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Paul Goodman - 25th July 1967

In any activity people tend to notice what they're interested in,
depending on how they're in the world, of course. And in all the sciences
this is true too., There is a problem special to social sciences however
and that's that the experimental part of the social sciences is political
action, and when you engage in political action, naturally, you have to
get a lot of other people to cooperate with you. Therefore the predglictions
or noticings which come fro:7;;u ::ein the world necessarily have to try
to impose themselves on other people.

Now there are are a lot of us who are extremely dissatisfied with the
state of the world and would like to change it in a very structural
revolutionary way. But what we notice as the chief revolutionary lever,
and also often what we think wants most to be changed - although we agree .
that other things should be changed too - is likely to differ from group
to group, the way people are in the world. This is I hope a set of common
sense remarks. My experience at this conference has been that when certain
people disagree with you one method they use is to say "Oh well that's Just
common sense". And then the fact that they don't pay any attention to
the common sense, but do the opposite, doesn't seem interesting to them.
That seems intensely 1ntornctigg to me. But I'd like to give some emamples
of these revolutionary aims as they seem to different people.

Let's take a rather harmless one - except in its consequences - the
fact that to many people the likelihood is that the world will be destroyed
by nuclear war within the next 10 to 15 years. This is harmless in the
sense that almost everybody agrees with this fact, but it's obviously not
harmmless as a fact. Now if you've been a pacifist for 40 years the way I
have - and I'm not a non-violentist, by the way, I'm a pacifist but not a
hon-violentist - if yog've been a pacifiet during this period, ome of the
things which impresses you extremely much is that, specially since the
first world war, which I lived through as a youngster, the potentiality for

destruction has been increasing at a rather rapid rate, and it's now obviously
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immense. And from this point of view, given this escaation of destructive
power, in the world, from this point of view it could quite simply be said
that the real We and They in the world, the real enemy in the world, is
simply the people of the world against the power structures of the world,
whatever the politics or whatever of that power structure is. You know,
I'm not saying by this that politically, morally or in any other way the
different elements of the power structure are identical or wqually culpable
or anything like that. But in fact, they are what they are, they think

in certain terms because of the kind of people they are, and when they've
invested their capital and their brain power along a certain line - such
am stockpiling nuclear weapons and so forth - for 20 years, necessarily
they are the voices of reason in their own society. They're the decision
makers and they can only think in a certain way, no matter what their

politics or their morals or anything else, that's how they are. From that

point of view of course, to people interested in this problem, that according

to most knowledgeable scientists and any, I think, any political scientist,
the likelihood of these bombs going off and with fantastic dewtructiveness
is very high. And we see the world drifting in this direction pretty much
the way Jews drifted to the gas chambers in Hitler's time. That is
everybody, every intellectuzl Jew, except those who were very canny.and got
out, said "But well they can't mean that, that's just too stupid." And
that way they drifted right on, and then there it was. Now you can easily
imagine circumstances which would lead to such a nuclear bust up, iTake my
own country. Supposing there were a real rash of bad disturbances - the
kind of thing we've been having in Newark and Detroit, you know, are slight
little skimmishes - but a lot of bad disturbances on the street, so thet
an an extreme reactionary group got swept into power, And then supposing
two months later one of these big S. American countries, say Bfasil, went
Castrcite. That could happen, you know, any day, any day. There's
abgolutely no question that in a panic nuclear bombs would be dropped.

I myself think, although of course many here would vehemently deny it, that

exactly the same situation could occur in China. At present I think the
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easily imagine circumstances in which the Soviet Block could be right back
where it was in ke 1954 and 1956, and become also panicky. And you can
egsily see a set of ciércumstances in which this kind of thing could Booml
You see that's where this is not politically far fetched,

Now from that point of view - that kind of pacifist point of view -
obviously the political slogans get to be, well "Take the power away from
people who have that kind of military power". This involves getting rid
of national boundaries. Ghandi was right. Ghandi said, for instances
WWhen a nation is colonialiged" - as India was - "it's first goal is to
find its identity and shake off the colonial oppressor." Therefore he was
an Indian nationalist. As soon as they got rid of the British, he saids
0.K. now let us forget India, because if we have a boundary, say with China,
we are certainly soon going to be making an army. And in fact India talks
all the time of nuclear bombs, and China has the nuclear bombs. Therefore,
said GChandi, the next step, 0.K., now we've got rid of the British, is to
open the Chinese frontier and let us walk by millions into China and sey
"We are your buddies"™. Now obviously Nehru and that crew couldn't see
this for dust, and so Ghandi was sent practically into exile. You know, he
was kept there as a sort of china saint, a papier mache saint, but was
completely without influence.

But take a case of a thing that's come up somewhat more recently.

The case of Buber in Israel. ‘Buber said that for historical reasons etc.
the Jews have had to go into the Zionist movement and occupy Palestine,

and its terribly unjust, you know, we're ousting a people that have lived
there, but it's morally correct because it's psychotic necessity for the
Jews who have been hurried and harrassed and they have to find their
jdentity, and their identity means their land, and so forth. But, therefore
we make a Jewish state. Ae seon as you've made the State, however - and

he said this as soon as they did make the State — as soon as you've made

the State, dissolve the State. See -~ the next step is to get into a
fraternity at whatever cost with the Arab peeples around. Now the American

Jews are sending us tons of money, let's use all that money for social
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such a way that we can make some Arab-Jewish understanding. Because if
you don't do that, then you get exactly what has occurred - see, In other
words when it's a2 point of national liberation or finding national identity
and so forth yes, that's the issue. But to have that issue you have to
keep in the back of your mind - according to this way of thinking - the
fact that the only real revolution is humanity and peace, and you have to
keep that in the back of your mind. Now when you leep that in the back of
your mind it hurts xsh your rhetoric. You know you can't say idiocies,
you see. It's true and truth doesn't hedp rehetoric much, you know, so
you're in that dilemma. But then the question is, who is realistic?

Was Buber realistic? Was Chandi realistic? Or was Nehru realistic?

Ben Gurion realistic? Who was realistic? That's the way you could look
at that.

Now because of thoughts like this a couple of wecks ago I wae in one
of the communist countries at a meeting of international - an international
meeting of youth leaders and so on, consisting of 20 from communist states
and 20 from Spain, Italy, France, England, the UlS. and Holland. And just
to test the temper of the crowd I introduced a resolutions that in the
face of the imminent threat of nuclear war and because the older people
had obviously lost interest in this baby, it was up to the younger people,
just to make sure that they had a chance to grow up, to take the issue into
their own hands and to form a common front which would transcend national
and block boundaries. For 1n;tanoo you would organise a simultaneous
picketing in let's say Warsaw and Washington against the four nuclear
embassies at that time - you know, the U.S.,, the Soviet Union, China and
France - I left the British out because the Britidh seem = rather mild in
this business, you don't want to disperse your forces among five embassies
when four will do.

This seemed an innocent proposal. I assured them that if, for instance,
you could get 500 picketing in Warsaw, those four embassies, we could get
50,000 in Washington, because we have had a lot of nuclear pickets in
America as they have had in England. But they get to a certain point and
then comes the cry "What about Them?". And then it's very hard to say

What abhant Them. bhecansa thav're nothine. za theral's nathine ahant Bhaem.



So this seemed to me an interssting trial balbon to send up., Well what
were the results? The Yugoslavs said "Yes, that makes common sense. This
is a typical common front, the way we had against the Fasciats in 1936.
It's a common front against immediate danger, it doesn't pre-judge anything

politics of the
about the/two blocks, it's a common front." And I said "Yes, that's right,
that's my intention." So the Yugoslave were no problem. The Czeck students
were - notatudenta, they were graduates, one of them was Editor of a news-
paper - were for it intensely and when I tried to drop it they would not let
me drop it and kept going round trying to get signatures. Because they
were intenmely mad kkatxti at the Czech government because the 8zech
goverment was xmghk censoring their newspaper and was threatening to put
them in jail, and I think they're on their way to London. So that wss a
special case, but they were for it. On the other hand, from the other
communist countries = all the western nations were for it, except the
Britishers, who were your friend Robin here and you can understand where
he would be, and I'1l give him in ocne of the other groups. The East Germans
had the following rather sad complaints that, well "We have suffered too
much, You are right but we simply cannot dare demonstrate, we have suffered
too much. And you don't know what it's like." And I said "I don't. O.K."
The Hungarians' rather pathetic statement was: "The Foreign Policy is the
business of the government, and if a citizen group like a youkh group
would spontanedumly initiate a demand on some point of foreign policy, even
if it was a govermment policy, we would be subversive." And he was a very
patriotic Hungarian, patriotic Soviet Hungarian, and felt that that was
right, this was none of their business. Understand, even if ¥t was a
government policy, if it was spontaneously initiated from below it was bad,
they wouldn't do it. The Poles were regudar appl.rctfoh:lk types. They
gave the line that you cannot isolate the gquestion of nuclear war, this

what was

would be called by people in this group, my proposal was/called being
idealistic rather than materialistic, you see. That is, you cannot pose
the problem of nuclear war outside the context of general political conflict,
and T was trying to isolate it. And I saids "Yes but that's what we mean
by a common front. That precisely in an emergency situation you do isolate

it in order that life can go on, in order that you can settle other problems."



But the Polish apparatchik types felt this was bad., Now I'm sure that
the great majority of the young leftists in this room will give me this
argument in 32 different forms, and 211 I went to tell you is that I
really have heard it. And I'm not trying to defend this position of mine,
I'm trying to describe what occurs. The Italisns, at least two of the
three Italian studenis, were Mao-ists, and their argument was a different
one. This was a little more on the Robin lines that the important thing
at present was for China to develop an atom bomb, and anything which
would stand in the way of that was divisive and counter-revolutionary.
And it would be better, and T quote literally "if all mankind were des=
troyed than that 700,000,000 Chinege were disadvantaged." Now I haven't
heard this remark in that form since Malcolm X, about four or five years
before he died - and during his last years he became more politically
sengible I think - but at that time once we were travelling together on
e plane, he told me that he wished the atom bomb would fall on New York
even though it destroyed his people - you know, all of Harlem, 1,100,000
Negroes - because it would be the vengeance of Allah, Allah would be
vindicated. And because Allah would be vindicated it is much better that
1,100,000 Negroes in New York die, because this hated enemy would also
die, Now the Mao-ists said that to me in those literal words = they were
Italian,

Now you see there the kibd of - you know, each one lookingat it from
his om point of view, and T too looking at it from my point of view,
as a long time pacifiet, very concerned about mounting armaments and the
fact that they do go off. 7You know, all different situations.

Now let's take the kind of thing that Gregory Bateson has been talking
about here., Supposing you're a biologist, an ecologist, or a community
planner - my background has kind of been community planning and education =
then the big threat in the world, the thing which l)oa!- to us becausge we
see it in every moment of our work, ie that the abuse of technology on the
new scale, the misconcceived urbanisation,which is absolutdly international,
now, it occurs throughout S. America, N. America, the communist coumntries,

it's an international phenomenon stemming from about the same causes in



But the Polish apparatchik types felt this was bad. Now I'm sure that
the great majority of the young leftists in this room will give me this
argument in 32 different forms, and 21l I went to tell you is that I
really have heard it. And I'm not trying to defend this position of mine,
I'm trying to describe what occurs. The Italisns, at least two of the
three Italian studenis, were Mao-ists, and their argument was a different
one. This was a little more on the Robin lines that the important thing
at ppesent was for China to develop an atom bomd, and anything which
would stand in the way of that was divisive and counter-revolutionary.
And it would be better, and I quote literally "if all mankind were des-
troyed than that 700,000,000 Chinese were disadvantaged." Now I haven't
heard this remark in that form since Malcolm X, about four or five years
before he died - and during his last years he became more politically
sengible I think - but at that time once we were travelling together on
e plane, he told me that he wished the atom bomb would fall on New York
even though it destroyed his people - you know, all of Harlem, 1,100,000
Negroes - because it would be the vengeance of Allah, Allah would be
vindicated. And because Allah would be vindicated it is much better that
1,100,000 Negroes in New York die, because this hated enemy would also
die, Now the Mao-ists said that to me in those literal words - they were
Italian,

Now you see there the kibd of - you know, each one lookingat it from
his om point of view, and T too looking at it from my point of view,
as a long time pacifiet, very concerned about mounting armaments and the
fact that they do go off. You know, all different situations.

Now let's take the kind of thing that Gregory Bateson has been talking
about here, Supposing you're a biologist, an ecologist, or a community
planner - my background has kind of been community planning and education =
then the big threat in the world, the thing which boqn to us because we
see it in every moment of our work, ie that the abuse of technology on the
new scale, the misconcceived urbanisation,which is absolutdély international,
now, it occurs throughout S. America, N. America, the communist coumntries,

it's an international phenomenon stemming from about the same causes in



all the countriesy that these things are really going to do us in. Now
they might not do us in as quickly as the atom bomb widl, but they might
do us in ten years after the atom bopb., But that's not so important as
that while this is going on the possibility of any kind of preparation or
reconstruction of a decent society becomes less and less possible, because
these causes are operating to make it impossible. That is, to use the
ordinary psychological terms that are common now, the methods of the
abusive technology, plus wrong methods of centralised organisation, increase
anomie axialienation. It can look very nice on the surface and everybody
can pull out Chairman Mao's book, but every time they're doing that the
alienation is really getting deeper and the possibility of getting out of
that bog gets to be less, and every time anybody goes to one of our great
American Universities and is processed for an abusive technology, his
alienation and anomie increases. So that from this point of view again

we go across national boundaries, and our slogans have to be to give more
decision making power below to ordinary people, and that generally requires
some sort of decentralisation; to think very seriously about rural re-
construction, as Marx and Engels, u,)u matter of facty urged, and Kropotkin
of course, and Lewis Mumford and Patrick Geddes and there's a whole line

of thinkers, of whom Marx and Engels happen to be one, urging against
urbanisation as being, you know as being a poor social policy which cannot
lead to a good life. You knov’ Marx said - most Marxists don't seem to like
to remember that statement - that the highest condition that humanity had
ever reached was the British yeoman in the time of Elizabeth; this was

the peak of humanity.

Now, you see, given any kind of background, though, where your day to
day work is in ecology, you know where you really look at the figures of
smog and water pollution, or in urbanisation where you really look at the
fact that certain kinds of congestion clog the circuits, to use that kind
of language) and make real cou-junication impossible - yc‘vu know, when you look
at the experiments of John Calhoun with his crowded rats, and this and that,
Or if you work in the schools system, the way I do, and you see how the

kids
mebhods of education process — where we procesg/for other people's goals
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with every method of modern technology and modern organisational principles
and know-how, produces more and more basic stupidity on the part of the
mass of mankind, then will you see, well, I mean this is a very dangerous
thing, you know, and any revolutionary programme which doesn't keep that

in the forefront is very lacking., So if you come from that kind of
background, you surely will reach that conclusion. Now you might think:
other things are equally important but you won't leave this out. And you
have to talk about it all the time.

Well now that makes the slogans very difficult, you know, because
you can't say "Up with Chairman Mao™ but "Down with the MaoSist educational
system". You know, it's very unimpjressive, you know, as a political
slogan,

Now I don't know politically how to handle these things. I'm just
saying these seem to me to be the facts.

Now let's get to another revolutionary situation at present, which
of course we would all insist on as the crucial revolutionary situation.
The fact that a majority of mankind is getting, not relatively poorer, but
absolutely poorer because of the abuse of technology, the power plays etc.
of the Have-nations. And those Have-nations T would sort of sweep well
across, of course, into Asia, and including some sectors of China; but
China is not a Have-nation. But it certainly overrides the boundaries
between the western nations ani the so-called communist nations. Now
here you have people who are defenceless and starving, and they're the
majority of manking, and what do we find they do? They lust for the whole
package of the western technology, and this is the western technology not
because it's white or anything like that, but because in the last 300 years
we know who the scientists were, the line of scientists - who happened as
a matter of fact not to have been white in their training, they all came
out of the University of Padua as it happens, and the University of Padua
was a meeting place of the Moors and the Christians, you know, which w‘%.
atheist, "Averroisty it was called. 'rh.t'.m Galileo studied, Gilbert,
the magnet man, Bm‘oy, the blood-circulation man, I think Copernicus had

been there - but you name it, everybody in the early 17th century or late



16th century was from Padua, and Padua was the free school for obyious
reasons. That is, it was the only school in Europe, or in the Islamioc
world, which was not sunk in religious prejudice., Therefore all the
scientists came from there,

Well you can trace the line directly from there to where this modern
technology, on its scientific side, comes from - I':7:h1nk1ng of the use
of the technology but, you know, its scientific potentiality, Kow,
Stokely the other day was talking about African culture and their own way
and so forth, but Gee if you look at the facts you'll find that the people
in Chana seem to lust for this - and naturally their politicel leaders were
all trained in Moscow or trained in Cambridge, or they're trained at
Harvard, of course they are, where else would they be trained? But these
people lust for this whole package. And from that point of view those of
us who I think give it a better look - and natumally T think so or I
wouldn't be in that group - we think, well maybe they shouldn't be lusting
for that whole package, they should be lusting for this piece of this
package and that piece of this package, you know, and they should be very
careful, But then of course the argument goes,"unless we soon have dive
bombers and ultimately atom bombs, we are defenceless; we are surrounded,
xikk we're going to be swamped“etc., and that's a true argument. But then
you say "But then you're in a dilemma. You aren't taking up your own
culture, what you're doing is destroying tribal culture." The only one in
Africa so far as I have heard who is not in this bag is Nperere, you know,
in Tanzania. He is not in the bag. FHe sees it clearly and is doing for
his people -~ making an attempt to take them where they are and improve them
in their own terms. ZEvery other African leader, so far as I've been able
to discover, is doing just the opposite. But, then - well I want to talk
a 1ibble bit since we shouted about it all last week, about these under-
developed countries. There's another confusion which occurs in that
discussion. A distinction which American sodgologists nqgf strongly is
continually overridgan. We, using the lanqrago of Oscar p&-io, let's say,
the author of "La Vid;" and "The Children of Sanchez" y those books - we
distinguish very sharply between what Oscar calls"the culture of poverty",

and poor nations - poor nations because they are technicallvy undevelaned



in a world where world trade is determined according to the :I.nfl.atod
standard of the high technology, and therefore they get poorer and poorer
and more and more left out. Those are Africa, parts of Asia, all of Latin
America except a few regions, etc. The "culture of poverty", the kind of
thing which exists in a place like Puerto Rico or in the ghettoes of the
U.S., the ghettoes in London, is quite a different thing. This is what
happens to a group within a high technology when it gets pushed out. That
group has no cultural identity, and in ordu"7 to give them cultural identity
I entirely agree with the line, say, of Solelinsky or Stokely Carmichaels
/%ti:l;;-ky's line, that he says the only way to give that group cultural
identity is by hostile action which expresses their spite, and then maybe
they can find themselves as a group, and then maybe begin to have anough
power to deal, you know not wqually, but at least as men with the opposition,
That's the"culture of poverty" phencmenon.

The other states, the Africans etc., are poor but there's no problem of
cultural identity. You know, they're no more without a culture or whatever
it ie than, you know, the Oxford don is without a culture. Therefore their
problems are different problems. But these two problems, for political
reasons, get mashed up altogether and I think somebody ought to point out
that they aren't the same thing, and I'm just pointing it out for that
reason, It's not my subject.

I am told by people who know Cuba well, like Dave Dellinger, who is an
editor of Liberation with me, tiat the Cubane also seem to be coming to
their senses, like Nyerere, and are beginning to see that the way the tech-
nology and the world trade, if you are in the power nexus, works, is bound
for the doom of human beings. And that in the last couple of years they've
begun to get rid of their slogans in their mind, begun to look at "Who are we?
And how can we live well and happily and with more freedom?" T don't know
myself, I haven't been there, but if that's true, grand., But this is a
pretty minor little group among these, you know, people pressing, you know,
Nyerere and Cuba. All the rest seem to be just sunk in the same error, from

one
mx point of view. But of course from another point of view what they say is



all trues .that is, they're starving to death, what ¢hn they do emcept
do what they do, or do what some people say they should do., It makes
perfect sense. I'm just pointing out that it's not so simple.

Now I'd like to get a little bit towards the sort of thing I am
interested in., You see fundamentally, I'm an old Jeffersonian, way out
of date, and I think that most political talk is much, much too ambitious.
That is where people scem always to be expecting to use some powsr or
governmental means to accomplish some human good., And ;:::.emnot possibly
do that, What it can do is help guarantee a situation of minimum
decency in which maybe some good will occur. From that point of view the
great societies in the world at present are probably Demmark, Tanzania,
maybe Cuba, and I think even Ireland; because as priest ridden as Ireland
is and do on, there is a minimum level of decency and the priests don't
bother you., For instance censorship in Ireland is much less = censorship
of sex = is much less really than it is in New York or London. You can
get things printed in the Irish Times of Dublin which you can't get
printed in the London Times , you know, on gmxkmmg pornography and so forth.
It just happens to be the case., Likewise people are well fed because it's
e good agricultural country. Now in Dublin - I don't mean to give a pitch
for the Irish way of life, but it's very interesting - the average
netional income in Ireland as a whole is one fourth of the average national
income in the U.S. The amount of technology available to the average
Irishman, measured in terms of power available, let's say, using that as
a measure - kilowatts available -~ is probably about a seventh or an eighth,
Yet I'm damned if you can live in Ireland, am I have for, you know, long
stretches and feel that your living a fourth as well as you do in the U.S.,
Budapest, and so fobth, it's ridiculous. You live quite as well - you
know, in some respects better, in some respects worse. In other words,
something is wrong with this whole wqy of looking at things.

Therefore I feel that if our political ambitions were much more modest
we in the revolutionary movement, we might make more sense. But -

You asked a question? I can't hear you dear- afterwards, you come up

and talk into the mfcrophone = xmxiw(inaudidle from hall)



To leave the country? That's of course true, that's right... that's
true. Not only by economic reasons but by sexual represséon. If youlre
a lively young girl in Ireland you certainly get out. No that's righ;,
there's no question of that., And if you were a young fellow who wanted
to bring up a family etc., you can't make a living, of course, that's
right. Therefore the emigration from Ireland is enormous. Ireland is
not paradise. I'm saying that compared to the U.S, it ain't bad. (laughter)
That's all I'm saying.

Now I'd like to turn to a discussion 66 my own country., Because I
don't think that the stories which mm were told last week so much here
are very understanding of the U.S. The U.,S. is many ways is much worse
than anything you've heard, and in many ways it's not bad in the ways
you've heard. That's not the issue. What's happened is that because of
anger and resentment, justified in both cases, there gets to be a
torturing of a Marxist explanation of the present American scene, which
really is not relevant to what the case is, It just isn't that way, it's
something else which is bad. To put it in éne way, you don't have
exploitation, in an important way, you have exclusions it's quite a
different thing. You don't have exploitation in the simple sense that
we don't want the surplus value from the Vietnamese, and we don't want
the surplus value sweated from the hides of Negroes, at present - we did
for 200 years, certainly, you know, the whole cotton businesm and therefore
the northern textile business grew on thaet - but it just isn't that way
now and if you loock at the actual cash figures, it's quite the other way.
There's a continual subsidy given. Now the subgidies in Vietnam teke a
rather curious form, that is, we are building their infrastructure., The
infrastructure in Vietnam happens to consist Wery largeély of large concrete
air runways, you know, and docks at which great ships can dock, But it is
the case that we have built ports in Vietnam which will, since concrete
lasts im a2 long time, make those harbours some of the 'biggeot harbours in
the world, and we're building that infrastructure. Now the subsidy in,
say, Harlem, takes the following forms if you take a = T don't know figures

for Harlem, I know figures for Spanish New York, Puseto Rican New York,



becamse some seminar in Columbia that I'm connected with made the studies,-
In a typical slum Puerto Rican region in New York, the city of New York -
with federal subsidies of course - gives to each Puerto Rican family
$10,000 subsidy every year in social services., Well, first the welfare
money, but that's a small thing, it's 8225'506—?; depending on the number of
children, say $2,000. But in terms of remedial reading, youth work around
the block, etc. etc. This is $10,000 which a comparable middle class
family who lives two blocks away doesn't get. This is hardly what you'd
call exploitation in a certain way, but it's something very funny, because
in fact none of the money gets in the way they can use it. The money is
all used on them - you know, to process them, to push them, to determine
their lives one way or the other, And when the cry"Black Power"arises,
that means fundamentally "For Christ's sake give us the money to use our
own way." And that's a perfectly rational cry,indeed more power to it.
Because they've been right on every specific issue, you knows "Stop
running our school system for us, let us run it." But you see when you're
giving a subsidy of $0,000 a family, all of which goes into the pockets
of social workers, sociologists, you know, young youth workers from Harvard
etc., but all of the services and the goods apparently go for the good of
these downtrodden people, then you can hardly call it exploitation. It
isn't that, it®s something else. You know, and you can't analyse it in
terms of an older economics, you have to analyse it in terms of, you know,
a2 new conception of domination. Now what is that conception? Let's take
a rough look at the history of colonialising. You know, over the centuries,
millenia,

The oldest kind seems to have been plain displacement and annihilation.
A group comes in, like the Dorians come into Greece and push out the
Pelasgians who live there, you know "Go away, die." And they destroy their
civilisation and they occupy their land and there they are. The way the
Buropeans did with the Indians - you know, boom, go away. A much older -
a very old method, but not quite that odd I think, m‘ for a strong group
to settle itself like an incubus on the lower group, on the indigenous group,

and exact tribute, taxes. And then you leave behind a little garrison

force, and you go back to Egypt, say, and the garrison keeps sending the
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tribute home to the Phareah in Egypt. That's a very common form of ex-
ploitation. The next step after that, and it's a step which required a
higher technology, was the step when you want their labour. TYou go there,
you perhaps import capital equipment, and you get them to work for sub-
sistence or less, and you exact surplus value out of them. Or you need
certain raw materials for your own plants back home, and you get them to
work to produce those raw materials at your price. Nost of the colonialism
that Marx and Lenin were talking about were of those last two sorts.

Now by and large, although there's still a good deal of exploited

o nd— 1= nerolo
labour...(inaudible)... from the American point of view in South America,
and as John Cerassi has pointed out to you there's still a tremendous
amount of taking their raw materials, you know, and that's a geo-political
kind of discussion, you know, where the raw materials are and you grab
them - this is fantastically exaggerated as a picture of the present
situation. Because the fact is, as was shown in the last war, we can do
without all those raw materials and at a pinch you do do without them.
You know, very little natural rubber, for instance, is used any morej
the petroleum the U.S. has, but if it didn't have it it would immediately
use nuclear power, it would make no d4ifference whatever. The metals for
the most part, except for some very fine metals, some rare metals, are
of no importance whatever because more and more they use plastic devices
that, you know, do most of the stuff shat most of the imported metals usej
and the basic metals, like iron etc. the Americans happen to have. So
this whole kind of domination of the external world really gets less and
less important, although since it exists we keep it going. But that's
not what characterises the peculiar character of modern domination.

The peculiar character of modern domination is the following — and
this applies both in Harlem and in underdeveloped countries, and it applies
with regard to, I'm afraid, &ll of the big powers - is that they want
these people to shut up. You see these people don't belong in this
lovely high technological, interesting system. They are unnecessary, we

don't need them really, we don't need their labout, finally we don't need
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starve, get rumbunctious. See, and why don't they shut up? Why do they
exist? I can tell you frankly that the real inner policy of the U,.S,
upper class - no I don't mean the upper class, I mean the great majority
of the people - with regard to the Negroes is not racist at all, there's
nothing against the Negroes, if only they would go in the middle of the
Atlantic océan and drown. You see, that's different. It's a different
attitude, "What a bore" you know "Why don't they go away?"

Now that's clearly the only possible explanation of the Vietnam
war, You know, really, "Why don't they go away?" And this is the
American attitude altogether, you know, "You mean to tell me we sent
100,000 more troups, and they still don't go away?"

Now my own feeling, and here I agree with the Chinese critics, is
that the Americans and the Russians are beginning to take this very
seriously, and they're preparing a kind of Congress of Vienna - which
was exactly the same thing. "Why don't these revolutionaries back in
Furope, they've gone through Napoleon and all these troubles, you know,
Why can't we just have peace and quiet so that we can develop our
¥ourgeois system, it's going fine, I mean industrialism is booming and
inventions are pouring out., And then why do these people come - always
makéng trouble?" So the Great Powers of Burope all got in concert at
Vienna and made a general agreement that nothing was supposed to happen,
ever, ever, ever.(laughter and applause) No but that's no joke, they
made that stick for 30 years. From 1815 to 1848 nothing did happen
ever ever ever, in an important way. And this is perfectly understandable,

Now my own feeling is we're going to get fhom that to the next stage,
1984, in which you're going to have this kind of shifting of alliances
among the great powers, you know, sometimes the West and the Chinese will
be in cahoots, and sometimes the Chinese and the middle section. You
remember Orwell's prediction? There will be three great powers, all of
them engaging in = he didn't know nuclear war, but tl;o equivalent of
nuclegr war, with tactical weapons so they don't wipe each other out;
you know, they keep each other in being and life gets more and more degraded

while these shifting alliances in which the enemy changes overnight, among



blocks
these three great pmn] which all look very much alike - and they are

fighting over Africa, the fight's always taking place about Africa,
how .re you going to divide up Africa, But this haen't got anything to
do with the Africans. You see that's not important.

Now let me go right to the U.S., and I'd like to point out something
the Egglish maybe don't think of much - I say it's a society based on
exclusion. Now who is excluded® in the U,S.7 You know, when you've
héard a good deal about the Negroes, but this is a fraction of our
excluded groups. There are coloured peoples, Negroes and Spanish Americans,
a very important group it comes tolg:’zf the population, I think the
Negroes are about 11%, the Sfpanish Americans mey be 2§, a very important
group. A far more important group are the farmers. The rural population
in the U.S. is now less than 5. This means that over the past 40 or 50
years 50-60 million people have been driven off the land and, you know,
we're not interested in what they do, nobody could care less; that way
of 1ife, what they want, their skills etc, are of no importance. And
the settled policy has been: get rid of them because we don't need them,
according to
/the way we want to run the technology. Obviously if you ran the technology
some other way they'd be very valuable. You know, it would be quite as
efficient — we could debate that for a long time - but I happen to knéw,
it would be quite as efficient. But we don't want to do it that way.

We want to do it in the way that leaves them out and puts chain grocers,
processes and packages in, Farmers out, processes and packages ins the
power group. Then there are the aged. In the U.S., by 60 in many
segments in the economy you have to retire; by 50 you're pretty much out
unleses you're in = very special groups - you certainly can't get in at
that age, if you first have to try to get a job when you're over ‘ 40,
that's out, you're not necessary. Now all these people are bought off,
you know, they're pensioned etc. But as I pointed out, the Pudrto Ricans
in New York are also bought off. Then there are the insane and the
delinquent. FNow mk in the U.,S. = I can't tell you what the total figures
of insane and delinquent are, but it's many, many millions, nmAmw

millions.- Now moat of thease insana neoande. af conrea. ara nat incana



at all, I would say, according to any criteria over 90% of the people
who fill, say, one of the big State mental institutions are not inmane
at all but they simply are not competent to live in that system as it's
living. Because they would be a danger to themselves or to others. You
know, they fall under trains or something like that, they can't cross
the street, or they run naked in the street, or something like that.
You know, they dén't fit this way of living. And so our method, of
course, is to clap them into confined places. Most delinguency in the
UeSe, the vast majority, is perfectly - it'e behaviour which in other
periods would have been congidered perfectly ordinary boyish high-jinks.
But you see it doesn't fit such a systematic enviromment, where every
kid haes got to do his lessons from age 4 up to age 22 - that's a long
stretch of 1ife, 18 years of your life, made to do other people's lessons.
Well what normal boy can do that., So that all kinds of delinguency
occurs. The youth in general are an excluded group. There is a certain
group that is being trained and process to be a major part of the way
the system works, but this is 10-15¢ of the young people. Now we have
6 million people in colleges at present this year in the U.S. = 42¢ of
that youth age group. My own guess, going around the schools, the
colleges = which I do I guess more than anybody in the U.,S, - is that
at least 75‘ of them are simply there because they have to keep them on
ice, because there's nothing else to do with them and the police don't
want to take care of the problem, (laughter) No that's not a joke, this
is how it is. Edgar Friedenbefg, who was one of our best sociologists
of education, has nado?vory careful study with this kind of questionnaire
techniques and so forth, and his conclusion was that by and large, at all
the high schools in the U.8. - and this includes poor high schools, you
know, blackboard jungles, you know, which are Negro and Puerto Rican, and
rich suburban high schools for upper middle class suburban people - that
by and large in all of those high schools the chief purpose of high school
in the UiS. is to break spirit. That's what it's about. (applause)

And yet you can see, if you're going to run a society this way,
this is an excluded group and the problem is how to get them to shut ups.

¥You see, that's the issue.
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From this point of view, you see, I don't think:a Marxist analysis
helps in this point of view at all., Because this isn't what the score
is. See, for instance, when Gerassi the other day said that the state
can tolerate the Hippies, that American society can tolerate the Hippies
because they are no threat to the structure, I don't know whether he
was lying or whether he was terribly misinformed and never read the
newspapers. Because proportionately the group which is most beat up by
the police, most harrassed, most jailed, is this group. The Negroes gust
go scot free in comparison with the harrassment which they get. If you
€ompare some, you know, the beating up by police of Negroes when the
police create a riot - and as I pointed out the police create all the
riots, and they really do - with say, the way they set on some Hippies
ix let's say in To:Ein Square in New York, there was no gomparison for
brutality. Because their reaction to the Negroes is "Gee, why don't they
go away, why do they demonstrate and so on, it's so noimy." DByt their
reaction to the Hippies is a gut reaction. That is,"fhey are indecent.
If they emist in the world, somehow I am threaftned.” Tt's not society
that's threatened, it's everything that's threatemed. And this is a
much deeper, you knew, understanding by the cops of what the real nature
of the situation is. It's a situation that excludes more and more of
life, and finally the majority of life.

Now T don't know about China, I've never been there, but my bélief,
my feeling about the countries, let us say, east of Vienna is that they
are in this respect identidal with the countries west of Vienna., That
is - for instance, if we have a pacifist group that manages to get to,
you know, the University of Moscow, the treatment accorded to it is
exactly what happens in New York. There's something wrong with these
people who insist on talking in this embarrassing way, and then suddenly
the students say "Let them speak, let them speak", you know. The Dean
says they can have half an hour and no questions, the students ask
questions, then come the cops, the cops beat the students. Or when
Allen Ginsberg is elected King of the May in Prague, then the whole

State structure gets into play to prove that Allen Ginsberg is homosexual
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and must be excluded from— XlNlews! And all the students say "Well, what
do you know?" In other words the kind of behaviour is - ito's just
that it's all wrong, and it's indecent, and it's disorderly, and what
we want is for nothing ever to happen‘: And the price of nothing ever
happening is that more and more of life gets excluded.

Now I submit that as T look at the scene, this is the fundamental
picture of the U.S. It's not some other picture. It's a very, very
rich country, but that means it can tolerate anything economically. You
know, it can dbuy people off, you know, with quite small amounts of money.
But it has to buy them off in a way that nothing can ever happen, that
nothing will ever change, and that good order is preserved. But un-
fortunately, the good order - as we anarchists say, order is chaos.
Their good order is what we mean by chaos. And therefore there are
explosions.

Alright, now I'd like to - (ee I've talked a long, long time, dut
I'm going to say something positive.

What would the programme of myself and my friends by in such a case?
Well in the first place we would be terribly interested in problems like
what to do with this modern technology. How to selevt it., For instance
the question, what should be automated? What branches should be auto=-
mated and what branches should not be automated; Decause it's dehumanising
to automate them? And what branches should be automated, because it's
precisely to human advantage to automate them? It's a very profound
question, and I'm afraid one of the most revolutionary questions in
modern times, and in fact different pressure groups want different things.
And these are not pressure groups in the U.,S, that want different things,
these are pressure groups in all advanced countries, because the problem
is the same,

There's the question, what should be preserved from technical
organisation altogether? For instance, take .o-ethj.;ng like schooling.
Would it reglly be better, in any advanced technological society, if
we protected all the children up to, let's say, age 12 or 13 from any

processing whatever? And even try to have as little socialisation as



possible? That is, do not train them precisely to be good at that
technology, because the effects of that are to take away too many of

the potentialityes of life, since the structure has become so fantastically
complicated and hyperorganised. That's a very important question. But
of course if you proposed that proposition in the Soviet Union -~ this

was called progressive education, Lenin thought this was very interesting,
and invited Dewey over etc. But since the access of Stalin and to the
present time, this is all out, see, because this ien't the development
toward communism as conceived in the heads of certain people in an
apparatus. Do you understand? Now thiz then becomes a revolutionary
question, Now some people can say this is a trivial question, there

are more important things to worry about, but I'm not so sure.

Then the question is, let's say, with regard to technologising
a backward area. Every time you do that kind of thing you have,
naturally, cultural take-over. That is, it's the technology which con®
stitutes the take-#ver, it isn't the intentions of somebody in Washington
which is constituting the take-over, it's the fact, let's say, that
in order to run a certain kind of technical plant people have to have
certain work habits. That means they've got to get up at 7 o'clock in
the morning and get on the job, because to run that kind of machine it's
got to be run to a certain schedule etc, It is then going to take-over
the cultural plant, Now then, sometimes it's necessary. Where is it
necessary, where is it not ﬁeocasary? How can we alter the technology
in such a way that people can run it according to their local customs,
and can understand what they're doing, and not become processed by high-
faluting engineering types? No matter what their politics. See, those
are terribly important questions. Alright, those are the questions I
would address.

Across the world T think - and here I would agree with Ronnie Laing's
statement the first day, although I wish he had said "across the world"
anéd not said "in the U,S." - across the world I think a chief revolutionary
proposition and a programme at present is to get rid of authority. To
loosen authority. Ronnie called it"obedience", he said this is going

4~ Anam ue +hie aAhadianna. ¥Naw T dan't know whather he thinkas Chairman



Mao's readers - a very good audience he gets, I wish I had such publica~
tion - but T don't know whether hk would consider them obedient or not,
but I think they kind of look that way when you see the pictures., You
know, and it will be said by the supporters of that that of course
they're obedient for a good cause - but that's not what Ronnie meant.
Ronnie meant obedience as such. Namely that authority relationship.
Across the world I'm afraid that that authority relationship is much
too accepted, let's put it that way. And a programme would be a
systematic loosening of that authority relationship - I think this tends
to transcend national boundaries. To accomplish this I think there has
to be where possible a good deal more decentralisation of power and of
social organisations, and often industrial organisations, where possible,
Because unless you have, make it possible for decisions to be made from
below, for workers to manage their own plants, for teachers and children
to manage their own school, appart from the state apparatus and so forth,
they are necessarily trapped in this obedience gyndrome, Therefore the
only way out of that is to organise things as much as possible - and
thie is a very important technical question, how much is possible? At
what point does the inefficiency get to be so much that, you know, you
can't work it. But those are technical questions.-~ as much as possible
so that people can have face-to-face relations, can talk it over and
have a say in the decision n}kins. See? That is, democratic centralism
just will not do, just will not do, because it is too dangerous for the
future of mankind.

Now I want to get to something which the young people don't want
to hear at all, A lot of theseqquestionsg I'g discussing, such as what
should be automated and what should not be automated, are professional
questions. And it really is quite essential that you know something.
A good spirit and a lively heart, courage, pure aims, aren't enough for
them. Without those things, nothing is possible. Yow the fact is that
most professionals, certeinly in the U.S., the overwhelming majority,
are finks - the overwhelming majority. That is, they are not professionals,

they are personnel of an organisation. They don't begin to remember what



it's like to be a real professional who has autonomy, who will kowtow
only to his peers, you know, because they know somethingy Who will
fight off bureaucratic control. And engineer who will say when they
tell hig, you know "We've decided to build a rosd here and there", will
tell them "That's a rotten place to build a road, it's bad for the
community. Take your road and fuck yourself." You know, that doesn't
exist any more. There are a few of us who will do that, and T know
nearly every one of them. (laughter)

But unfortunately the young have grown up with these people and
don't believe any more that there is such a thing as a real professional.
See, they just don't believe it's possible to be a real professional, or
if you are a real professional, to make it. And then you say, well of
course you don't make it, you're in conflict. That's alright. You know,
if you're in a revolutionary situation, you're in conflict. And it's
your very profession that gets you into conflict. They don't dig that
this is possible any more. Therefore, you know, I've taught in these
school s, you simply cannot convey to them what professionaliem is.
They're in this dilemma, then, that excluded people are always in: since
they system from which they're excluded is obviously an inhuman system,
otherwise they wouldn't be excluded, then the system consists of finks.
On the other hand, all the knowledge, all the professional know-how etc.
the science, the health - you know, because in any society we're going
to have problems of health, we're going to have problems of engineering,
we're going to have problems of civil justice, you know, these professions
are going to be practised no matter what the society is, these professions
are what wisdom we have, such as it is = but since in that society all
these professionals are perverted and all the professions are perverted,
then the students cen't learn anything. But of course if they can't
learn anything they'll never imax know anything. And that's a terrible
dilemma, see?

Now my own feeling is that the revolutionary possibility of the
advanced countries, the U.S., the Soviet Union, the European countries,
and T think China - the only revolutionary possibility is the following



situation. Where the revolutionary power, the political power comes
from the mass of people, frun/below. They want to live better and they
come from below = I'm a Luxcnbé&gian in this sense., But they must be
in coalition with, ;nd I don't mean run by but in coalition with, able
to hire and fire to use American terms, professionals who feel that
they have the future, And with that power we can possibly reconstruct
a world, Because you're not going to reconstruct a uorldj:;:hb:ood
intentions.

Now unfortunately the young people do not want that coalition.
I711 give you two examples. I wrote a book called The Gommunity of

Scholars, and at the end of the book was this kind of plea, or a
proposals how easy it is to make a good professional school, you know,
we don't need state subsidies, you don't need the University of Berkeley,
All you need is ten professionals and a hundred students who have
serious professional ambitions, who really want to be doctors, who really
build the right bridges in the right places by the right means, etc.
And T re-defined the Mediaeval University, that's all it was, with a
hundred people and ten teachers. MNost of the great univeradties we here
of in hisbory in the Middle Ages were just that. You know, there was
an exception like Paris, which had a couple of thousand students, but
most of the great universities like Prague and so forth were & hundred
students and ten teachers. So I redefined the Medigeval University and
éaid perfectly plausibly "You can do this". This created enthusiasm
in the young in the U.S., and on my model they created the Free Universities.
They said, on my model, But the Free Universities aren't professional
schools. They're all things which are connected with their political
action, or their own youth experience. You know, it's either psychedelic
drugs or Castroist Cuba. And those are very important things. But
there's nowhere where they ask how to be a real professional., But that's
the only thing I was interested in. They can't even conceive of that,
Now then, take the ixxgeidy tragic thing that happened at SNCC a
couple of years ago when they excluded the white students from the

movement. This had in effect meant that they had cut themselves off



from any possibility of training as professionals. Because these students,
who are very professionally gifted, who were the highest academic
students in the U.S. for the most part, and were not finks - because you
know, if you could easily go on to get a job as an engineer at thirty
thousand a year, there's not much reason to go down to Nississipi and
get shot at for #5 a week - but theym were really professionals in their
potentiality; and taking part in a populace movement, a mass movement.
You know, they might then look at their profession in terms of the
future recongtruction of society. When you exclude this group, you cut
off the possibility of ever learning anything. And I'm afraid it is
the case that the kind of thing we heard lagt week means that they're
never going to learn anything and they're not going to reconstruct
society; what they're going to do is do what scme of the Hippies do,
live in some feudal structure in which there are some bright designers,
technologists etc, who have the right party line, who are going to
run things, and they hopefully will be happy in that framework.

Now let me say one last point. At present in the world there is
né such thing as a working class international. I don't think any -
that ceased to exist really around 1914, I don't think any Marxist would
say such a thing exists, There is however one actual international in
the world at present, This is the international of technology and
magagement, which is copies, you know, immediately with interchange of
persons and so forth, right across the world. And it is invariably in
every major country abused, an abusive force. The technology is abused,
the methods of management are alienating. That international exists,
you know, the Chinese mhiddents study at American universities, they go
back to China and make atom bombs to bomb the Americans; the American
students take the know-how of Chinese physicists and make atom bombs to
bomb the Chinese. But the group doing it is an international group,

There is one other international, which has fnn;aatic potential, and
that's the international of the young. Because I think young people, at
least all throughout Europe, East and West, and the American countries,

all have more in common than any of them has in common with his own regime,
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Even, you know, at thks conference I just came from, that was agreed by
everybody, that a kid in Prague or in Warsew or in Madrid had more in
common than the kid in Prague had with the Soviet Union or his own govern-
ment, than the Madrid kid had with Franco. That is, there was much more
feeling of a common danger and a common interest and a common goal. So
that is potentially an international force, and that force I wish would
learn the lesson that they must learn something professionally, that
professionalism is not being a technician, Marcuse, I think, will tell
you on Friday perhaps, or he would complain about what I'm saying, he'd
say professionals are just technicians. If they're just technicians, we
are doomed because noone will ever give them the right goals because
only professionals know goals. I don't mean people don't know goals,
but only professionals, acting with the common will, can make things
clear, Otherwise everything becomee one stereotype after another. No
invention tekes place. A?@rotouional is not a technician. I wish the

young would learn that. 0.XKe



Laing: eesss I think I feel moved to say that Goodman's speech wus one

otthnnht!'nmm.ummtmmhtdlum
pn..umm-ummuumtawm.mumu
-tmomunltmmthdclmldthdlm&-o,uﬂ
utddnmwofmhrnrdedtuwu. Secondly,
IMnnthﬂMtMWt&leﬁyMﬁ
qumutmemmtxpnuuwmxmm
to obedience. Although the exsmple was drave frow Nerth American
society, it was intended to iliustrate s world-wide phenomenon, and it
u.iutmuumuammuowcummnnmmmm
scenes where obedience is part of the interlock thit maintains the
sbusive technological systen, which seems to be one of the main
problems that we're all faced with. And my guestion is, Has Paul got
mwmcmmouummemmcmmw-
obedience, docility, authoritative bond - could be broken? One
footnote to the guestion, one obvious thing we should perhaps do more
o!iathwa.mtﬂmtnmmﬁh.m
hmﬁhmumdmtmmomtmmvhunhd
are technicians and finke more publicly. Im my own field, in
Mm..maqwmmwmunum
foreibly, they've said, they don't mind me talking to professional
sudionces or writing technical articles in professional journals,
uzmuaxmm'tuumpuum-ymumu

TV and to the public at large. And this is exactly what I thisk that
any of us who have got dissent within our particulss mfo-tois cught
to do. (applause)

coodser: ¥y experience with Ronnie ss a professionsl is that he comes
on like s real professicmal. That's it. I think thst one way of
bresking this dilessa of the young people, who don't know whot it is
to be a professional is for some of the jrofeseionals to come on
like jrofessionals, because the young are craving for that. Take &y
own profession - now, I'®m a writer, now I can't understand hov the
faculty of Husmanities at Narvard, our vost prestigious school, can
allow the American TV to be vhat the Americen TV is. VWhy in the first



thtMcthohmmuuu-tmmuun-mmmo
st large is being debsuched by this thing. It's very important,
because you canuot teach the Humanities, becsuse im the end, the young
bn'tkmﬁ-tnmtmtﬂwmfmﬂnymtuuhnuﬂ
what the principle of the Humanities is. T think they could go further.
I think they should them - 1'm talking still about the TV - they
should then form a nation wide and poseibly world wide organization
ofmtudomcvbm.mtvblnmwuwwcd
wm.uummmotﬂummmum.wwmu
of that sort, which goes against the true spirit of professionalism,
utlutucld.wtnnﬁmﬂmowwh-ﬂohﬂm.n
that we can strike. So that we will mot appear on the TV for instance,
mwmﬂumu.s.mldmtmtu.tumotu

did not occasionally give it some semblance of a cuT

A~ ¥ legro: smumamm.m-muouuu.xw
5“'" wvith you on your analysis of INE® They are purgging the sovement of
@ vhite students. I hap ened to have been affiliated with the organization
.tthoun.nndm-mnmuhanutounhmmm
mtc.dmlowtb&thcﬁhhhﬁllthmudﬂlmw
the white students, becruse the organization was getting to the
mumtuwlicyMMhdn.‘owxmllm
75-80% of white students. And therefcre the black students were
Mupuummm;/mmwcﬁum?uum.
year jobs. m.mumm&popxoumosu'-“:‘;;*-n
cohesive force and deéide for themselves, what position they are goin;
"\ to take in the revolutionsry struggle, they're still going to be

puppets manipulsted by cur

w.....(wwm;

03 3 Q Nm a culture-poverty group to find its self identity has got to be
X\
( to make its own deciasions., And if you have other people come and make

your #k decisicns for you, why bother? Because the essential thing
ie lost. They might not be vory wise decisions, they might not be this,

thav =isht not be that. but ss a satter of fact they don't weet the



the real problem, which is, how to be oneself. And on that basis,
it was absolutely necessary to make this exclusion. The fact is on
the other hand, that the result in our society is that the cross-tie-
bosrd humanity gets lost. Now it happegs to be the case, because of
the nature of moders society, that the privileged groups don't really
have it to that extend, becsuse their professiocanl training has been
largely of the sort of how to make gocd in the other society, therefore
they haven't had the luxury = you know, this weao ¥Vashington's trouble -
to be moral, critical, philosophical. That's something that requires
being in the In-group, the dominant group, at the professional level.

So we have this tragic dilemsa. I m/self thirk they made the right
W “ ‘t\ Cmtu‘m

choice. But nevertheless, it is a dilemma.

——————

R et

Hegro: I can agree that it's a dilemma, but just as the Irish came
to America, they made their mistakes, and the Italians - so every

ethuic group has to cowe and find thelrown way. Because only in this
can we truly discover, let's say, for me as a black man, the meaning

of being black. I strongly feel that although we've been criticised
for woliting to get it alone, that this is the only way for black
w,\xoummmuu‘-mu.mmnunmm.

mustache American: eseee. Paul Sweezey was talking about this, and he
mm«.t.mzmnszuﬁ;,mmcutu
Thirs vorld was something like 19 billdon dollars, and American profit
wes something like 29 billion dollars - it's a lot of money. And -

Goodman : m&m.ummmum.n. Do you
know what our Gross National Froduct is? 750 billion a year.

Mustache \merican: Your point,

Goodman: I don't mwean to put you down -

Mustache Americon: I've more things to say here, You can loock at

munctmpuqm.mm.-mnnupmua
the ecomomic interests of the powers. For instance, Cambodia w.nts
nothing but to be left alone, it doesn®t want to be Communist -



Goodman: But you know I know these things, and I must have taken them into

account,.

mustahce American: I'm just trying to get to -

Goodman: I'm not trying to fool anybody.

Mustache American: Well, this is the aut ority appeal. I want you
to say how you've taken them into account - cuT

Man: eeeess Pore or less feeling a way. And when Paul rescted to
that, and I reacted to that, it was reascting to them as suthority
figures already. And I thought they were reluctant authority figures,
I think though, I disagree with Paul, incidentally, because I think
I've learnt a little in this Congress sbout positions of pwoer, or
positions of control, positions of authority. ? ? ?
great evil on the jeople who are in this particular position. Paul,
I think, has been in pbsitions like this before, he hasn't been
corrupted by them, I think. Becaus: I think he's a free person. I
think the person who's controlling this microphone - that's me, right
pow - I don't consider myself a free person. I'd like to try to be.
And I'd like particularly to consider this chair that you are sitting in
a throne. I'd like to have another kind upon that throne and see if he
acgs a little leas like a benevolent dictator. And the king that I'd
like to have sitting there, if he is willing and more or less go along
wvith it, would be Allen. You're third in line now, and after two more
pecple speak, you can speak, alright? (disjointed interchange) cur
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Goodman: Vell, yes, In the U,5, at present, it's impossible in this
generation, I'm talking now of American conditions, First of all I'd
like to point out th .t the U.,5, is by-and-large a depopul:ting country.
The yax gross populsation of the country is rising not terribly
slarmingly - I tink a conservative figure would be 300,000,000 by
the year 2,000 cuT

2/ Nervius Man: ... and this u\wo in, by, and for the commuhity,

4, o jvu r—
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