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The Occupy movement and the anniversary of Port Huron have sparked some reconsiderations of the New Left, particularly its call for participatory democracy, which was its core and predominant theme.  We can only do that well, however, if we begin to think historically about what we mean by New Left, a category too much associated exclusively with the white student-intellectual movement that coalesced around campus and anti-war activism, then broke up into sectarian fragments from 1968 to 1970.  That definition misses the continuity, the span, and the influence of the American New Left.   From my perspective, that of an historian of social movements, it is important to understand the American New Left as an umbrella movement, a “cluster concept,”
 that began in the 1950s with civil rights, traveled through the white student movement, the anti-Vietnam war movement, the women's liberation movement and the gay liberation movement, taking in also the environmentalism that continued throughout.
  These movements shared an anti-authoritarian impulse, a recognition of the need for new analyses of injustice and exploitation, a strategic orientation toward defiance, a tactical reliance on direct action and civil disobedience, a rejection of conformist culture and a creativity in pioneering new cultural and communitarian forms.  Recognizing this “long New Left” is vital for examining the flow of participatory democracy ideas and prefigurative politics.

Further, we need to think critically about what it means that “New Left” came to refer specifically to a predominantly white, predominantly middle-class, and male-led movement of the universities.  Reducing the New Left in that way impoverishes our historical understanding of what was accomplished, and of what we can learn from its mistakes.  Further the narrative that it self-destructed after 1968 has been associated with the criticism of identity politics, as a range of movements from black power through gay liberation developed around specific constituencies.  Of course the failure to develop a universal Left opposition is to be regretted.  One feature of that declension story has been the mistaken view that the new feminists of the period “broke” with the New Left.  It is understandable that constituencies excluded from new movements would feel rejected, but thinking politically and historically requires a broader perspective.  Of course not all streams of feminism or gay-rights activism called for a radical democratization of the society and polity, any more than did all streams of anti-racism or student protest.  (This is why I refer to it as a cluster concept.)  But within them all was an activist radicalism that is being renewed today.

We need to think of a “long New Left” that stretched from, say, the mid-1950s through, say, 1980, and one of its continuities was commitment to participatory democracy.  Port Huron was part of the flow, an extraordinarily rich and eloquent moment. The statement had many intellectual parents, but the main first predecessor it acknowledged was civil rights. For the New Left, SNCC became not only a parent organization but an ongoing influence—through a flow of particular individuals but also through a reverence for SNCC that functioned at times like a magical amulet. 

So that’s where I start.  The finest social-movement analysis that I know regarding civil rights is Charles Payne’s I’ve Got the Light of Freedom, a study of SNCC’s work in Mississippi.  Payne illustrates participatory democracy in six areas: leadership, the difference between organizing and mobilizing, the intellectual content of organizing, generational relations, identity construction, and gender. 
SNCC’s was a participatory-democracy vision without the title.  Both words were essential: active mass participation (as opposed to, say, lobbying) as the road to freedom and citizenship; democracy requiring fundamental equality before the law and in universal respect.  From this followed a notion of leadership quite different from Alinsky’s.  The duty of leadership, argued for and enacted by the experienced movement intellectual Ella Baker, was to create new leaders, to erase as much as possible the distinction between leaders and followers, even to abolish followers.  Baker, her most famous protégé, Bob Moses, and many of their comrades attempted to enact these practices: listening patiently and attentively, not rushing to present an authoritative analysis, discussing decisions thoroughly.  Following this utopian logic to its end, everyone becomes a leader and therefore there are no leaders because people don’t need leaders.  This is almost certainly impossible, because it seems that there will always be some people more confident, more charismatic, more clear-thinking and more far-sighted than others. But as an ideal it was not only practical but extremely valuable: because it instructed those who led in a respectful way of working with non-leaders, that is, with followers.  It authorized and respected a participatory-democratic approach to recruits.  Trying to turn them into leaders meant, in theory, not just persuading them of a particular political analysis; it meant defining success not when the “follower” said s/he agreed, or even said s/he would try to register to vote, but when s/he could also reach out to others.   

So SNCC tried to do two things at once: while developing analysis of the weak points of the southern white power structure, so as to develop strategies for defeating that power structure, it had to build people’s confidence in themselves.  And this doubled task was again doubled, because it had to be done both among those it organized and among SNCC members themselves.  Even more demanding, the confidence-building SNCC had to do was not at the level of, say, encouraging timid young women to speak in public; it was about breaking through empirically, historically justified fear and resignation that decades of terror had created in southern blacks.  It was a task different from that of subsequent New Left movements, whose activists had less to fear—with the possible exception of gays--and often already possessed considerable confidence, resources, and experience of personal efficacy.  On the other hand, subsequent movements faced a task that SNCC didn’t: southern blacks, unlike later activists, did not need to be convinced that they were oppressed and exploited—they knew it from the time they were toddlers.  

SNCC’s conception of leadership represented also a prefigurative politics: it assumed that you cannot build a democratic and egalitarian society through undemocratic and inegalitarian means, because those means would confirm patterns of deference, resignation and  self-protection engendered by several centuries of subordination and some 75 years of violent Jim Crow.  SNCC was simultaneously trying to defeat Jim Crow and to create African American citizenship.  Its understanding of citizenship required active participation—a republican rather than a liberal conception of citizenship; but in its interracial universalism simultaneously liberal.  Its interracial staff (and for SNCC, staff was the same as membership) tried to enact that politics.  Their movement struggled to prefigure, or become a microcosm, of the society it wants to build.  We see that in a small way, as organizers involved people in ongoing projects where learners in adult literacy classes and citizenship schools then became teachers.

Second, a distinction between organizing and mobilizing further clarifies what SNCC was doing.  Mobilizing focused primarily on bringing together great numbers of people for large-scale and usually brief actions, notably demonstrations and petitions.  Mobilizing depends heavily on public leaders who can reach people through rousing speeches and the mass media.  In the long run, mobilization would not create the thoughtfulness, carefulness and stamina that sustained social movements require.  (SNCC people had an exaggerated disdain for mobilizing, deriving from their historical critique of accommodationist leaders, notably ministers; they referred to Martin Luther King, Jr, as “de Lawd.”)  It may well be that movements take off and spread through attractive and charismatic public figures, while permanent transformation requires organizing.  Furthermore, great mobilizers are not always accountable to anyone or any group; and the more successful they are as mobilizers, the more they are publically recognized, the less they are accountable to a movement constituency—which means that they can disempower instead of empowering followers.

Organizing, by contrast, was a slow, usually face-to-face process.  When social movements are challenging not only long-established custom, not only entrenched power capable of harsh retaliation, but also conventional wisdom--so conventional that it has come to seem common sense, like the view that “you can’t win”--then the printed word or even a public lecture is unlikely to bring a new person to a meeting or a picket line populated by strangers.  Some of this is owing to social anxiety: few people will come alone to a political meeting or a demonstration where they know no one, and those who will have usually had previous political experience.  The organizee is more likely to respond to the physical experience of another human being, to political arguments that are part of a biography, filtered through and transformed by another subjectivity, as former SNCC volunteer (and later UFW organizer) Marshall Ganz has argued.  Moreover, it helps a lot if the organizee can trust the organizer, which in turn happens through knowing her or his history, and possibly through recognizing him or her as a member of a known community, real or imagined.
  This understanding became part of the feedback loop in which SNCC’s model of leadership and organizing fed each other: the staff discovered, sought, and encouraged organizers who would be trusted by those they organized. Mobilization was also essential for the movement’s most heroic and media-friendly actions, such as the freedom rides and large marches; but without organizing, few would have been able to sustain the non-violent response to brutal beatings, or to keep on despite the terror inflicted by murders.  

Third: Payne insists, in a truly remarkable claim, that courage has been over-emphasized in examining the accomplishments of the civil-rights movement. [5]  Considering the activists’ extraordinary discipline in the face of power water hoses, aggressive dogs, police batons, steel bars, southern jails and marauding, sadistic killers, I found this an odd thing to say when I first read it.  Later reflection brought me to a different interpretation.  Courage is too often imagined as enduring pain and fear, and we even speak of the courage of animals—like a dog that will valiantly try to fight off a wolf.  In this sense courage can be a primitivizing quality—as in the story that used to be told about Rosa Parks: that she was tired and said to herself, the hell with it, I’ll sit in the white section come what may.  Very frequently social movements like civil rights of the Egyptian uprising against Mubarak are seen as spontaneous expressions of people fed up with oppression.  Understanding that people calculate their odds, choose their battles, and strategize their resistance reveals a different understanding of Payne’s plea not to dwell too much on courage.  He is arguing that social movements are complex intellectual projects.  They are themselves political achievements, well before victories appear.  This too is part of a prefigurative vision, one that justifies and honors building a movement with great care and thoughtfulness.  It leads—in my view, not Payne’s-- to understanding that social-movement participation can be itself the highest form of citizenship.

Fourth, generational relations.  SNCC’s “youngsters” discovered that there were always some “elders” who already had a critique of their society, a sense of personal responsibility, and an analysis of the importance of collective action.  They may have had no formal education or political affiliation but they usually had a history of participating in whatever small-scale efforts for social betterment and/or change had previously been possible.  These older people, like the younger, typically come from families that exhibit a sense of social responsibility which might not appear as political to the new movement: they may have been active in their church or children’s school, they may have been the ones who visited sick people or helped a down-and-out neighbor.  SNCC learned that once the young people set up shop, these people appeared, as if they had been waiting.  (This experience was the same in the early days of César Chávez’s organizing among farmworkers.)  As Tom Hayden put it, they arrived saying, in essence, “Where’ve you been?  We’ve been waiting.”  SNCC worked to link young and old, and this did not always come easily, given young blacks’ resentment at older generations that had not openly resisted.  Overcoming that antipathy helped the youngsters draw on the material support and experience of their elders.  It also helped construct an attitude of accepting with respect whatever contribution people could make, however small.   This aspect of participatory democracy was a matter not of good manners but of need and strategy.  And it too was prefigurative: a new society couldn't be built by a generation entirely alienated from older ones; more importantly, a movement would be strengthened through replacing a moralistic condemnation of past failure with an historical, empirical analysis of changing conditions, of the development of contradictions that weaken old regimes and allow movements for change greater chances of success.  It is from understanding old failures in their context that organizers could perceive new opportunities.

Fifth, identities.  Social scientists who study movements once discussed what kinds of personal identities attracted people to movements; now more of them understand that identities are reshaped through participation in movements.
  The new identity is a sense of oneself as a person with a mission, a dedication—in this sense not entirely unlike being born again but, we can hope, more enduring.  But individual identity change happens through a group process that provides a sense of belonging to a new community, in this case being part of a new civil-rights family.  (This belonging among the beloved is dangerous because it creates groups that enjoy most and relax most by being with each other—of which more below.) For African Americans in SNCC, identity shifted over time from an inter-racial to an intra-racial belonging, as it simultaneously transformed “black” from a race identity to a political identity.  That identity transformation led to expelling whites.   This was a heartbreaker for many people, black and white.  But most of them nevertheless understood the break as a creation not only of the racist society but also of participatory democracy principles themselves, in the sense that it aimed to make sure that blacks were in charge of their own liberation struggle.  It was, of course, a step back from immediately prefiguring a new society, but many were convinced that it was nonetheless a step toward achieving it.

Finally, gender.  For better or worse, no such step was taken toward encouraging women to step away from their subordination to men.  Inside SNCC’s beloved family, male and female gender issues were not easily resolved.  Just as there were powerful black leaders in interracial organizations, so there were a few powerful female leaders in mixed organizations. But as southern black men gained self-confidence and ambition for recognition and leadership, the very principles of participatory democracy made women more sensitive to the frustration of their newly raised aspirations.  It’s well known by now that it is usually the collision between raised aspirations and their frustration that sparks social movements.  Combine that with race and the explosions happened all the more quickly, as black men’s relations with white women infuriated black women.  There were protests about sexism in SNCC, but they produced no resolution.  The gender story within SNCC was a doubled loss: of female leadership and of potential cross-race female alliance.  Prefiguring gender equality did not get far in SNCC.

The student/anti-Vietnam war movement did and didn’t come from civil rights.  Many of its members had volunteered in the southern civil-rights movement and all of them were inspired--and their activist orientation ratcheted up--by civil rights; but most came from white privileged backgrounds and had never consciously suffered discrimination:  As Port Huron said, they were “bred in at least modest comfort, housed now in universities ...” Their personal complaints were in part moral, a dismay at the hypocrisy and consumerism of American politics and culture; in part anxiety about nuclear war; and in part a visceral sense of alienation from both the Old Left and the US mainstream.  Its political strategy was not new: it called for pressuring the Democratic Party from the Left.  What was new was a turn away from the working class as the exclusive agent of change (despite benefiting from funds from organized labor)–a turn that would, of course, lead to schisms a few years later.  

The Port Huron statement was an existentialist manifesto, a call for taking up a moral obligation.  It insisted, implicitly, that young people muster the courage to break from the conformist and fearful culture that deadened them.  This aspect of the New Left’s spirit was unique to the white-student-antiwar people in the movement, and remained central, perhaps, to its male members, because they were not struggling to free themselves from discrimination, unlike the black, women’s and gay movements.   But with respect to the apathy that Port Huron saw on the campuses, it offered not a moralistic but a structural, historical explanation: that apathy had been constructed by the structure of higher education and by the consumerist, conformist pressures of Cold War politics.  This led to perspective that was a necessary condition for the growth of the New Left: its anti-anticommunism.  Without that, its critique of the Old Left would have allowed it to be moved toward the anticommunist liberalism of the ADA.

 
The most radical aspects of Port Huron’s sensibility were the call for participatory democracy and the rejection of material incentives as a desirable basis for work and life.  A call for a world where “work” was sought for self-fulfillment—“that work should involve incentives worthier than money or survival. It should be educative, not stultifying; creative, not mechanical; selfdirected, not manipulated”–-this was a dream available to prosperous people in a strong economy.  It was also a youthful dream, one of people with little experience of the labor force.  But precisely because of this proud assertion of a utopian aspiration, because it rejected charity and benevolence and refused to be practical, it gripped a generation of students—and the post-WWII expansion of public higher education in the US had made that group far larger than previously.

That idealism foreshadowed an identifying characteristic of “the 1960s,” a disdain for older people.  (“Never trust anyone over 30.”)  Julius Lester once remarked that the student movement began when white kids looked at their parents and didn’t like what they saw.  Such disparagement, despite the fact that SDS remained for a time funded by older-folks’ organizations, resulted from its immersion in youth culture and campus life, and its relatively prosperous class base.  It would never achieve SNCC’s inter-generational alliance.

The statement called for participatory democracy only implicitly.  It is in its discussion of apathy that we find its closest approach to prefigurative politics:  “The significance of these scattered movements lies not in their success or failure in gaining objectives … [but in] breaking the crust of apathy and overcoming the inner alienation ….”  The idea is that one overcomes alienation through activism, which creates a democratic community, that must prefigure the society we would like to live in.   Tom Hayden recently quoted both Thoreau’s call to vote “`not with a mere strip of paper but with your whole life’” and John Dewey’s claim that democracy should be “`more than a form of government; it is primarily a mode of conjoint community experience.`”
   Embryonic in Port Huron, these ideas were articulated later by Staughton Lynd, Greg Calvert, Carl Davidson, Pat Hansen, Ken McEldowney in SDS.  Calvert wrote, “While struggling to liberate the world, we would create the liberated world in our midst.  While fighting to destroy the power which had created the loveless anti-community, we would ourselves create the community of love—The Beloved Community.”

The attachment to this prefigurative vision, to creating a new world inside the old, was the more passionate because of how it was belittled.  In one phrase or another, more experienced elders (and some practical youngsters too) were constantly telling New Leftists to be realistic.  Southern black elders thought SNCC and other militant groups were impatient at best and courting death at worst.  Democrats and some peace-movement leaders told SDS to dress better, cut their hair, avoid over provocation, and make alliances in the mainstream.  Anti-feminists told the women's liberation activists that biology was destiny and earlier feminists told them to avoid shocking people.  Rejecting that sort of advice was, however, close to the core spirit of the New Left.  Prefigurative politics was a two-way proposition: you couldn't achieve democracy without practicing it now, and also: if you didn’t practice it now, you would lose the vision and the commitment to a democratic world.
Besides, participatory democracy and the prefigurative mode made participation in activism attractive and pleasurable.  One of the often-missed truths about social movements is that they are fun.  Veterans of these movements typically describe them as the best years of their lives, and the friendships formed in them are often the most lasting.  If participatory democracy works, no one can be a mere listener and no one can tune out, but everyone speaks and feels that his/her views count.  It requires energy and is therefore tiring, but it can also help prevent boredom and feeling disregarded.  At the same time active participation makes it harder for a group to make irresponsible, unencumbered decisions. 

But participatory democracy is exceedingly demanding and may ask more than everyone can give.  To practice it while organizing—to reach out to new people—one had to begin by listening.  This radical idea has had to be re-invented frequently, as it is so easily lost and so difficult to practice.  (It was one of Jane Addams’ most democratic practices in the early years of Hull-house: her instruction that settlements should begin by learning about the neighborhood from the views and conditions of its residents, so that one could formulate a program of action directed toward its residents’ needs and desires.  When Sheila Rowbotham worked for the Greater London Council under Labour’s Ken Livingstone, one of the first things she did was interview working-class mothers about how the city could help them.)  Listening to grievances did not, of course, provide analyses, and organizers had to engage with grievances, searching for the structural roots of individual problems.

Moreover, participatory democracy was not a formula for how to get done what was needed.  When it became understood primarily as a description of process within a New-Left organization, as sometimes happened, it could even become an obstacle to organizing.  Critics in the New as well as the Old Left charged that this requirement for internal participatory democracy and building a community of equals was self-indulgent.  It signaled a move away from politics, they argued. Its purism turned the focus too much toward how meetings and the organization were run, a focus on how members of the club worked together.  It created coded practices that distinguish insiders unless great care is taken to bring outsiders in.  It created, critics saw, a preciousness that resulted in excluding outsiders at best, and disdaining outsiders at worst.  

This was not, of course, the intention of most SDS organizers. And certainly not of those who wanted to build either campus or community organizations.  They understood participatory democracy as an aspiration.  They understood the tensions and problems of the ideal and tried to create an organization that combined active participation with accountable leadership.  But understandings of participatory democracy seemed to change after a few years, equating it with direct democracy, allowing no structures of representation.  SDSers sought to reject formal representative procedures because they had experienced how these became bureaucratized and rendered passive those at the bottom.  Conflicts over the degree of centralization arose.  Many “chapters” were weak and needed money and communication with a central office but others “did their own thing.”  None of these conflicts were insuperable. Prefigurative politics does not outlaw compromise. SDSers could live with the tension between perfect, 100%-equal participation, and getting things done, by compromising and improvising.

And it did.  We should not underestimate what SDS accomplished.  It broke through the coercive patriotism of the Cold War and educated millions to recognize domestic and international injustice.  It made hundreds of thousands comfortable with dissent.  Hundreds, perhaps thousands of its veterans opted for work that promotes social justice. There might have been no Barack Obama without SDS.

But there were several problems that could not easily be compromised or improvised away, problems that may have been unsolvable.  The first was the problem of fast success: the movement grew in size, in geographic spread, and in diversity beyond any possibility of making it coherent.  The size of the country, the variety of campuses, the constant turnover of SDS membership due to the number of members who graduated or left the campuses, the growth of a non-student anti-war movement were quite possibly un-coordinatable.  SDS and several other organizations needed staffs and offices; not everyone could volunteer and some needed wages or stipends.  Their job was to try to communicate with and coordinate a mass movement.  They were herding cats.  (SNCC had never had to do this: it was its staff and only its staff, and almost all got financial support.)  
Ideological divisions could not be isolated from organizational form.  The very rapid spread of SDS raised the question, could students be agents of change?  Could universities be useful sites for creating change?  What came after school?  “Student” was not a stable identity, nor even a temporary political identity.  A combination of awareness of and guilt about the relative privilege of many SDS leaders led many to reject the idea of organizing on behalf of themselves and turn rather to organizing others who, in their varied analyses, could be agents of change: the working class, the poor, the Third World, African Americans.  Different priorities, both strategic and moral, competed: the sufferings and aspirations of the Vietnamese, repression of the Black Panther Party, the civil rights struggles of American Indians, Asian Americans, Chicanos.  These political problems, as Richard Rothstein wrote, “do not have formal solutions.”

How could we possibly condemn SDS for not successfully creating an organizational structure that was democratic, participatory, accountable, effective, consistent, unified and yet decentralized?  I examine its failings can without a sense that another group of people could have done better.  In SDS’s case, an anti-leadership, participatory-democracy set of convictions became at times a religion, perfectionist in its clinging to absolutes, and failing to challenge invocations of slogans that had become scripture.  Quoting Rothstein again, dissenters were “easily intimidated by their own acceptance of the moral categories in which the debate was couched.”
  Participatory democracy also gave sectarian groups freedom to recruit within the movement and, ultimately, to devastate or at least fragment the movement. 
As representative leadership became disempowered by both formal and political problems, an unelected, unaccountable leadership arose. This problem was enunciated first and best within the women’s movement, which I’ll turn to next, but let me put it simply here. It is a version of the problem with the ultra-democratic SNCC notion of leadership, i.e., that everyone can be a leader.  People are unequal in persuasive skills and reputations and confidence.  Just as many musicians often come out of musical families, so many political analysts absorbed skills from their families.  Others simply have a knack for strategic thinking.  This inequality is magnified many times in meetings. Some people speak more persuasively, marshal arguments more powerfully, promote analyses more cogently than others.  Their talk can silence others, render them more passive, or more passively resentful.  Building an organization with many intellectuals magnified this inequality yet further.   
National SDS decided to combat vested interests in leadership positions by requiring rotating officers.  But a more continuous de facto leadership arose informally.  Elected leaders, fresh every year, needed advice and consultation and for this they turned to individuals, often from the early leadership, typically the most confident, articulate, politically sophisticated (and quite possibly best educated) men, whether they were in office or not.  This behind-the-scenes leadership was literally invisible to many newer SDS members. As the paid staff at the national office became the only source of continuity, elected leadership became less influential, and their own diffidence about leading reinforced that tendency.  In this way principles and structures designed to combat the accumulation of power at the top but in some ways it did the opposite, by creating an unchanging group of implicit leaders—later called “heavies.”  The anti-leadership perspective also contributed to a lack of training programs to develop skills in new people, because doing so meant recognizing that some had skills that others could learn. The anti-leadership aura made leaders reticent and indecisive.  Lacking clear priorities set from below, they felt out on a limb, unwilling to lead. Doubts about the strategic importance of students didn’t help.   

The splintering of SDS into sectarian “revolutionary groups was by no means caused by these internal problems.  Those groups arose because of the intensity of US government repression of demands for change, its continued vicious brutality in Vietnam and then throughout Indochina, and its refusal to reject a policy of supporting corrupt and repressive dictators in the rest of the world.  My purpose here is not to criticize SDS.  It was a great achievement in itself and its influence on the country was considerable, not to mention the campuses which were permanently revolutionized in the treatment of students and greater openness to honest intellectual dissent.  I agree wholeheartedly with Hayden in his claim that SNCC and SDS “catalyzed more social change in their seven-year life spans than many respectable and well-funded NGOs accomplished in decades.”  But I am trying to articulate the challenges that face democratic activism for social justice.

The women's liberation movement, by far the largest movement of the New Left, arose out of both SNCC and SDS.  Its very name reveals its identification with the anti-colonial movements of Vietnam and elsewhere, like the Third World Liberation Front.   But we have to be clear about who these feminists were.

Until sometime around 1975 there were two distinct women’s movements.  An “industrial feminism” had arisen with considerable strength after WWII, as working-class women fought against unions’ gender policies, which were at best exclusionary—refusing to put resources into organizing women’s jobs—and at worst, directly discriminatory.  At the same time Old Left women, such as UE’s Betty Friedan, historian Gerda Lerner, folksinger Melvina Reynolds, were raising issues of sex discrimination in peace movements like the WILPF and WSP.   These streams joined to form NOW in 1966, which was at first, oddly like SDS, dependent on the UAW.  This long-lasting organization was already campaigning for equal pay and equal opportunity for working women when the more radical women's liberation movement began to emerge in 1968.  But NOW did not at first challenge gender standards more broadly, or take up issues of sexual freedom, reproductive rights, or violence; it was not eager to be associated with the Left (as witness Betty Friedan’s and Gerda Lerner’s early efforts to expunge their Old-Left history from public note).   NOW was uninterested in utopian notions of democracy and process; its strength was its commitment to making legislative change through powerful lobbying.


The women's liberation movement, by contrast, began in 1967-68, independently of NOW. Like SDS, it assumed a youthful character that rejected and even scorned the older women’s efforts.  No intergenerational alliance here.  

Women's liberation never “broke” from the New Left. For as long as we can confidently speak of a mass New Left, the women's liberation movement was a part of it.  Its roots were in the student movements both in personnel and in ideas.  Some early feminists had gone south to participate in civil-rights protests; virtually all its early members came out of or identified with anti-Vietnam war politics.  They took a great deal from civil rights: the examples of solidarity, risk-taking and courage; the utopian demand that democracy live up to its name; and the energy of fighting one’s own oppression.  They shared with the student movement moral outrage at American brutality toward African Americans and Vietnamese, and at the conformity, superficiality and consumerism of US culture.  They not only continued to appear at the demonstrations against the Vietnam war, for the Vietnamese National Liberation Front, for freeing the Black Panthers, for challenging racism, for labor unions, for disarmament—in short, for all the key causes of the New Left.  But they also initiated many activities that were not exclusively focused on women’s issues.
The new feminists protested sexism in SDS, of course.  They were critical of male grandstanding, adventurism, machismo.  The sexual objectification of women that has permeated male culture for eons was in SDS and the broader student culture too.  When Marilyn Webb spoke at an early anti-war rally in Washington, DC, and a group of men in the front of the audience called out “take her off the stage and fuck her, that’s what she needs,” this attack was not apolitical. Consciously or not, the guys who shouted that obscenity were stabbing women in their most vulnerable psychic spots--their need to be attractive and appropriately feminine and safe.  (By the way, the vulnerability is not only psychic; it is also physical.)  Women who had written brilliant political and historical analyses in their college courses were afraid to speak in large meetings mainly because of their awareness of being seen as a spectacle, of being evaluated in degree of desirability.
  No wonder they could not speak with the same authority that men exhibited in SDS meetings.  It was not only men’s “ways of seeing,” in John Berger’s sense, but also men’s ways of hearing: a woman might make a point, then a man might make the same point, and the point was thereafter referred to as his.  Men automatically regarded other men as their audience, comrades, co-strategists, or adversaries.  (In SNCC, the commonality of facing brutality and imprisonment may have reduced this male bonding to some extent.)  Not all men participated in this appropriative culture, of course, and most did not choose it.  But the culture and the male political bonding was a social structure, not an individual characteristic, and it was impossible to opt out of it entirely since men’s masculinity was also vulnerable.  Certainly the problem was not created by SDS or SNCC but it resided there nevertheless. 

That a newly militant women’s movement emerged from disrespect for women active in mixed movements had many precedents.  This was the pattern in the French revolutions of 1789, 1848, and 1870.  In the US, attempts to shut up female abolitionists generated the women’s-rights movement of the 1840s.  Indeed, the opposition to women claiming public space and power contributed to a new identity that was both cause and effect of the women's liberation movement.  I am talking, of course, about a political subjectivity, in some ways parallel to that of black power: a realization that a gender system—although the concept was not named at first—was responsible for much of our experience; and a political identity as a new basis for social-justice activism.

Sexism from within the New Left pushed women toward autonomous groups, of course.  But by far the more important influence toward autonomous women’s groups was the need for consciousness raising.  As a feminist identity formed, however, women’s organizing strategy had to differ radically from both civil rights and the anti-war movement.  Unlike African Americans, the predominantly white women who began women's liberation movement discovered with shock that they had long been unconscious of their own oppression because they had accepted it as a “natural” and inevitable outgrowth of their sex.  Recruitment to a feminist outlook represented for many a sudden realization that they had been unaware of how discrimination had hounded and limited them all their lives.  By contrast, it was a rare African American who had not understood from  earliest childhood the fundamental unfairness of the oppression of her/his people.  To organize, SNCC did not need to convince people that they were held down, forced into a subordination profitable to others; instead it had to convince people that they had the power to enforce change.  But many women did have to unlearn what Marxists would call a false consciousness.
  

The women's liberation movement differed from the anti-war/student movement in a different way: although SDS directed some of its critique toward universities and cultural conformity, its greatest passion was fury at US brutality toward others—the Vietnamese and African Americans. Feminists were protesting their own treatment.  This resulted in some “guilt-tripping,” both external and internal.   Unlike, say, working-class women fighting for equal treatment by employers and unions, many women's liberation movement members had to resist feelings that their relative privilege made it unseemly to complain.  They heard these criticisms not only from conservatives and liberals but often from their New Left male comrades.  As Marxism gained strength within the New Left, attacks took a classic form: come the socialist revolution, women’s second-class status would disappear, so that women should join Marxist-Leninist groups and postpone their demands. Even more insidious was the claim that Marxism had already produced the best analysis of women’s subjection—that it was a product of capitalism and economic exploitation--and that new analyses were pointless.  Happily, most women's liberation movement members were part of the New, not the Old Left and understood that new circumstances necessitated new analyses.

The first women's liberation groups were informal meetings or women’s caucuses within larger New Left formations, and the key word was autonomous, not independent or separate.  Later they took on identities of their own.  Excavating and admitting to the hidden injuries of gender required women-only groups.  They provided, first, freedom in which to complain and vent anger without fear of consequences, and freedom to explore the intimate.  They also provided, second, the comradely comparisons that gave rise to analyses.  They were learning by unlearning, so to speak, the conventions of gender and male dominance. The practice in these groups soon led to an entirely new form of prefigurative politics that came to be called consciousness raising.
  As is usually the case, a new practice arose from a new content, a new method of organizing from the nature of the task.  The process was, ideally, one of group discovery, of shared empirical learning that led to generalization and theory.  

To some extent consciousness-raising groups were re-inventing an analysis of women’s subordination.  Women’s ignorance of previous feminist analyses was not accidental or a result of our laziness but was constructed by active historical suppression.  By the end of the 19th century feminists like Elizabeth Cady Stanton had elaborated a deep and sophisticated critique of male dominance and, occasionally, of gender itself.  Moreover she was a sex radical, very close to the Free Lovers in her thinking.  Yet no history course then taught a word she had written.
  A generation of historians of women had published superb history in the earlier 20th century; not only were their books unread and unmentioned in other scholarship, but the universities actually became more  excluding of women in the mid-20th-century than they had been earlier.

Ignorant of this earlier work, the consciousness-raising groups, unlike, say, Marxist discussion groups, did not read.  Rather they started with the evidence at hand of women’s lives in the 1950s and 1960s.  Their process rested on existing women’s gender characteristics, notably their socialization toward intimate and emotional talk with other women, and then subjected those very characteristics to critique.  Having bonded with other female New-Left activists, women's liberation founders had realized that many women considered their problems to be personal and that this misconception isolated them. As in Katz and Allport’s concept of pluralistic ignorance,
 many women tended to feel that they were the only one who didn’t like their job, their sexual activity, their housework, their body, etc.   Enunciating their discontents, consciousness-raising group members soon recognized that those feelings were widespread and reclassified them as social, not personal; once that was understood the search for causes began.
  The consciousness-raising groups were not support groups, although they were supportive; they were not therapy groups, although for many they were therapeutic. What went on were conversations, usually in someone’s living room, frequently accompanied by snacks.
 People could interrupt or wander well off the topic, but there was typically careful listening.  Comments were often very personal, and safety in revealing intimacies was guaranteed by a stringent (and universal, I believe) rule that nothing would be repeated outside the group.  The personal comments did not, ideally, remain anecdotes but led to a rethinking of past experience from a new perspective.   Encounters that had once seemed routine or idiosyncratic were reinterpreted as socially constructed patterns: why women were self-conscious in large meetings, why men didn’t do housework, why women outnumbered men in peace groups.  Consciousness-raising groups influenced the gay-rights movement with their critique of compulsory heterosexuality and, perhaps more important, their analysis of what counted as “normal” sex acts.  Many lesbians came out in consciousness-raising groups.   Consciousness-raising meetings were intense even as there might be giggles or parodies of the “boys.” (Calling New Left guys “boys” was a sardonic protest by women who had for years been called “girls.”)  Topics ranged from menstruation to television to the latest anti-war leaflet.

Consciousness raising was the source of most of the new feminist analyses.  (Later, of course, as a generation of feminist intellectuals gained academic positions, many created feminist theory in a more traditional vein of theory: abstruse, philosophical work aimed at other academics.)  The theory of the women's liberation movement was formulated and disseminated differently, through hundreds of “underground” New-Left newspapers and pamphlets—which spread surprisingly quickly in that age without digital media.  These theoretical analyses invented new and redefined old concepts such as gender and exploitation, and examined with new tools problems such as war and violence, imperialism/colonialism, rape and incest, job segregation, electoral politics, organizing, education, health and medicine, mental health and psychiatry, family norms, art, the strengths and inadequacies of Marxism and liberalism.  

The groups spread virally: one week there were ten, then 100, then 500 and so on.  In Boston in 1969, friends of friends asked to join the first consciousness-raising “collective,” but that group knew it could not practice consciousness raising with a constantly growing and changing group.   So the first group announced in the local New-Left paper (The Old Mole) and the weekly Phoenix (Boston’s version of the Village Voice) an open meeting at which new women would get help in starting their own consciousness-raising groups.  At the first meeting, a hundred women showed up; and a hundred more at the second, and so on.

In Boston, these consciousness-raising groups were soon pulled together in a citywide organization, Bread and Roses.  The same happened in Chicago and a few other cities, and these defined themselves as socialist-feminist groups.  In many cities, however, large organizations never formed, because the dominant mood was quite consciously anti-organizational.  The sources of that antagonism came in part from the sensibility that animated Port Huron: distrust of bureaucracy, of centralism, of authority.  The women's liberation movement represented a peak of anti-authoritarianism.  The new feminists directed much of their fury at the experts who had been lying to them, prescribing social conformity, holding up conventional standards of what women should be and do—doctors, psychologists, psychiatrists, lawyers, teachers, ministers, and politicians.  The best-selling book series that began with Our Bodies Ourselves grew out of an attempt to identify gynecologists and obstetricians who treated women with respect, an attempt that produced a very, very short list.

 
Simultaneously the ethos of participatory democracy prevailed.  The new feminists shared a constitutional understanding that every member of a consciousness raising group was equal.  There would be no leaders. There were no chairwomen, no rules of order, no agenda.  Some groups enforced equality in speaking: They might choose a topic, then ask each person to speak once before anyone could add a second comment.  Some groups used poker chips: allotting, say, five to each person, each time you spoke you put one in the pot, and when you were out, you couldn’t speak again until everyone was out.  These systems must have inhibited the development of thinking through back-and-forth responses and challenges.

This radical egalitarianism may have been the perfect form for the content being produced—consciousness raising.  It allowed all the assembled experiences to be added to the discussion, provided the group was small enough that everyone could contribute but just large enough to include a range of experience.  The form was obviously prefigurative, at least in the time spent together.  Consciousness-raising groups were intensely enjoyable.  We ate and listened to music; we were ecstatic when Jefferson Airplane released “Volunteers of America.”  Members hated to miss a meeting.  Some groups continued for decades.  They constituted, of course, a respite from daily pressures, an island, a weekly free space within a far more complex and hierarchical life of jobs, bosses, co-workers, families, bureaucracies, large institutions, governments, none of which operated according to our rules.  This is why consciousness-raising meetings were so much fun. They were not required to be immediately goal-oriented, so they allowed a free brainstorming that turned out to be highly productive.  

In larger organizations, however, participatory, egalitarian, prefigurative practices did not function as well—though better, I think, than in SDS.   (To be fair: the women's liberation movement never tried to create a national organization.) There were of course women who grandstanded, who could not be terse, who craved the recognition that was accorded to pc rhetoric, but not as many and not so badly behaved as in SDS.  Bread and Roses, with membership in the hundreds and meetings occasionally of over one hundred, experienced difficulties in sticking to the practices of its constituent consciousness-raising collectives.  Let me name some of the problems: meetings were too long; those members with tighter schedules would depart, leaving decisions to be made by rumps; others quit arguing in order to go home; letting everyone have a turn to speak often meant that conversations did not remain focused but wandered onto different topics; there was no procedure for requiring comments to be succinct; people who missed previous meetings or who were new could force the group to go over old ground; no decision was permanent because all decisions could be reopened; chairing authority was easily undermined.  These problems tended to drive out those who had less time, and they including working women, working-class women, mothers, older women; as in SDS, only the young and relatively unencumbered could tolerate the structurelessness.  Basic organizational needs were not met: collecting dues, acculturating new members, defining members’ responsibilities.

Gendered patterns exacerbated these difficulties.  The experience of living with male dominance made many women even more anti-hierarchical than men, and resentment of leaders was strong.  Women accustomed to being disregarded, or to being so intimidated that they feared to speak up, developed exaggerated fears of being run over by women whose confidence and articulateness seemed like that of the men they had experienced. “Collective” was a sacred liturgical word and “individualist” a damnation.  Emotional expression repeatedly trumped decision-making and political argument.  An interjection common in women’s meetings, “I feel uncomfortable with” … this discussion, process, decision, etc., could have the effect of preventing progress toward a decision.
The organizational effects of these anti-hierarchy principles--and emotions--were remarkably similar to those in SDS.  In what Jo Freeman called “the tyranny of structurelessness,” unaccountable leaders arose. They were called the “heavies,” because what they said and proposed carried disproportionate weight.  Pretty much everyone knew who was and wasn’t a heavy.  In large meetings, statements by the heavies could carry the impression that there was a consensus, which a vote would have belied.  In one sense the problem was exacerbated by too little focus on internal development of leadership and too much focus on outreach organizing.  There were no formal provisions for encouraging greater participation in the large meetings, in the formulation of theory and projects; there was no training in the skills of chairing meetings, assigning responsibilities, writing press releases and holding press conferences, managing money, maintain organizational records. Women's liberation schools throughout the country taught everything from Marxist theory to women’s history to auto mechanics, but few taught organizing or leadership skills.
The anti-organizational, anti-hierarchical bent of women's liberation resulted, as elsewhere, in unaccountable leadership.  The problem was particularly apparent as the national press began covering the women’s movement, because journalists need spokespeople and the movement didn’t provide them.  The New-York-centric media thus intersected with the nature of NYC feminism, where journalists and writers played large roles and became the face of the women’s movement.  Some of these spokeswomen did valuable work but they tended to present, understandably, a particular stratum of issues—those involving discrimination against professional women and disparaging media imagery.
As in SDS, organizational stability suffered from theoretical conflict as a split between socialist feminism
 and radical feminism developed. Within the already thin scholarship about the women's liberation movement, its socialist-feminist branches have been particularly neglected.  In Boston, Chicago and several other large cities, socialist feminism predominated; and even in NYC, socialist-feminist single-issue groups such as CARASA (Committee for Abortion Rights and Against Sterilization Abuse)
 had lasting impact.  Instead of agitating for women’s equality only, socialist feminists advocated fundamental transformation of class and race dominance as well. A reproductive-rights movement offers the best nation-wide example of the socialist feminist analysis.  Rather than campaigning for abortion rights, organizations fought for public funding of abortion.  Rather than focusing exclusively on birth control, they emphasized poor women’s right to bear and raise children as well as not to.  Having discovered a history of coercive sterilization of poor and minority women, they exposed these practices and forced the federal government to install protections that radically reduced them.  Uncovering the dangers of the first contraceptive pills and IUDs, they exposed the callousness of the pharmaceutical industry and forced the FDA to install tighter oversight of big Pharma.  Socialist feminism rested on the premises that many forms and shapes of dominance affected women; that women’s subordination was imbedded in the structures of society and economy, not primarily in the sexist attitudes of individual men; that both men and women could be both victims and beneficiaries of different patterns of dominance; that male dominance over women was not necessarily the worst or most urgent problem in various situations.

By contrast, the theoretical stream called “radical feminism”
 moved in another direction, building on the notion that male dominance was the fundamental form of dominance from which all other forms grew.  Its radical insights were vital early on in the movement, given that the complex forms and methods of male dominance had not been well exposed previously.  Yet, paradoxically, radical feminism was often the least democratic of the feminisms, its groups often deferring to individual leaders.  This tendency also assumed authoritarian forms, intolerant of dissent, and people were expelled from groups.  Its very theoretical principle, that maleness alone was the enemy of freedom, made democracy among women of less importance.  Radical feminists did condemn class and race dominance but, in a logic similar to that of some orthodox Marxists, argued that since there was one and only one basic form of dominance, once it was abolished, all other forms of dominance would fall.  As a result by the mid-1970s radical feminism was shading into liberal and cultural feminism, focusing on women’s equality and women’s unique culture.

Despite these many problems, the women's liberation movement engaged effectively in both mobilizing and organizing.  There were many women’s demonstrations—Take Back the Night marches protesting the threat of violence that made women fear the streets; reproductive-rights demonstrations; in Boston, a joint Bread and Roses/Combahee River Collective mobilization to protest a horrifying spate of  murders of black women.  Women’s-liberation groups marched together with older women’s groups like WSP (Women Strike for Peace) and WILPF (Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom) in anti-war demonstrations. 

Moreover, the feminist version of participatory democracy gave rise to some good organizing.  Activist proposals emanating from small groups then mobilized larger numbers; the reproductive-rights mentioned above had that trajectory.  Decentralization allowed for quick decision-making and action.  Using Boston for examples: When an anti-war work-stoppage and classroom boycott was being planned for October 1969 (the “Moratorium”), one consciousness-raising group realized that the male organizers had not reached out to clerical workers, so the group quickly produced a leaflet inviting office staff at universities to come to a lunchtime discussion about the action.
  There was no need for approval by the large Bread and Roses organization.  A similar group began Our Bodies Ourselves, another began a clerical-worker organizing campaign that ultimately became the Union 9 to 5 (now SEIU local 925).  Sex/gender education classes for teenagers were perhaps the analog to the citizenship schools in the south.  One group took the early version of Our Bodies Ourselves into housing projects in Somerville where they met working-class women’s rage about their lives, and their response to the book: “why weren’t we taught this in school?” Bread and Roses members picketed the for-profit abortion clinics that sprang up after states repealed their anti-abortion laws (which happened well before Roe v Wade) to protest both exploitive conditions for abortion counselors and the speed-up that resulted in inadequate time for helping pregnant women think through their decisions carefully.  Members joined Mothers for Adequate Welfare, which had formed out of an SDS ERAP project, and worked with the welfare-rights movement.  Other groups campaigned for day care.  All this and much more happened because of the sharp and vast burst of human energy and optimism, a fission force created by the sensation of enablement and authority. 

Women's liberation was in many ways more successful than civil rights or the anti-war movement.  US militarism and support of right-wing dictators did not end.  Structural racism did not end.  Neither did sexism, but there have been truly fundamental changes in our gender system, in employment, education, religion, politics and personal relationships.
Participatory democracy and prefigurative politics have limits, but they are not to blame for the decline of the women’s movements any more than SDS or SNCC.  The New Christian Right and neo-conservatism were growing apace.  As the victories of the mass women’s movement piled up, no one predicted the strength and virulence of the backlash.  (Although, in retrospect, this failure of prediction showed that the women's liberation movement did not understand itself well—did not understand how fundamentally its transformation of the gender system seemed to subvert the sources of security on which many people relied.)  

This fall, I’m sure, every veteran of SNCC, SDS, or the women's liberation movement was encouraged by the emergence of Occupy (as of the Arab Spring and the Wisconsin struggle beforehand).  Occupy has been especially welcome given its commitment to public activism and its focus on inequality.   Its warp-speed global spread, while enabled by digital communications, was not created by technology, but rested on a global discontent—although not always conscious—with neoliberalism.  
Both participants and observers have been particularly enthralled by Occupy’s version of participatory democracy.  In some ways Occupy has refined and developed participatory-democracy methods.  Consider the “people’s mic,” a process that may have been brought to NY from Spain, or may have begun because NYC police would not allow microphones in Zucotti Park—who knows?  But it is a piece of tactical genius, providing practical audibility, powerful symbolism, and required participation: Having to repeat what a speaker says prevents anyone from tuning out, and ask of all those present to hear the words again, in one’s own voice.  One either owns the words or must consciously disavow them or, ideally, articulate one’s objections.  The hand gestures of support, disagreement, unsureness or neutrality encourage active listening and signal responses even from those who may not speak.  Other gestures signify attempts to manage direct democracy more efficiently: motions indicating that one has information to offer, that the speaker is going on too long, that the meeting has wandered away from the agreed-on topic.  The people’s mic slows down a process, but that is an extremely valuable factor when there is a need to avoid quick decisions.  It combines with a distaste for voting and an emphasis rather on consensus.  This is an inefficiency, to be sure, but it may have other advantages.  Recently in NY, it apparently headed off an ill-considered impulse to provoke the NYC police after a police attack on peaceful gatherers.  But such events create a warning that repression is difficult for a nonviolent but radically democratic group to deal with.  I find myself wondering how such a slow-down might have affected SDS.

The prefigurative nature of Occupy arose, in part, from the tactic of encampment: occupying people organized small utopian societies, providing food, toilets, showers, clothing, bedding, entertainment, art, education, policing, etc.  As the occupations grew, problems multiplied.  They faced disruptions by unstable and even crazy people, provocateurs, police agents, and some who were all of the above.  (In NYC, reportedly, police encouraged unbalanced homeless people to head for Occupy so as to disrupt—and some did just that.)   Women felt more comfortable and more respected while the movement was small, and lost substantial ground as it grew.  There were some terrible failures: assaults, including rapes, thefts, fights.  
Once evicted, Occupy has had to devolve most activities into smaller groups while continuing to supply food and shelter to those without local homes.  The smaller work groups may reduce some stresses even as making them.  Occupy-ers continue to meet in general assemblies and, as I write, there will soon be a women’s general assembly, a major May Day event, and quite possibly a national assembly.  All these projects will require moving away from perfect democracy and from prefiguring a perfect society.  But such moves do not require throwing out democratic and prefigurative goals: they are aspirations, not formulas for organizing.
�    Scientists define a cluster concept as one that is defined by a weighted list of criteria, such that no one of these criteria is either necessary or sufficient for membership.  In plainer language it refers to a group in which each member shares many but not necessarily all characteristics.


� This was particularly true of women who had been students recently, because colleges and universities were typically far more egalitarian than the world of employment and marriage.  While the women might not speak as much in classes, their grades and papers were often just as good as men’s.  Many of us were shocked at our treatment in our first mainstream jobs.


� My grade school in Portland, the Duniway school, was named after a major suffragist but I didn’t learn this until after I finished my PhD in history.


�  To cite just one example, perhaps needed for today’s post-feminist generation, the 1960s was still a time when a physician would not tell a woman that she had cancer, lest she “overreact,” but would give the information to her husband instead.


�  There is an important distinction between socialist and Marxist feminism, which are frequently and mistakenly melded.  The latter grew mainly in attachment to Marxist-Leninist parties, Leninist, Maoist, and Trotskyist, and was distinguished by its adherence to existing Marxist theory about women’s subordination; this tendency did not see the necessity for developing analyses that broke with essential Marxist categories, while socialist feminism did.


� At the time there seemed to be no question about the legitimacy of contraception!


� This is a confusing term because a radical feminist could mean a Left feminist in the UK and in some US regions.





�  Thanks to Ros Baxandall, Robb Burlage, Dick Cluster, Robby Cohen, Nancy Falk, Tom Hayden, Allen Hunter and Ann Snitow for comments.





�  This is a perspective also argued by Van Gosse in The Movements of the New Left 1950-1975 and Rethinking the NewLeft: An Interpretive History (both 2005)





�  See Adolph Reed Jr., The Jesse Jackson Phenomenon.





�  This particular insight of Payne’s has made me less disdainful of American voters’ seemingly apolitical reasoning: that Romney was a good businessman; that Michele Bachmann could be a good president because she had raised so many children while holding a job; 





�  Jo Reger, “Organizational Dynamics and Construction of Multiple Feminist Identities in the National Organization for Women,” Gender and Society 16 #5, Oct. 2002.





�   “Tom Hayden’s New Port Huron Statement,” � HYPERLINK "http://www.truthdig.com/report/item/20060328_hayden_port_huron/" �www.truthdig.com/report/item/20060328_hayden_port_huron/�    The anti-anticommunism may have been rooted, paradoxically, in both its red-diaper and its non-red-diaper members: the former, because they recognized implicitly that the US domestic aspects of the CP included much activism that was not authoritarian or undemocratic; the latter because they had not experienced the intense anger that non-communists in the Old Left felt toward the CP.





�  Calvert in New Left Notes Dec. 25, 1966, quoted in Wini Breines, Community and Organization in the New Left: The Great Refusal (1989).





�  Richard Rothstein,  “Representative Democracy in SDS,” Liberation, February 1972, p. 11.





�  Rothstein, p. 16.





�  I experienced this personally at Swarthmore College in the Quakers’ insistence on consensus rather than voting.





�  Linda Phelps, “Death in the Spectacle,” 1971, in Dear Sisters: Dispatches from the Women's Liberation Movement, ed. Baxandall and Gordon (NY: Basic Books, 2000), pp. 175-179.





�   Some locate the origin of the term in Mao’s “speak bitterness” campaigns, ironically, since the women's liberation movement version could not have been more anti-Marxist-Leninist-Maoist.  But the term had also been used in the "Old Left," in speaking of raising the consciousness of workers who did not know they were oppressed.





�  Pluralistic ignorance, a term coined by Floyd H. Allport in 1931, describes "a situation where a majority of group members privately reject a norm, but assume (incorrectly) that most others accept it.” Daniel Katz and Floyd H. Allport, Student Attitudes (Syracuse, N.Y.: Craftsman, 1931).





�  Much of the discussion of consciousness raising that follows comes from the experiences of Bread-and-Roses groups in Boston, as well as from Chude Pamela Allen, Free Space: A Perspective on the Small Group in Women's Liberation (Times Change Press, 1970) and Rosalyn Baxandall and Linda Gordon, eds.,  Dear Sisters: Dispatches from Women’s Liberation (2000).





�  Serving food at meetings seems to be a characteristically female mode of operation.





�  Dear Sisters, p. 273.
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