" at the Woodstock festival. Grounding her study of the sixties generation on Karl Mannheim’s “The Problem of Generations,” Rebecca Klatch asserts, “Like classes, generations represent an objective condition, regardless of whether individuals consciously recognize their commonality.” Those that, “develop a subjective consciousness of their location, thereby becom[e] a potential force of social change” (3). A generation that attended college in unprecedented numbers, students in the sixties entered an environment that supported the questioning of traditional values and bonded with others who were experiencing the same changes (Klatch 1999:4-5). “Other significant factors in the formation of the 1960s leftist youth protest include the effects of affluence on the development of ‘post-materialist’ values, the significance of growing up in the nuclear age, and the spread of youth culture” (Klatch 1999:5). “‘To be seen as a hippie in the mid-sixties was . . . not simply to be part of a new fashion trend; it was instead interpreted by many as a commitment to an alternative life course, a sign that one had made a break with the values and ways of life defined by one’s parents, school, and

community’” (Whalen and Flacks 1989, quoted in Klatch 1999:135). “Music was an integral part of the counterculture, a further expression of opposition to established rules and institutions” (Klatch 1999:135). Music, “gave people a sense of generational solidarity and a sense that they were different and a sense different from the rest of the country, different from any other generation in American history, that they were in some ways special and blessed and it gave them a sense of being embattled, of . . . being considered outsiders, reprobates, bad people” (Marcus 1991, quoted in Klatch 1999:135).
“[T]he counterculture was able to reach a much larger audience because of postwar America’s middle-class affluence.” Young people had more disposable income to spend on clothes and music and mass media had a new ability, “to promote and disseminate youth culture [, thereby] further accelerat[ing] this generation’s collective identity” (Klatch 1999:136). Another component of the youth culture that, “acted to unite individuals in opposition to straight society" was drugs (Willis 1976 cited in Klatch 1999:153). Both drug use and the loose “range of beliefs and practices” (Klatch 1999:135) caused the counterculture to be dismissed or damned by at least the earlier SDS members, though other activist groups and individuals would embrace it (Klatch 1999:136-57). For the average college student, harassment for appearance and suspected drug use was more immediate than any disapproval by somewhat older activist members of the generation. “Such repression led to the delegitimation of institutional authority, radicalizing youth along the way” (Mankoff and Flacks 1971 cited in Klatch 1999:156). "If you had started out smoking dope, growing your hair, discarding your bra partly to join the crowd and partly to shock adults . . . only to end up getting harassed and busted, it was natural to ask questions about the society that was treating you like a freak." The police, restaurateurs, landlords, city officials, discriminated actively against, "people whose looks they didn't like." "As old authorities lost their hold, politicians got mileage out of denouncing student radicals and hippies and black militants, all clumped together as battalions undermining the rule of the father-state and the family's own father" (Gitlin 1993:216-217). True radicalization had its limits, however, even for the Left, as the rejection of the revolutionary and violent Weathermen faction by the mainstream SDS illustrated. Activist Lynn Dykstra noted of the time when SDS was approaching complete dissolution at its 1969 convention, “'It was more of a martyrdom feeling that we were right and they were wrong and if they shot us, it would just help our cause. But we weren’t trying to get killed. . . . None of us were that crazy’” (Klatch 1999:202).
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