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To my parents, whose generosity, concern, and love I only now begin to appreciate.
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INTRODUCTION


Was the 1960s a decade characterized by free love, drug binges, rock festivals, and radical politics? This, no doubt, is what Hollywood bigwigs and other elite groups want us to believe. In countless TV shows, movies, and even textbooks, the 1960s is depicted as a glorious time of widespread social rebellion, when young people rose up and overthrew the stale, square conventions of the past.

Take just one well-known event: the Beatles’ 1964 appearance on the  Ed Sullivan Show. This has been depicted with astonishing regularity as a pivotal cultural moment; in fact an entire movie—I Wanna Hold Your Hand—was built around it. And that Sullivan episode was indeed a major event in popular culture. But did you know that in 1961, 26 million people watched a CBS live broadcast of the first performance of a new symphony by classical composer Aaron Copland?1 Moreover, with all the attention that sixties rock groups receive, it might come as a surprise to learn that My Fair Lady was Columbia Records’ biggest-selling album before the 1970s, beating out those of sixties icons Bob Dylan, Janis Joplin, and the Byrds .2


In researching this book, I quickly discovered a surprising thing about the 1960s: the decade was not nearly as radical as we’ve been led to believe. In fact, the upheaval was really confined to a very narrow  stratum of society. For the overwhelming majority of Americans, the 1960s was a conservative decade.

For example, I interviewed men who had been Communist agitators at schools like Harvard and Columbia in the late 1960s. They told me that women they dated—coeds who shared their extreme political views—would regularly tell them after a month or two of going steady that they wouldn’t be sleeping together because the women were saving themselves for marriage. I also learned that not only did these students wear ties and dress slacks to dinner every night, but that the clothes they wore at their protests typically came from Brooks Brothers.

And those were the radicals!

The most common adage about the decade is that if you remember any of the 1960s, you weren’t there. Let’s consider the source: pop musician Paul Kantner. During the 1960s, Kantner was a member of Jefferson Airplane. Although the group is hailed as a quintessential sixties rock band, its repertoire of drug-addled psychedelia and anti-authority lyrics did not produce a single number one hit during the decade. (Two decades later, however, rechristened as Starship, the group would have three runaway number-one hits by serving up the blandest, most inane and unimaginative rock anthems possible, including musical travesties like “We Built This City.”) In contrast, crooner Bobby Vinton had four number one hits in the 1960s, while becoming one of the most popular recording acts of the decade. Today, everyone thinks of Jefferson Airplane as a classic product of the 1960s, while Vinton is hardly remembered at all.

But was Kantner’s experience really more authentic than Vinton’s?

When we look at the American population overall, and not just the small group of radicals who dominate the history books, we find that the 1960s was one of the most conservative periods in American history. For most Americans, they were also a time of remarkable family cohesion. Divorce rates were low, illegitimacy rates were low, and premarital sex was more the exception than the rule.

The popular Hollywood stars of the 1960s were not rebellious outcasts or disaffected hippies, but straight-laced, all-American personalities. John Wayne and Julie Andrews were the biggest stars, followed by the likes of Doris Day, Rock Hudson, Sandra Dee, Paul Newman, Glenn Ford, Sean Connery, Cary Grant, Dean Martin, Tony Curtis, Sidney Poitier, and Jerry Lewis. Among the most-beloved teen idols were Fabian and the former Mouseketeer, Annette Funicello.

Even the decade’s biggest sex symbols were comparatively modest and restrained. Refusing to do nude scenes, Elizabeth Taylor was positively chaste compared to today’s willfully provocative starlets like the heavily tattooed Angelina Jolie. And the biggest male heartthrob of the 1960s was probably Elvis Presley, an unabashedly patriotic former GI who addressed interviewers and even his fans as “sir” and “ma’am.” Starting in 1960, Elvis won three Grammy awards, all for gospel music—a lifelong passion of Elvis’s that is not much discussed anymore. The titles of these LPs should tell you a good deal about the singer—and the period: “His Hand in Mine,” “How Great Thou Art,” and “He Touched Me.”

Does all this suggest a period of widespread radical ferment and sexual license?

The 1960s was also a time when America’s suburbs were growing rapidly. The ambition of most young people wasn’t to do drugs, sleep around, and fight authority; it was to get married, move to a nice house in a quiet town, and start a family—and that’s what most were doing.

This was not only true of middle-class whites, but of middle-class blacks as well. Although urban riots are one of the dominant images of race relations in the “turbulent” 1960s, for every black looter and arsonist there were many more black couples leaving urban areas for a better life and better schools in the suburbs. In the process, these families were peacefully integrating—without busing orders or demonstrations.

The small number of sixties leftwing radicals referred to themselves as the “counterculture” for a reason—they were reacting against a very  conservative and very dominant mainstream culture. This conservatism also extended to popular attitudes toward the Cold War—as this book explains, polling revealed that most of those who voted for antiwar stalwart Eugene McCarthy in the 1968 Democratic primaries actually wanted a more aggressive prosecution of the war in Vietnam.

Just because sixties radicals were few in number doesn’t mean they were irrelevant, however. In fact, during the 1960s, this radical minority gained a toehold in key American institutions, which they hijacked over the ensuing decades. Their biggest victory, of course, was America’s defeat in Vietnam. Although they convinced gullible reporters to refer to them as “antiwar” activists, in fact much of the “antiwar” movement’s leadership did not oppose the war as much as it wanted the other side to win. Today, our textbooks typically end their accounts of the Vietnam War with the withdrawal of American troops. This vindicates the radicals while conveniently failing to connect America’s defeat in Vietnam to the resulting consequences: the torture of hundreds of thousands of people in Communist “reeducation” camps; the transformation of hundreds of thousands more into boat people and permanent refugees; and the spread of Communism to Laos as well as to Cambodia, where nearly two million people were killed by the Khmer Rouge.

In the course of mythologizing the sixties counterculture, the biographies of numerous sixties luminaries have been totally re-written. Supreme Court justice Earl Warren is no longer remembered for rounding up Japanese citizens into internment camps; rather, he is seen as an enlightened progressive thanks to the extremely liberal rulings issued by his court. Similarly, Malcolm X has been transformed into a noble civil rights activist and an ecumenical lover of people of all races and creeds. His real history as an anti-white racial separatist with a background in gay prostitution is not mentioned much anymore.

But, as John Adams said, “Facts are stubborn things.” And this book aims to provide them, giving you the real story behind the Black Panthers,  Kennedy’s 1960 “victory” over Nixon, the birth of rock ’n’ roll, the advent of feminism, the Great Society, the moon landings, mod fashions, and many other subjects.

Here you’ll learn how a small group of intellectuals—both in Washington and at our leading universities—worked in tandem with street thugs to undermine law, order, and family stability. It’s a shocking but largely untold story that every American should know.

The truth may not be politically correct, but here it is.





Part I
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THE SOCIAL SIXTIES





Chapter One
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THE STUDENT RADICALS: WHO THEY WERE AND WHICH GIRLS THEY WANTED


For former sixties radicals, the “student movement” has become a hallowed memory—the spark that gave rise to the New Left and set off a wider rebellion against American society. Enjoying exemptions from the military draft, student radicals were safely ensconced on their college campuses while the less-privileged cohort of their generation heeded the call to fight Communism in Vietnam. For their part, the radicals demonstrated their “courage” by fighting a different enemy back home, an enemy who, in their collective memory, was no less fearsome and brutal than the Viet Cong—their college administrators.

The activity of college radicals has been passed down as the archetypical experience of the 1960s. Through countless Hollywood movies, documentaries, and books, we encounter the image of radical students bravely occupying administrative buildings and defiantly marching on campus for one cause or another.


Guess What?
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What’s left unsaid is this: the radicals were a small minority on college campuses and were often held in disdain by their fellow students. The vast majority of college students in the 1960s were not political crusaders, but normal kids who spent their time going to classes, studying, dating, and pursuing other unremarkable activities. Many even joined ROTC, much to the radicals’ chagrin. In sum, the radical students  comprised just a small minority of students, which made them an even smaller component of the sixties youth, and thus a minute part of sixties society overall. The fact that they have convinced younger generations that their saga is the quintessential experience of the 1960s is a testament to their own narcissism.




Leaders of the New Left: Marx would be proud 

Who exactly comprised this minority of student agitators? Were they liberal idealists who wanted to make America into a better, more just, and more tolerant nation? This is what much of the mass media told the public at the time when students seized campus buildings or threw rocks at the police. The protestors were presented as heroic romantics.

But this was false. In fact, it’s hard to think of a single group of people in the 1960s who were more hostile to openness and tolerance or more self-centered than the student leaders of the New Left.

Above all else, the student radicals were politicians—Communist politicians motivated by the immediate goals of thrills, sex, status, and power. Many were so-called “red diaper babies”—the children of American Communists who shared their parents’ unrepentant belief that totalitarianism was superior to democracy. This includes many of the most famous and influential student agitators: Abbie Hoffman, Jerry Rubin, Bernardine Dohrn, Bettina Aptheker, Katherine Boudin, and Mark Rudd. Similarly, the lawyer representing the Chicago Seven—the conspirators responsible for the riots during the 1968 Democratic Convention—was long-time Communist Party lawyer William Kunstler.

Of course, most American college students at the time were not Communists. But Communists dominated the leadership of the sixties student radicals from the beginning, going all the way back to the free speech movement at Berkeley.
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When Communists Repent

Many sixties leftist radicals have retained their anti-American outlook to this day. A 2001 photo of Bill Ayers, for example, shows the former Weatherman terrorist defiantly standing on an American flag. But a few of them eventually changed their tune. Chicago Seven member Jerry Rubin, for example, gave up his jeremiads against “the man” and became a rich Wall Street capitalist. David Horowitz underwent an even more striking transformation. The son of two die-hard Communists, Horowitz became one himself, going to work for the Black Panthers and editing the influential radical magazine Ramparts. Sickened by the Panthers’ criminality and the refusal of his fellow leftwing radicals to denounce it, Horowitz became a Reagan-supporting conservative in the 1980s. He now attacks his former Communist allies with the same energy he previously devoted to denouncing American imperialism. He recounts his Communist upbringing and political transformation in his autobiography,  Radical Son.






The Berkeley free speech movement: Free speech for us 

The initial campus unrest of the 1960s was connected to the free speech movement at the University of California at Berkeley. The “movement” kicked off in 1964 as a protest against the school’s ban on forming political organizations and raising money on campus for political causes. At the time, students could participate in politics off campus or join the College Democrats and College Republicans, but administrators believed that a public university should generally focus on academic work instead of politics, so they prohibited many political activities. The university was hardly a politically repressive environment, however. In fact, in  1963, just before the free speech movement began, university president Clark Kerr affirmed that even avowed Communists could give addresses to students and faculty.
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Now There’s a Tolerant, Open-Minded Person

“Some thirteen years later, in 1965, after I was married, living in Berkeley, and a member of the [Communist] party, my husband, who was also a Communist, tried to talk to me about the atrocities committed by Stalin. Almost reflexively, I shouted at him to stop and became hysterical.”


—Bettina Aptheker1




Student leftist leaders at the time were particularly galvanized by two issues, both of which were the focus of propaganda campaigns by the American Communist Party (CPUSA). The first, civil rights, was the target of a long-standing Communist agitation campaign aimed at recruiting American blacks into the party. The second issue was the bourgeoning conflict in Vietnam; unsurprisingly, the CPUSA strongly supported its Communist Vietnamese comrades against the American soldiers opposing them.

At the time, the free speech movement’s leaders claimed they were not Communists, but their denials rang hollow. The leader of the free speech movement was Bettina Aptheker, daughter of avowed Communist writer Herbert Aptheker and wife of Communist organizer Jack Kurzweil. Bettina came clean about her own membership in the Communist Party in November 1965 and later wrote about her Communism extensively in her memoirs, Intimate Politics.

The movement’s second-leading figure, Mario Savio, comically claimed to be not a Marxist, but a “gentle Socialist.” Nevertheless, his rhetoric throughout his whole life was filled with admiring references to Marxism, such as a speech in 1988 in which he complained that the Soviet leadership had begun “to acknowledge the truth in America’s truth; our leaders, however, have not as yet begun publicly to acknowledge any truth in Marxist truth.” Still, Savio conceded that one  American had seen the light of truth in Marxism: “Jesse Jackson is an exception, of course.”2


Third among the free speech movement guides was Jackie Goldberg. Here is a description of this self-declared “progressive” from a 1965 California State Senate report:
Jacqueline Goldberg, the sister of Arthur Goldberg, came from Los Angeles to attend the university at Berkeley. She soon became the head of U.C. Women for Peace, a front organization, and was its delegate to a Moscow meeting in 1963. She was also active in the American-Russian Institute at San Francisco, cited by the Attorney General of the United States as a Communist-dominated organization, and is now a member of the Policy Committee for the next World Communist Youth Festival which is scheduled to be held in Algeria. She was a member of both the executive and steering committees of FSM [the free speech movement], and was arrested during the invasion of Sproul Hall.4






Thus, the free speech movement, which is often portrayed today as a patriotic movement for student rights, was in fact led by two Communists and a “gentle Socialist.” (It’s unclear whether Aptheker and Goldberg considered themselves “gentle” Communists or just normal ones.)
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Sure Sounds Like a Communist

“ ‘From each according to his ability; to each according to his need.’ My father could never hear the poetry in those words.”


—Mario Savio, bemoaning his dad’s stubborn refusal to appreciate the beauty of Communist slogans3




The movement fully emerged on September 30, 1964, when Savio and a group of 150 protestors occupied Berkeley’s main administration building, Sproul Hall, and stopped students and faculty from going to the dean’s office. Savio riled up his student  followers by accusing the school’s overseers of doing the bidding of big business. When police arrived, Savio bit an officer’s leg. He was suspended from the university along with seven other students, but throughout the following weeks Savio brazenly continued to lead protests on campus anyway.

The next day, a student named Jack Weinberg and his colleagues set up a table in front of Sproul Hall to promote civil rights. This was university property, and the students had no permission from the administration for their political activities. When police asked Weinberg to identify himself, he refused and was arrested.

For Aptheker, Savio, and Goldberg, this was the perfect pretext to provoke a major incident. Protesting students were dispatched to the scene to prevent a police car from driving Weinberg off to jail. As students blockaded the car with their bodies, Savio and others stood on the car’s roof and made political speeches for more than a day. The timidity of the police emboldened the radicals, who claimed to act in the name of the students en masse, even though a crowd of opposing students gathered at the scene to condemn the protestors and voice support for the police.

Although Weinberg was ultimately released without charge, within days the incident led to the creation of the free speech movement steering committee, which included, at various times, Aptheker, Savio, and other bona fide Communists and socialists. With its semi-secret ad hoc membership behind it, the group dispatched 200 members to Sproul Hall on November 9 and again set up tables to pass out political pamphlets. The move was timed to pressure a meeting of the school’s board of regents, which throughout these events showed a spineless unwillingness to enforce university rules on the protestors.
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A Book You’re Not Supposed to Read


Destructive Generation: Second Thoughts About the ’60s by Peter Collier and David Horowitz (New York: Free Press, 1996).



In a rare show of backbone, however, the regents’ meeting refused to give in to the protestors’ demands to allow political activism on campus. So leftists turned out to protest once more, knowing quite well by now that punishment was unlikely. They declared a student strike on December 2 and, under the direction of the steering committee, more than a thousand students marched into Sproul and refused to leave, throwing the administrators out of their own buildings.

The school’s chancellor, Edward Strong, distinguished himself as one of the few university administrators to insist that order be upheld on campus. He invited the California Highway Patrol to remove the protestors from Sproul, although the students were given yet another chance to avoid punishment if they would leave the building before the police arrived. Finally, the police entered and arrested more than 700 of the occupiers.

Everyone wondered if the school would at last punish the protestors—their actions blatantly violated school policies, and the disturbances were interfering with the rights of the majority of students who were more concerned with getting an education than with political protest. The University of California system’s liberal and simpering president, Clark Kerr, clarified the matter on the following Monday when he told a mass meeting of students that none of the protestors would receive any punishment. As a result of this irresponsibility, the university abdicated its duty to act  in loco parentis for its students, most of whom were minors, and encouraged student radicals to wreak havoc on other campuses.

And if the university president would not stand up to the protestors, why should the professors? After Kerr’s announcement, the faculty voted on proposals to allow campus political activism using university facilities. Alarmed by the intimidating atmosphere growing around the radicals, faculty members Lewis Feuer and Nathan Glazer modestly suggested that this be limited to political activism that did not involve intimidation of students or threats of force and coercion. But by then events had  gained their own momentum, propelled forward by the revolutionary willpower of the free speech movement leaders. Reasonable concerns to protect students from intimidation were swept away, and the faculty rejected Feuer and Glazer’s proposal. Then, on January 2, 1965, the regents fired Chancellor Strong, who had invited the police to remove the Sproul Hall trespassers, and replaced him with Martin Meyerson, a free speech movement supporter who finally opened up the Berkeley campus to political activities.

Encountering very little resistance, a small group of Communist-led activists had exploited a few events that they themselves had largely manufactured and effectively seized control of a major American university. Many Californians were repulsed by the petulant protests of kids whose education was being subsidized by the state’s taxpayers. In 1966, Californians elected Ronald Reagan—who had condemned the paralyzed inaction of Berkeley administrators—governor of their state. A decade later, former San Francisco State president S. I. Hayakawa would be elected to the United States Senate from California as a conservative Republican, largely on the fame he had won as an opponent of the student radicals in the late 1960s and early 1970s.

What is most remarkable about the Berkeley takeover, perhaps, is how simple it was. The Berkeley radicals had demonstrated to the whole nation that university administrators could easily be intimidated and usurped. And inevitably their model of “direct action” was followed on many other campuses nationwide. From that point on, America’s universities became the main base of operations for the New Left.




Students for a Democratic Society: From radicalism to terrorism 

While the free speech movement disguised its leaders’ Communist sympathies, other student organizations openly proclaimed them. The  most influential of these Marxist groups was Students for a Democratic Society (SDS), founded in Ann Arbor, Michigan, in 1960. Originally a proponent of Swedish-style democratic socialism, the group became increasingly militant in the mid-to-late 1960s as the Vietnam War heated up. It quickly became the locus of the student antiwar movement.
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The “Antiwar” Movement

One of the great gifts the media gave the radical students of the 1960s was to refer to them during the Vietnam War as part of an “antiwar movement.” While there were undoubtedly some leftists who were genuine pacifists, many were motivated by a different concern: college students were given deferments from military conscription, and they hoped to end the war before they finished college and became eligible for the draft. That it was the fear of being drafted above all else that spurred student radicalism is made clear by the abrupt decline in campus protests after President Nixon ended the draft in 1973.

Furthermore, many of the “antiwar” protestors were not actually “antiwar” at all; they just supported the other side, as shown by the popular “antiwar” chant, “Ho, Ho, Ho Chi Minh. NLF is gonna win.” This was a tribute to Communist North Vietnamese leader Ho Chi Minh and his brutal armed force in South Vietnam, the National Liberation Front, also known as the Viet Cong.



By 1969, the SDS had become an openly Communist organization with almost 70,000 members.5 Its leaders traveled on solidarity missions to Communist countries. In 1967, for example, SDS co-founder Tom Hayden led a group of forty-one activists on a trip to Czechoslovakia to express solidarity with North Vietnam and the Viet Cong. By 1970, SDS  had helped more than a thousand college students move to Cuba to assist Castro’s revolution. The gullible students were put to work harvesting sugar by day and studying Marxism-Leninism by night.6


Understandably, these kinds of pro-Communist stunts attracted a lot of media attention, creating the misperception that college campuses were teeming with leftwing radicals. The truth, however, is that the activists were a noisy, intimidating minority. Throughout the 1960s, more college students classified themselves as conservative than anything else. College groups like the Young Republicans and Young Americans for Freedom enjoyed robust membership, though their reluctance to occupy campus buildings, lead riots, or embrace Communist leaders meant that they were overshadowed in the media by their leftwing counterparts. What’s more, conservative stalwart Barry Goldwater was the most requested campus speaker in the early 1960s, more requested than Malcolm X, Tom Hayden, or Huey Newton.7


The SDS, however, developed an attention-grabbing agenda that came out foursquare in support of America’s wartime enemies in Vietnam. It wrapped this agenda in a cloak of presumptuous, hypocritical pseudo-morality, condemning American troops as baby-killers and denouncing America as racist and imperialistic. These assertions were ironic in light of the brutality and racism exhibited by the Vietnamese Communists, who terrorized and murdered their political opponents in the South, herded ethnic Chinese into concentration camps, and fought tenaciously to subjugate their neighbors in Laos and Cambodia.

SDS leaders distinguished themselves from their Vietnamese Communist idols in one important respect, however. Whereas the Viet Cong tended to be ascetics, if only by necessity, many SDS leaders were hedonists as well as Communists. They encouraged the breaking of sexual norms like chastity and monogamy as revolutionary and heroic acts. The “movement heavies,” as SDS leaders were known, were treated like rock  stars by militant girls, who were encouraged to demonstrate their revolutionary credentials by sleeping with such SDS honchos as Mark Rudd and John Jacobs. As a male delegate at SDS’s 1965 convention noted, women in the group “made peanut butter, waited on tables, cleaned up, got laid. That was their role.” A woman who criticized this view from the convention floor was shouted down by a man’s insistence that “she just needs a good screw.”8


Almost from its inception, the SDS was riven by infighting, as commonly occurs in extremist groups. And by 1966 it had already begun splintering into two factions. The first, the Revolutionary Youth Movement (RYM), was a Trotskyite, pro-Cuban group. Rejecting the possibility of white industrial workers leading a Communist revolution in America, the RYM looked for leadership to racial gangs like the Black Panther Party and the Young Lords.

Its rival faction was called Progressive Labor (PL), a mostly humorless cohort of committed Maoists who wanted to imitate China’s murderous Cultural Revolution in the streets of America. Unlike RYM members, who often had long hair and smoked pot, PL members were instructed to keep their hair short and dress respectably so as not to alienate industrial workers, whom they hoped to recruit to the cause of the revolution. At SDS meetings, PL members would routinely read out the latest installments from the Peking Daily, the English-language version of the official voice of the Communist Chinese Party. Displays such as these provoked ridicule from the Beatles, who sang in their tune Revolution, “But if you go carrying pictures of Chairman Mao/You ain’t going to make it with anyone anyhow.”

Despite their differences, both SDS factions sought to undermine the U.S. war effort, help the Viet Cong to win, and spark a Communist revolution at home. One early and influential SDS member, Dotson Rader, admitted later that the conflicts within SDS did not stem from ideological differences so much as from “opportunism and youth and careerist ambitions and romanticism and taste for power.”12
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SDS Resurrected?

After disappearing from the scene for nearly forty years, in 2006 a group of teenage activists teamed up with some former SDS members to try to resurrect the organization. Meeting with some success, they now claim to have 120 active chapters. The group, however, has encountered some problems.

First, at a time when the Soviet Union has collapsed and even Vietnam is adopting capitalism, a pro-Communist student group risks not being taken seriously. So what exactly does the reborn SDS stand for? The organization unleashed an extremely long mission statement filled with stilted political jargon. Combining warmed-over socialism with modern political correctness, the statement pledges to “target structures of domination,” “build powerful diverse movements for change,” and combat “systems of white supremacy, patriarchy, capitalism, imperialism, heterosexism, transphobia, and the many other forms of oppression.”9


Good luck with that.

Second, the SDS tarnished itself by participating in the ill-fated, three-day student occupation of a cafeteria at New York University in early 2009. After putting forward a litany of unrelated demands ranging from transparency in the school budget to the provision of supplies to the Gaza Strip’s Islamic University, the student rebels were abruptly ejected by the police after three days, with eighteen students getting suspended. 10 On the internet, a popular video clip showed security officers easily pushing aside a flimsy barricade while the would-be insurgents pathetically pleaded, “Excuse me, you may not come in here, this is a student free space.” The ignominious end to the ordeal did little to burnish the neo-SDS’s reputation as a re-forged band of fearless radicals. As one blogger commented, “To be this far over the line into self-parody and yet somehow oblivious to it is hard to fathom; it feels like satire, but it isn’t.”11 




Tension between the two factions came to a head at SDS’s 1969 national convention in Chicago. PL members from across the country showed up in huge numbers with the intention of voting out the RYM leadership and taking control. But when faced with defeat, Bernardine Dohrn, Mike Klonsky, and other RYM leaders formed a rump group in an auditorium next door, then returned to announce they were dismissing all the PL members, who numbered over a thousand.

The RYM leaders then proclaimed that the SDS would become a new group called the Weatherman—a name taken from the Bob Dylan lyric, “You don’t need a weatherman to tell which way the wind blows.” The Weatherman took an even more radical form than the SDS, constituting itself as a terrorist group that became known primarily for its bombing spree against domestic military and political targets. On one occasion, three Weatherman terrorists accidentally killed themselves when their own bomb exploded in a townhouse in New York’s Greenwich Village. The bomb was meant to be used to kill U.S. soldiers in a planned attack on the army base at Fort Dix, New Jersey.

The Weatherman took its commitment to violence to a near-comical extreme. The group’s communiqués declared that “revolutionary violence is the only way” to destroy the system of “Amerikan [sic] injustice.”13 A favorite slogan of the group, popularized by Bill Ayers, now famous as a friend of Barack Obama’s and as a professor of education, was “Bring the revolution home, kill your parents.” Another Weatherman slogan was “Smash Monogamy!” At a “war council” in Flint, Michigan, Weatherman leader Bernardine Dohrn held her hand up and divided her fingers into what she called a “fork salute.” The gesture celebrated the murder of actress Sharon Tate and her friends by the deranged followers of cult leader Charles Manson. As Dohrn exclaimed, “Dig it! First they killed  those pigs, then they ate dinner in the same room with them. They even shoved a fork into the victim’s stomach. Wild!”14


There was not much need for SDS anymore once it had spawned the ultra-radical Weatherman. At that point SDS died out, replaced entirely by its terrorist successor. After presiding over a series of bombings, the Weatherman itself splintered into various factions and successor groups. The most notorious of these, the May 19 Communist Coalition, participated in the 1981 New York Brinks armored car robbery, during which two police officers and a security guard were murdered. Eventually, nearly all the Weatherman leaders surrendered to the authorities or were captured.




Kent State: The untold story 

Aside from the Vietnam War, it would be hard to think of anything that has obsessed the New Left as much as the Kent State shootings. Although it occurred in May 1970, the incident is now remembered as one of the quintessential events of the 1960s. It was famously memorialized in the Crosby, Stills, Nash & Young tune, “Four Dead in Ohio,” and in dozens of other songs by performers including the Steve Miller Band, Bruce Springsteen, the Beach Boys, Joe Walsh, Holly Near, the founders of Devo, Dave Brubeck, and Jon Anderson of Yes. Additionally, there are poems commemorating the event by Allen Ginsberg and Yevgeny Yevtushenko, numerous sculptures (including one by famed realist George Segal), five documentaries, and at least three theatrical or network television films. All these memorials tell the same story: vicious National Guardsmen, without provocation, opened fire on peaceful “antiwar” protestors.

But that’s not what really happened.
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How Barack Obama Is Mixed Up in All This

Bill Ayers was one of the Weatherman’s most notorious terrorists. For Ayers, who joined the SDS early on and rapidly rose to leadership posts, the SDS provided an arena for competing over “sexual conquests, street fighting ability, and eventually the ability to talk tough.”15  Indeed, as an SDS “heavy,” Ayers had his share of lovers, including Diana Oughton, who was one of those killed in the Weatherman’s Greenwich Village townhouse explosion. He eventually married SDS beauty Bernardine Dohrn.

After the group was founded, Ayers was named its education secretary and was chosen as one of five central committee members. During his time as a Weatherman, Ayers, by his own admission, participated in bombings of the New York City Police Headquarters, the United States Capitol, and the Pentagon, among other targets. Having avoided conviction thanks to legal technicalities, he is unrepentant about his past crimes, telling the New York Times in 2001, “I don’t regret setting bombs.”16


Along with Dohrn, Ayers became an early backer of Barack Obama, hosting the first fundraiser for Obama when he was running for the Illinois State Senate in 1995. Obama and Ayers served together as board members of the leftwing Woods Hole Foundation, and Obama also served as board chairman of the Chicago Annenberg Challenge, a radical education foundation founded by Ayers. During his presidential campaign Obama described Ayers as just “a guy who lived in my neighborhood.” Ayers dutifully kept quiet about their relationship during Obama’s campaign, but after Obama’s victory Ayers wrote that he and Obama were “family friends.”17




Most accounts of the shootings only look at Kent State, and thus conveniently omit the wider context of the times; namely, that the shootings were preceded by a spate of rioting and violence by agitators at other universities, including UC Berkeley, Columbia, and Harvard. Most famously, Cornell’s Willard Straight Hall was taken over by black power activists who later had guns smuggled into the building. Although it is not noted by pop singers or filmmakers, these leftist radicals often left a trail of mayhem. At the University of Wisconsin at Madison, for example, researcher Robert Fassnacht was murdered by “antiwar” student terrorists who bombed the school’s Sterling Hall Army Math Research Center.

Unrest first hit Kent State in April 1969, when Columbia SDS leader Mark Rudd gave a speech on campus.18 Rudd’s address was a standard-issue tirade that was strong on demagogy and short on love or pacifism. He called for students to fight to shut down the school’s ROTC program, its crime labs, and its law enforcement training classes.

Over the next year, a faction of radical Kent State students took up Rudd’s call, issuing a manifesto echoing his demands. Among the principal leaders was self-professed Communist Robert Franklin.19 The agitators “occupied” university buildings by breaking in through locked doors and windows. Meeting little resistance from school authorities, they became increasingly fanatical, and their actions encouraged extremism from other student groups. The Black United Students, for example, called for achieving their goals “by any means necessary”—a clear indication that violence was an option.20


By Friday, May 1, 1970, the situation at Kent State was spinning completely out of control. That day, students buried a copy of the Constitution and then publicly burned a draft card. A mob set fire to the school’s Air Force ROTC building, while also torching an American flag. A student who tried to photograph the event was beaten and robbed of his camera. When fire marshals arrived to stop the blaze, the gang of arsonists attacked them and stole their hoses. The building burned into the evening.21


Worse was to come. That night students poured into the center of the town, starting more fires. They overwhelmed the police, who were unwilling to use their guns, and beat numerous cops as well as the town’s mayor. Local officials began asking the governor to declare a state of emergency.

Still unpunished, the student mob went further the following day. Having succeeded in torching the Air Force ROTC building with impunity, it set fire to the Kent State president’s building. Then the radicals headed back downtown and began smashing up stores. The disorder rapidly spread, eventually involving around two thousand people. Rock-throwing mobs roamed the town. At a nearby airstrip, a truck was stolen, six planes were attacked, and another fire was started.22
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