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Martin Luther King Jr. And Stokely Carmichael were two very prominent and influential leaders of the civil rights movement. One of them probably meant more to each individual in America, but that would depend on what each person felt about the different approaches these two leaders took. There are some similarities between Dr. King and Mr. Carmichael, yet this paper will point out the differences and what they meant.

`
There were many issues that led to segregation in America, the main influence being the strong racial nativism that has been imbedded in this country since the first settlers arrived. How Dr. King and Mr. Carmichael dealt with this problem and allowed it to affect them is very different. Mr. Carmichael seems WRITE HISTORY IN PAST TENSE    to have an external locus of control, meaning he blames others for his problems or the problems of the black race. More importantly, he feels that he and the black WHITE? community are to blame for their problems. CONFUSING… IF HE BELIEVES HE AND HIS COMMUNITY IS TO BLAME.  Not to say that he does not feel he can make a change, but he feels he has less of a responsibility to do so. In his essay Mr. Carmichael says, “But the rebuilding of this society, if at all possible, is basically the responsibility of whites-not blacks”(Documents Set, 448). This does not seem to be a positive outlook of someone who thinks they can make a change. 

Dr. King was determined to make a change, and by all accounts was a major force behind the betterment of blacks during his time of activism. Dr. King had an internal locus of control, just the opposite of Mr. Carmichael. Dr. King felt he had the power to make a change and did not blame everything that happened to him or the black race on someone else. Surely he did not DID OR DID NOT? feel that blacks were to blame for their condition; but he did not let that condition alter his state of mind. This is a very important outlook, optimism and a positive attitude are key if a person wishes to change their situation, and Dr. King had both. 

“And I am further convinced that if our white brothers dismiss us as “rabble rousers” and “outside agitators” - those of us who are working through the channels of non-violent direct action- and refuse to support our nonviolent efforts, millions of Negroes, out of frustration and despair, will seek solace and security in nationalist ideologies, a development that will lead inevitably to a frightening racial nightmare”(Document Set, 424). This quote by Dr. King points out another area where he and Mr. Carmichael are opposing in their thoughts. Dr. King was a strong advocate of nonviolent civil disobedience. BUT HE IS WARNING OF A COMING STORM OF VIOLENCE  He was a minister of the church and held a PHD in theology. This is surely where his strong belief in nonviolence came from. GANDHI AND THOREAU?  He also believed that all men were created equal and seemed to be compassionate to people of all races. Even in his letter he wrote while incarcerated in a Birmingham jail, there is WRITE HISTORY IN PAST TENSE    no sense of hate towards anyone; he states how he feels about what is happening to him and the black race and what his intentions are.

Mr. Carmichael expresses a slightly different view on the issues of protest and the use of nonviolent civil disobedience. He might not fall into the extreme category of hatefulness, yet he does convey a good amount of anger towards some people and actions. In his essay Mr. Carmichael says that the only thing that can come from a black person being beaten during a nonviolent protest is to be beaten again(Documents Set, 445). He does not outright condone violence but surely he does not condemn it. ??? UNCLEAR HERE … CARMICHAEL IS SIMPLY CONDEMNING MLK’S TACTICS HERE  Mr. Carmichael also believes that blacks should fight back and achieve more power.  THIS IS THE SENTENCE/IDEA THAT NEEDS DOCMENT SUPPORT

“Black power” is Mr. Carmichael’s idea to try and help blacks gain their civil rights, which to him, included wealth and power. He proposed that this “black power” could be gained through public office. Black representatives, once elected, would work to improve the black community and the black community alone. Mr. Carmichael also believed that blacks were the only ones that could help blacks and that black money should flow back into the black community(Documents Set, 446-447). This separatist point of view could be thought of as somewhat radical and this nation has always been an anti-radical society.  WEAK SUPPORT HERE

Being an anti-radical TO WHOM? person and working for integration is probably why Dr. King was more successful in this movement of civil rights. Dr. King welcomed the help of anyone who was productive and race was not an issue. Integration was a huge platform on which Dr. King preached from. AWKWARD WORDING    He believed that all men were created equal and he truly felt that everyone, no matter their skin color, could co-exist in America.

The differences between Dr. King and Mr. Carmichael are not that serious but they are significant. They both were advocates of civil rights and would be placed on the liberal side of the spectrum, although Mr. Carmichael would fall further left than Dr. King because of his more radical thoughts and methods. When a group of people (the whites), have control of another group of people (the blacks), and the blacks are trying to gain power, it seems that the whites would be more receptive to the blacks who are not as radical.  BUT DOESN’T THIS ALWAYS END UP KEEPING ONE GROUP IN A POSITION OF SERVITUDE?
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The two men who are referred to in this essay are WRITE HISTORY IN PAST TENSE     Martin Luther King and Stokley Carmichael.  Both were significant black activists in the 1960’s.  Although both King and Carmichael were leaders of the African American minority group. NOT A SENTENCE   Both activists held different opinions on how to get the job done. The job referred to be the integration of African Americans into Martin Luther King was into non-violence and nothing less.  Stokley Carmichael wanted more for the black people.  Mr. Carmichael was using the phrase “black power” that was definitely scarring whites.  It sounded too radical.  It was too radical for the majority of white citizens.  Where Carmichael wanted the blacks to own the coffee shop, King just wanted the opportunity to drink coffee in any restaurant that any black man wanted to.  

Possibly the reason that Carmichael is getting a little more edgy and wanting more in his primary source document is because he wrote it three years later than Kings.  Perhaps watching King and his followers get beat time after time was very upsetting to Carmichael.  He thought that non-violence was not working.  Carmichael felt that nothing would ever change the white man.  “We cannot be expected any longer to march and have our heads broken in order to say whites: come on your nice guys.  For you are not nice guys.  We have found you out” (Stokley Carmichael, what we want).

Carmichael had some great points in his essays.  He is saying to end segregation would be a great thing, but no white children are bussed into black neighborhoods?  When we decide to stop segregating the government always takes four black children and puts them in a white school.  What is that saying? Is it saying to black children that white is better than black?

How did King keep on going without fighting back?  He studied the work of Gandhi and other nonviolent protestors of the past.  What was ironic about the nonviolent protests was that the non-violent protestors needed the whites to beat the protestors up and to throw things at them, to get national exposure.  Very ironic that a non-violent protest needs violence to get it is point across.  

In terms of the spectrum both Carmichael and King are liberal.  Liberals are placed on the left side of the spectrum.  However, Carmichael is definitely more radical than King, so Carmichael is farther on the left than king is.  The right side ,conservative,  is the people who want to see things the same old way.  King wanted to be able to use all the amenities of a town and Carmichael wanted the blacks to own the whole town.  

The massive amount of urban uprisings in our country occurred from 1965-1968.  The uprisings happened two years after King was imprisoned in Birmingham and started one year before Carmichael’s essays.  “As timing is everything in history” (Joe Escobar, class).  Perhaps the blacks in urban areas were sick and tired of seeing their brothers and sisters being beaten down time after time.  In addition, with these uprisings going on for a year before Carmichael’s essays, did he feel the fervor of the new rebellion and go with the phrase “black power”?

King answers his attackers of being to extreme with answers that some of the greatest leaders of all time in our great country were considered extremists at the time of them doing great things. “Was not Abraham Lincoln an extremist-”this nation cannot survive half slave and half free.”  Was not Thomas Jefferson an extremist-”we hold these truths to be self evident that all men are created equal” (Martin Luther King, why we can’t wait).
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In the sense of a conservative and liberal outlook for the civil rights movement from the 1950’s to the 1970’s Martin Luther King Jr. and Stokely Carmichael are on opposite sides of the spectrum. Martin Luther King Jr. would be placed on the conservative side of the spectrum. This being based on the idea that Martin Luther King Jr. was a very religious man and used religion as one of the driving factors in promoting his outlook on civil rights.   We know this because the black church was the basis of sucess that mobilized civil rights. Stokely Carmichael on the other hand would be placed on the liberal side of the spectrum, in that he takes an approach of a young individual that looks at facts in life and brings nothing of spiritual ideologies into his philosophy of “Black Power.”  Although these two individuals fought for advancements of civil rights to African-Americans they had extreme differences that could never meet at the same point on this so-called spectrum.


Simply put, Martin Luther King Jr. was the Gandhi of civil rights.  He believed in non-violent direct action.  Non-violent direct action meant peaceful protest that usually ended in violence by the white community towards the African Americans.   Martin Luther King Jr. never sought violence as an answer for the civil rights movement.  He knew that if he wanted to bring together both the white and the black communities that he would have to do so in a non-violent manner.  He believed that everyone must work together to end discrimination.  Martin Luther King Jr. believed in “just and unjust laws” and he knew that segregation was an unjust law.  He said that just as someone has the moral responsibility to obey a just law that they too have the moral responsibility to disobey unjust laws.


Martin Luther King Jr. had termendous faith in what he was doing, for if he did not have faith then he would have given up long ago.  He had held faith in god, the most important, because to him god was the underlying power that created the faith that drove him to speak out about freedom.  Martin Luther King Jr. also had faith in America “because the goal of America is freedom”   and that African Americans were tied to that destiny of America, in that it was their own destiny.  He believed that nationalist groups across the nation had lost faith in America.  He believed that the only way to deminish racial injustice was to step up with the power of god in a non-violent approach.


Now Stokely Carmichael, leader of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committe (SNCC), was not for Martin Luther King Jr.’s approach to nonviolent direct action.  He mainly believed that African-Americans had two problems, those being that “they are poor and they are black.”   Him and his supporters believed that the nation was built upon power and that to gain power they had to do so by going political.  With political power, individuals could make the decisions that the black community wanted instead of listening to white individuals and getting what they did not want.    Stokely Carmichael believed that it would be impossible to bring together the black and whitie communities and that it would just be another way of “reinforcing, among both black and white that the idea that white is automatically better.”  This also shows that unlike Martin Luther King Jr., Stokely Carmichael did not support integration.  He saw it as a select few making their way away from the black community, almost to the point of turning their backs on them, which didn’t quite fit into the philosophy of black power.


Stokely Carmichael was young in comparison to Martin Luther King Jr., but that doesn’t mean that both individuals ideas and ways were not effective in driving the civil rights movement forward.  Without Stokely Carmichael’s (well some might say radical outlook) we wouldn’t have what our country was built upon.  He helped organize sit ins in the south and rejected the ideas of a white christianized world.  He lacked faith in god, but that doesn’t go to say that he lacked faith in what he was doing.  Martin Luther King Jr.’s organization and the black church helped set the tone for overthrowing segration and helping others see the differences and equalities in us all.


Vallarino.Bernardo
Death by combat or death by sitting down is no difference.  The human loss strengthened the fight for racial equality.  Both documents express their views of how the black community was able to erase the line of segregation that had been kept by the white supremacy of the United States.  Civil Rights as a whole lies toward the left side of the spectrum.  Martin Luther King Jr. used justice and wisdom as a weapon to influence his own people and the white race to change. I believe that his approach was very conservative and less radical than many other protestors.  “Black Power” instead uses the white man’s own socialistic arrogance to fight their differences, a more radical manner to deal with the campaign.  However the battle was fought, the suppressed race had to sacrifice many things, in which human lives were included. In the right side of the civil rights campaign, Martin Luther King Jr. chose to deal in a pacifistic, intelligent, and more sophisticated manner.  King’s solution to the problem seemed to lie in the loopholes of the American society and their foundation.   His argument in the letter demonstrated that the laws of the American soil were unjust.  Unjust meaning "a code inflicted upon a minority in which that minority had no part in enacting or creating."  The laws dealing with segregation were clearly unjust because they would "distort the soul and damage the personality", as Martin Luther King stated.  King firmly believed that he had a God-given right to disobey those laws that were "unjust."   Martin Luther King's allegations were strong and had a coherent foundation.  A foundation based on dead white Americans and religious entities. Dr. King’s strongest and boldest statement in the document was to compare American legality of black racism, with Nazi legal Jewish racism.  He then attacks American white soul by calling some of their laws were anti-religious.  He allies his beliefs with those believes and philosophies of individuals, "extremists," such as:  John Bunyan, Abraham Lincoln, Thomas Jefferson, and as far as St. Paul and Jesus.  Solid and persuasive arguments that clearly demonstrated his view on those laws that were unjust.   In the deeper left side of the civil rights campaign, those supporters of the “Black Power” movement chose a very direct, and antagonistic way to deal with the problems.  Their views of equality went farther than integration.  Integration for African Americans meant that whites were consciously electing to let blacks come into their community.  "Black Power" followers believed that it was not up to the whites to let them in the community, but they had the right the day they were born to be there.  They just needed to act upon it and fight for what is theirs.  They were simply tired of being oppressed by another race, telling them when and how to act.   "Black Power" arose and fed from the images of black brothers been tormented and slaughter in the American public eye.  This anger's foundation had several followers that were willing to take arms and fight for their rights. They had to fight for power because "this country does not function by morality, love, and nonviolence.  This power meant to be able to vote, and "participate in making the decisions which govern their destinies, and thus create basic change in their day to day lives."  Blacks stood behind a segregation line that stretched a boundary between the wealthy whites and the poor.  They argued that once they had such power they could break the wall and end with that unhealthy cycle of illiteracy and being poor.  "Black Power" simply meant "proper representation and sharing of control."   The movement of "Black Power" looked for status equilibrium where everyone, rich or poor, had the same voice.  On one hand they felt the need to ally with the poor white man to fight the injustices on those that were not fortunate.  On the other hand they clearly resented those blacks with money that were part of the white society.  In retrospect they fought to maintain equality in all life styles, whether they are black, white, rich or poor.  "Black Power" refused to be buried under a society run by followers of Herbert Spencer, whose Social Darwinism stated; “The rich are chosen by God, and the poor were subhuman"   To conclude, in the fight for civil rights neither group was too radical or too conservative.  Both groups fought for a similar idea, with different weapons, but all concluded in the same future.  So where in the two-headed arrow do I place them?  Since my ideals tend to be pacifistic, I think, "Black Power” is more radical, than Dr. King.
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Although united in the same cause, Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. and Stokely Carmichael had very different ideas on how the struggle should have been conducted and on the anticipated outcome.

There were many differences between these two dedicated leaders, but the greatest difference was their view of the fight for equality in relation to the American system, and, ultimately, Western Civilization.

Dr. King sought to change the erroneous views that many Americans held concerning African Americans within the parameters of the established system of Protestant Capitalism.  He was more successful than Carmichael because most of white America recognized and accepted the precepts upon which he made his arguments for equality and for civil disobedience.  In his “Letter from a Birmingham Jail” Dr. King built his case on ideals that Americans considered sacred:  The Declaration of Independence, the Constitution, and Christianity.  

He addressed the subject of the more militant black nationalist movement led by Carmichael, Elijah Muhammad, and others by stating that, “It is made up of people who have lost faith in America, who have absolutely repudiated Christianity, and who have concluded that the white man is an incurable ëdevil.’”  Here Dr. King made it clear that whites had nothing to fear from him and his followers, and, in fact, by abandoning their prejudices, they would actually be obeying God’s laws as well as honoring the Constitution and the rule of law.  

Another major element of Dr. King’s approach that differed greatly from Carmichael’s was that he appealed to the good in all people, black and white.  He encouraged them to be better by choosing to take the moral high ground rather than choosing hatred, bitterness, and prejudice.  

By contrast, Stokely Carmichael denounced the American system and the concepts of integration and non-violence.  He even went as far as to blame Dr. King’s doctrine of non-violent protest for the riots in Watts, Harlem, Chicago, Cleveland, and Omaha, stating in his essay on the term ëBlack Power” that, “Each time the people in those cities saw Martin Luther King get slapped, they became angryÖ” And, concerning integration, he says, “integration is a subterfuge for maintenance of white supremacy.”  White America saw these statements as threatening to the American way of life.  Not only was Carmichael going beyond equality and declaring black supremacy by rejecting integration and pushing black separatism, but he was also advocating the use of violence to achieve it.  Concerning his ideas for a black Utopia he stated that:

“we want to see the cooperative concept applied in business and banking.  We want to see black ghetto residents demand that an exploiting landlord or storekeeper sell them, at minimal cost, a building or a shop that they will own and improve cooperatively; they can back their demand with a rent strike, or a boycottÖThe society we seek to build among black people, then, is not a capitalist one.  It is a society in which the spirit of community and humanistic love prevail.”

 Here Carmichael attacked capitalism and embraced a system of socialism, which, in the 1950’s and 1960’s, was too much like the communism of the Soviet Union for most Americans to tolerate.  He also mentions “humanistic love,” which is diametrically opposed to the concept of Christian love.  His statement that, “For racism to die, a totally different America must be born,” made it clear that he sought to completely dismantle the entire concept of America.  These ideas are far too radical for Americans today, let alone in 1966!  

Stokely Carmichael was definitely on the far left end of the spectrum, even beyond liberalism.  He was truly radical in his ideas, which were not based in reality.  A black (or any other color) Utopia would not succeed in America, as it would require a system of minority rule rather than the democratic idea of majority rule through a representative government.  It would also require the complete abolition of the Constitution.  

Dr King would be much further to the conservative side of the spectrum.  While his ideas weren’t endorsing the “status quo” they were endorsing the original intent of the Founding Documents and the traditional religious beliefs of the country.  Not only did he endorse them, he used them to make his point, which is precisely why his arguments were more readily accepted in America, and why today Americans of all races hold him in high esteem, yet only militant black activist still promote the ideas of Stokely Carmichael.

All quotations are from Primary Source Documents 28-5 and 29-4 in the Out of Many Document Set.
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Throughout the 1960’s African Americans fought for their natural born rights.  Even though they have come along way from where they began they are still not quite to the level they have the right to be at.  In the 1960’s African Americans gained a lot when the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was passed while Lyndon B. Johnson was president.  The Civil Rights Act of 1964 “prohibited discrimination in most places of public accommodation; outlawed discrimination in employment on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin; outlawed bias in the federally assisted programs; authorized the Justice Department to institute suits to desegregate public schools and other facilities; created the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission; and provided technical and financial aid to communities desegregating their schools.” (Text 532) Another Act that LBJ help pass was the Voting Rights Act of 1965.  The Voting Rights Act of 1965 “authorized federal supervision of registration in states and countries where fewer than half of the voting-age residents were registered and it outlawed literacy and other discriminatory tests that had kept blacks disenfranchised.” (Text 535)  These acts were a huge step forward in the African American movement for civil rights.  Although Martin Luther King Jr. and Stokely Carmichael were both fighting for an extension of civil rights to African Americans they go about it in two different ways.  

Martin Luther King Jr. fought for the help of white American people to help the black American people in the fight for equality.  He attempted to give speeches and lead marches in order for the white political leaders to address issues regarding discrimination.  Martin Luther King Jr. attempted to get the white political leaders not to see his extremism as bad but as progressive.  He relates his extreme behavior and actions to other famous figures in history that were seen as extreme in their time, like Jesus Christ, Abraham Lincoln and Thomas Jefferson.  Martin Luther King Jr. stressed that this country should be based on morality and love.  Martin Luther King Jr. believed that there was a basic four-step process that any nonviolent campaign must follow.  First, a collection of the facts in order to determine whether injustices were alive, and then negotiate.  The third step was self-purification and finally direct action. (PSD 422)  This process, although effective, didn’t rectify or ensure that the injustices would not occur again.

Stokely Carmichael on the other side of the spectrum believed that after seeing Martin Luther King Jr. use a voice that “was adapted to an audience of liberal whites” and get pushed and slapped around that it was time to take another angle at Civil Rights. (PSD 445)  Carmichael believed that black Americans had two problems that “they are poor and they are black.” (PSD 445)  Carmichael first wanted to speak with the black community and not to the oppressors, the white Americans.  He urged Blacks to take charge of their own future and work to get into political positions and then to work to help the black race and communities.  His theory was instead of attempting to merge the black communities into the white communities, like Martin Luther King Jr. had, improve on the black communities and have the whites move into their communities.  Carmichael stressed that America was not based on morality, love and nonviolence but on power.  Thus the black communities must seek to be elected to a position and use that power to improve on their lives and gain some control. Martin Luther King Jr. had attempted to get the help of the oppressors to gain control and escape the grasp of the same people he was asking to help.  Carmichael insisted that blacks “cannot have the oppressors telling the oppressed how to rid themselves of the oppressor.” (PSD 447) Stokely Carmichael’s vision was not a society where blacks can afford to live on the wage they made and sustain a livable life, but rather form a society where blacks can afford to improve on their lives and the societies that they live.

For Martin Luther King Jr. and Stokely Carmichael civil rights was not just a passion or a want, but something they needed to fulfill their own being.  Although Martin Luther King Jr. might have gone about fulfilling himself a little bit more conservatively than Carmichael he still had a profound impact on the progress of the civil rights movement.  On the more liberal side of the spectrum, Carmichael used tactics that were different than King’s and impacted the civil rights movement greatly.
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When assessing African-American civil rights histories, there was two ways to approach your listeners. Especially in the sixties, when both Dr. Martin Luther King and Steely Carmichael had such an influence on inquiring African-American Minds.

Dr. King is obviously a named associated with Civil Rights. We hear more about his movement because of his approach and his mark on history. Not only his words, also in the legacy around his death. He speaks respectfully to the crowd of listeners. Which are not always the black community, but also the right of white America. King demonstrates the frustration that black injustice is still occurring. Trying to go about such a subject in a non-violent approach. King refers to his four basic steps to a non-violent campaign for freedom. ë1) Collection of facts 2) negotiation 3) self-purification 4) direct action. 

(Dr. Martin Luther King-letter from Birmingham jail 1963)

King is trying to plea with both sides of listeners. He wants to have them feel the pain that is inside him and all the other African-Americans dealing with segregation. He hits points with the white, right side America by referring to famous leaders such as Abraham Lincoln and the founding fathers of the United States. Kings ëI have a Dream’ speech is in direct link to Lincolns’ Gettysburg address starting out “Five score years ago, a great AmericanÖ.” (ëI Have A Dream’ speech-Martin Luther King 1963) Which is referring to Lincolns address beginning “Four score and seven years ago, our fathers brought fourth this continentÖ.” (Abraham Lincolns’ Gettysburg Address 1858) King remarking to the ëgreat American’ is Lincoln himself.

Kings use of excellent grammar and presentation is to show not only white America that an African-American can have these attributes, but to show the African-Americans themselves that these things can be achieved by them also. You can make it in the white world in a non-violent approach and do so with respect and class.

Steely Carmichael who is in the same mind set as King, approaches the subject in a little more up front point of view.  Carmichael, a leader in Southern voters and was chairman of the SNCC, a non-violent student committee speaks more to the African American community, to have them be the listeners and the whites to watch. Referring to the whites as the enemy. Carmichael is not only speaking to the African-American community, but the angry black community. Black power is the biggest point he is trying to make to his listeners. How the ëwhite power’ is the enemy, and who has taken away the black power from their people.  Carmichael states, “We had to work for the power, because the world does not function by morality, love and non-violence, but by power.” (Steely Carmichael, What We Want 1966)

Something needed to be done in segregation. If the white community wasn’t going to step in and do something, the responsibility was in the African-American hands.  But Carmichael instigates that the black community themselves are responsible for the fall. Adjusting to the fact, that your whole life you were told you were inferior, and your life has lesser a value than whites. Some African-Americans adjusted to this thinking and gave up hope for a better America. 

“When white America killed Dr. King, she declared war on us.” (Carmichael, Ch29 pg553) That statement alone is enough fuel to get the African-American community in an uproar. Such statement is in itself is his style to get across to the black masses.

Carmichael wants the African-American communities to stand up and fight for what is theirs. To “reclaim their history, their culture.” (Carmichaels' book, ëBlack Power’ 1967)

America needs to be re-creating itself and needs to start with them. 

The differences between Dr. King and Steely Carmichael are their approach styles. They have the same goal in mind. They both want equality and justice in the African-American communities. King is more to the right in handling and getting heard. Going to the man to get things in order. Carmichael is on the radical side of the spectrum. How he speaks, his delivery to the listeners and reinstating ëblack power’ into the masses to override the white right. Both King and Carmichael have the same point of segregation issues, but have each spoken to opposite sides to have their point be heard.
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Martin Luther King Jr. and Stokely Carmichael were both civil rights activists. They shared the common goal of improving the lives of African Americans. Their activities and the activities of the groups they were associated with reflected a similar attitude of solidarity. The attempt to confront and alter the centuries-long practices of a racist society could have only been successful if African Americans consolidated their efforts, formed coalitions, and made White Americans aware of the devastating effects of racism. But the approaches espoused by King and Carmichael to bring about this change were fundamentally different. 

King’s method for bringing about social change was based on a program of non-violent demonstration. These demonstrations were to highlight the iniquities that permeated a community. King differentiated between just and unjust laws, and believed that the response to laws should be founded on the moral validity of the law: “I would be the first to advocate obeying just laws. One has not only a legal but a moral responsibility to obey just laws. Conversely, one has a moral responsibility to disobey unjust laws.” (King, 423) 

In placing such an emphasis on the enforcement of unfair laws, King brought to the attention of Whites the fact that the moral principles that Whites made legally binding amongst the White population were being hypocritically enforced, distorted, or unjustly used to deliberatively oppress African Americans. It could not be said to be the case that King was challenging the validity of any law enacted by Whites, but that the ideal of justice as expressed by Whites of conscience should have been extended to African Americans. This is clearly revealed by King’s reliance on the words of respected Whites such as Thomas Jefferson and Abraham Lincoln (King, 424), and by his having written, “We have waited for more than 340 years for our constitutional and God-given rights.” (King, 423) The constitution, with the rights and benefits it grants, could not longer apply only to Whites. Whites would have to obey the principles that they advocated, and share the benefits that those rights made possible. 

King essentially argued for the reconciliation of the position of African Americans and White Americans, and for the integration of African Americans to the economic and social mainstream that was constructed by Whites. King made his basically centrist position appear to be a compromise; his program would not threaten the status quo. King accomplished this by contrasting the SCLC with the more radical tendencies of Elijah Muhammad’s Muslim organization: “It is made of people who have lost faith in America, who have absolutely repudiated Christianity, and have concluded that the white man is an incurable “devil.”” (King 423)  

The very radicalism that King warned against and positioned himself in contrast to was the radicalism that Charmichael argued for. Charmicheal emphasized that participation in the non-violent demonstrations that King organized led to African Americans passively accepting the brutality of racist Whites, and that this passivity was made from a position of weakness: “We cannot be expected any longer to march and have our heads broken in order to say to whites: come on, you’re nice guys.” (Charmichael, 445)

 This weakness had to be rejected and replaced by a program that led to black empowerment; only then could African Americans establish their position and agitate for their political rights: “An organization which claims to be working for the needs of a community---as SNCC does---must work to provide that community with a position of strength from which to make its voice heard.” (Charmichael, 445). The community, its values, and its identity had to be preserved and set in distinction to the society inhabited by Whites: “Only they [black people] can help create in the community an aroused and continuing black consciousness that will provide the basis for political strength.” (Charmichael, 447)

But the true significance of Charmichael’s radicalism can be inferred from his insistence that a major social overhaul must accompany the acquisition of political rights: “Ultimately, the economic foundations of this country must be shaken if black people are to control their lives.” (Charmichael, 446) African Americans could not simply be included in the socio-economic structure constructed by Whites, as this structure was predicated on the outright exploitation of an oppressed population: “Öthe form of exploitation varies from area to area but the essential result has been the same---a powerful few have been maintained and enriched at the expense of the poor and voiceless colored masses.” (Charmichael, 446) Charmichael’s rejection of the dominant economic structure was outright and unequivocal: “The society we seek to build among black people, then, is not a capitalist one.” (Charmichael, 447) 

For Charmichael, there could be not be the kind of reconciliation or compromise that King espoused; African Americans could not simply push to receive the benefits and quality of life enjoyed by Whites, as this would tantamount to recognizing the superior nature of Whites: “As a goal, it [integration] has been based on complete acceptance of the fact that in order to have a decent house or education, blacks must move into a white neighborhood or send their children to a white school. This reinforces, among both black and white, the idea that “white” is automatically better and “black” is by definition inferior.” (Charmichael, 446) Charmichael did not accept the notion that rights and benefits could be given to African Americans by Whites, and instead suggested, “only black people can convey the revolutionary idea that black people are able to do things themselves.” (Charmichael, 447)

Ultimately, King and Carmichael both recognized that the plight of African Americans had to be rectified by a coordinated effort; socially, economically, and politically, African Americans had to attain equal status. But they differed in their approaches: King advanced the notion of assimilation, reconciliation, and negotiation. Charmichael advocated a more radical approach: empowerment, economic overhaul, and self-sufficiency.
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Topic # 4


One of Americas biggest fault or weaknesses has been Civil Rights. It seems that America as a nation just can’t get it right. As of today’s America, one might say that blacks and whites are now officially treated equal. If you believe that go to the south, where still to this day there is a lot of racism all around. Sure they can’t deny a service to African Americans, but it an African American walks into a restaurant were they aren’t wanted, the restaurant can make their experience an awful one. My mother is from the south ( Missouri to be exact) and she has told me that there is still quite a bit of discrimination towards African Americans. Even some of my family ( which I have never met) still talk bad of African Americans. 


The two men that wrote theses primary source documents are two men that fought for Civil Rights. They were Martin Luther King Junior and Srokely Carmichael. Both of them were main leaders in the Black Civil Rights. 


The main differences that seem to appear when reading these two documents were that Martin Luther King Jr. was a more peaceful, let the blacks and the whites all get along under one roof. Were Stokely Carmichael was a more opinionated towards let the blacks have the same facilities as the whites but still be separated. He states that “The need for psychological equality is the reason why SCNN today believes that blacks must organized in the black community. (Carmichael 447).” Mr. King in his essay to the eight clergymen who had publically criticized his peaceful tactics, wrote about non-violent campaigns and how God would not agree with the way America is treating himself and his fellow black “brothers”. His letter spoke of love and equality. Were Mr. Carmichael’s essay was one filled with hostility and anger. He wrote of how African Americans should have the right to be in political power. He used the phrase “Black Power” to make his fellow white neighbors uneasy. Were Mr. King spoke of peace and togetherness with his white neighbor. Mr Carmichael states in his essay that “ We had to work for power, because this country does not function by morality, love, and non-violence, but by power.”  




According to the spectrum, these two leaders would both would  be considered radical or on the left side of the spectrum. Mr. Carmichael would be on the way left and Mr. King would fall to the mid-left.


Even though Mr. King did his protest in a silent, non- violet way, he was still considered radical back in the fifties and sixties. In the incident that he writes about in the “ Letter from the Birmingham Jail” he states that “Birmingham is probably the most throughly segregated city in the United States. Its ugly records of police brutality is known in every section of this country.

 (King 422).” His silent non-violent protest still were violent because of the white man. Now Mr. Carmichael is a little farther left than Mr. King. He would rather intimidate or make his “ white liberals increasingly uneasy (ch 29 445).”  Although both of these men aren’t violent in there letters, one is more for blacks being in power of Americas Government and the other is whites and blacks should equally be in power of America in all ways. 


Martin Luther King Jr. and Stokely Carmichael were two big leaders when it came to Civil Rights. They both fought for black equality. It’s to bad that Mr. King couldn’t see his long dream for Civil Rights come true. But because of his love and compassion for all people, he has a day named after him. Mr. Carmichael was a brave soul as well. He stood up to for what he believed in, in a different way. He would of rather used intimidation, he would rather of seem the real separate but equal. Not, separate but not equal like it turned out to be.  Both were brave men and because of them African Americans are now equal in all ways.
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The cold war was a period of fear and doubt for many Americans. While the Soviet threat remained somewhat distant, American political leaders speculated the necessary course of action. Obviously the general attack would be on Communism, but authorities differed in their suggested approaches.  The following is a brief comparison of Clark Cliffords’ memorandum to President Truman, The Truman Doctrine, and Sen. Joseph McCarthys’ speech at Wheeling. Although they shared the same general feelings towards Democracy and Communism, the statements made reflect the wide variety of voices and opinions, some of whom ran the country.

In 1946, the primary Communist force in the world was the Soviet Union, a silent powerhouse in eastern Europe. Special White House counselor Clark Clifford wrote to President Truman about his opinion of what should be done. Cliffords’ conclusion was that the United States must have a military force capable of not only repelling any Soviet strike, but also capable of a counter attack on Soviet ground. The use of atomic and traditional warfare would be necessary to intimidate the “Communist atheists” away from hostility towards the U.S.  Clifford also stated felt that mutual understanding between the two nations was practically impossible.  His beginning lines describe the Soviet government as an immediate threat to all Democratic nations, but emphasized the U.S. as the primary target. Clifford felt strongly that mass armament would be the only sure of preventing an imminent Soviet attack. “ It must be made apparent to the Soviet government that our strength will be sufficient to repel any attack and sufficient to defeat the U.S.S.R. decisively if a war should start. The prospect of defeat is the only sure means of deterring the Soviet Union.”( Doc. Set 2-380) Because this was the beginning phase of the Cold War, Clifford influenced many people, including many political peers into later stages of anti-communism. This concentration of suspicion and fear from communism, and the Soviet Union in particular, became the average anti-communist attitude for most politicians.

By 1947 Communism was on the move. Greece and Turkey pleaded for aide against civil Communist uprisings within their countries. President Truman, fearing the further spread of Communism, met congress in order to allocate Greece and Turkey the necessary economical support which would stabilize their military and government. Trumans’ Doctrine permanently changed the United States foreign policy.  By aiding Greece and Turkey, the United States dedicated itself to the aide of other Democratic countries as well. Although the support for both Greece and Turkey was economic, it transformed the U.S. as a policing nation. Truman divided all Communist and Democratic countries into two opposite, unyielding positions. Although overtones of hostility towards Communist countries was apparent, Truman focused more towards the strength and obligation the U.S. has towards the support, and  defense of international Democracy.

After the first Soviet atomic bomb test, the conversion to Communism in China and North Korea, the red fear was at an all time high.  A year later in 1950, a Senator from Wisconsin named Joseph McCarthy gave a speech in Wheeling, West Virginia. At this time, the fear of Communists came from over seas, never from home. That changed after McCarthy left the podium, leaving his audience in shock, as he described the threat of Communist traitors, who could be living next door. McCarthys’ speech created a new paranoia in the country, and left citizens suspicious of each other. McCarthy of course went on to accuse numerous authorities of Communist activities, and was later dismissed for his allegations. Despite McCarthys’ somewhat short run as senator he left a lasting impression on the citizens and authorities of the U.S., and their perception of Communism, the Cold War, and Americas foreign policy as one result.

During the Cold War it was necessary for political figures to gospel the word of anti-Communism, especially during the time of Stalin or Kennedy.  Each of the previous speakers were very conservative, some farther to the right of the spectrum. However the major differences arose regarding how  to combat Communism. Cliffords’ suggestion to the President resulted in mass military upgrades in the United States, eventualy establishing the Country as in international superpower.  Clifford is the medium of the three, and was necessary in the creation of Trumans’ and McCarthys’ concepts. 

Regardless of Trumans’ actual political stance, the Truman Doctrine was farther towards the left end of the spectrum than Clifford’s memorandum. The strength and love of democracy, was what Truman would use as his weapons to gain support. Truman wished for the allegiance of other democratic nations against Communism. However, the intent remains to benefit the United States. The fear of losing more democracy in the middle east was familiar of Cliffords’ previous estimation, and was recognized by Truman. The containment of Communism was the priority, so aide from the U.S. was inevitable.  Greece and Turkey were simply unlucky neighbors. 

Despite both Clifford and Trumans placing on the spectrum, none are farther right-wing than McCarthy. The Wisconsin senator was farther towards fascism than Communism, shouting propaganda of treason that familiar to the Gestapo. Like Clifford, McCarthy also called Communists atheists, that’s why he and Clifford are more right-wing than Truman. Unlike his predecessors, McCarthy attacked the home front, systematically searching for Communist spies, which he claimed where everywhere within the system. Despite McCarthys’ good intent, his perpetual and almost paranoid suspicion drove him to a one man war on Communism.

The most significant difference between the three voices was who or what they were reaching out to. Cliffords memorandum was appealing to all Americans; the national defense against Communism was number one priority, none disagreed with this. Clifford stregnthened the military that would be used as an instrument of the anti-communist policy. Truman wished to strengthen the bonds of Democracy internationaly, primarily because of American interest and not necessarily because Truman was a fan of Greece or Turkey. Trumans' agenda was the unification of free countries.  McCarthy, looked to strengthen the home front, however irrational his tactics may have been. Although McCarthy was more ruthless as a leader, his contreversal ideas were founded from the very start of anti-communist  rhetoric.  Regardless of the spectrum locations, these three speakers had more in common than not.

                             Liberal                                 Conservative

Communism<-----------------------------x-----x-------------x--------------->Facism

                                                      Truman   Clifford     McCarthy

p.s. thanks again for accepting #3, when I was assigned #4
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Response #4

Martin Luther King Jr. and Stokely Carmichael both shared the dream of freeing black people from the oppression that kept them segregated, and brutalized, both physically and mentally. However, their approach was radically different from one another; and not only in the way they responded to the white community, but also the way they approached the black community. 


King believed in uniting black and white people as he so eloquently expressed in his “ I Have a Dream Speech.” King believed through nonviolent protests the white community would be forced to end segregation, which was a crucial step in uniting the black and white people of America. King viewed the segregation of America as an “ extestenstial expression of man’s tragic separation, an expression of his awful estrangement”  (King423).  King doesn’t write that it’s the white mans separation, but man’s separation, and his philosophy of seeing beyond the color of skin is the greatest difference between King and Carmichael.

Carmichael believed the road to freedom was rooted in the black people uniting together in an effort to build their own community of black people, a community where black people put their money into black communities with their money. Integration was not important to Carmichael, nor was integration really possible in his mind. Moreover, Carmichael thought integration was a means, by which the white community would be able to continue to oppress the black community. “ As a goal, it has been based on complete acceptance of the fact, that in order to have a decent house or education, blacks must move into a white neighborhood” (Carmichael 446). In his view of integration, Carmichael was radically different from king who was seeking integration through non- violence. Nonetheless, while both activists wanted freedom for black people, the means they believed needed to get there places them on opposite ends of the spectrum.


Both King and Carmichael were on the liberal end of the spectrum. King for all intents and purposes was fairly radical. King believed that laws that were just should be obeyed and laws that were not just should not be obeyed (King 423). His fellow clergymen saw King as an extremist and he compared his tactics to those of Jesus Christ. Furthermore, in 1963, America as a whole was not that far removed from racism and king’s protest were still seen as radical.


Carmichael’s firm belief of black power and unity of black people without regard for the white community definitely makes King seem a little more conservative. Carmichael even viewed the whites that were trying to further the Civil Rights Movement, as the “oppressor telling the oppressed how to get rid of the oppressor”( Carmichael 447). The following quote exemplifies his rather radical position on the position of the white liberals in the movementÖ    “We have found that white people can not condemn themselves, and so we have done it”( Carmichael 448).


King’s willingness to work within the framework of the white American community made him a little less radical than Carmichael. Carmichael seemed to embrace the true spirit of America when he writes Ö that America needs to stop crying out against Black Nationalism, and face the fact that this nation is racist from every angle (Carmichael 448).


Hamilton.Elizabeth
In the 1950’s a leader was needed in the black community. A leader who was intelligent, moral, and forthright in their thoughts and actions. Martin Luther King Junior embodied all of these virtues. In a time when the black man was thought of as a nigger, and was treated like a dog; a leader that was respectable and non-violent was the key to gaining ground in the civil rights movement not only in the south, but around the world. 

In the 1970’s a different type of leader arose. A leader who was radical, strong and passionate. The 1970’s gave way to a new mind set. Stokely Carmichael with his prevailing shouts of “black power” gave African-Americans the push that they needed to demand equality. (Document Set Vol.2, 445)

 Recognizing the contrasts of Martin Luther King Jr. and Stokley Carmichael’s leadership tactics is the first step in understanding the change in the civil-rights movement between 1950 and 1970. 

Martin Luther King Jr. was a man of love and patience. He followed the teachings of people such as Ghandi, Jesus Christ, Abraham Lincoln, and Thomas Jefferson (DSV.2, 424). King was a highly educated and dedicated man. In reading his letter from the Birmingham jail, his intelligence and passion is clearly evident. Asking for help and support from his fellow clergymen that doubted and scorned him for his non-violent protests, takes a lot of heart, and enthusiasm. In the eyes of many southern people King was a radical, pushing the limits and searching for justice was out of the “norm”, thus resulting in his “radical” labeling. But in reality King was on the conservative side of the revolutionary spectrum. Peaceful protests and non-violent marches were nothing compared to the revolution started by the Black Panther Organization. King involved the middle class, the upper class, the poor, the black and the white in his movement. Anyone could fight for his cause, anyone that wanted to see a change in the civil rights movement. In the 1950’s this was the best strategy in gaining ground in the fight for freedom and justice for African-Americans. 

As for the 1970’s, Stokeley Carmichael introduced a new technique, a technique that he held true through his actions and his words. He fought for two things, the Black man, and the poor man. He figured that since there was only two things keeping men down, being black and being poor, he would fight against them both. He did not accept the help of any that did not truly understand the oppression of his people. Carmichael did not gloss over the fact that the he was not going to make sure that the whites remained happy. He was a left wing extremist, not Martin Luther King. Comparatively speaking Martin Luther King Junior was a right wing conservative and Stokeley Carmichael was a left wing, liberal, extremist. 

The biggest difference between these two leaders was also the thing that made them the same, their drive to make a difference. Though they both had their own styles and ideas, they were both set on reaching the goal of political, social, and economical equality.
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Civil rights in the United States have a long and complicated history.  Two of the movement’s most influential leaders were Martin Luther King Jr. and Stokley Carmichael.  Although both pressed for civil rights they had varying ideas of how to achieve them.

            Martin Luther King Jr. believed that civil disobedience was the best method to obtain civil rights.  In his “Letter From A Birmingham Jail, 1963” to eight local clergymen who had publicly criticized him, he attempted to gain their support and understanding for his cause.  Throughout his letter, King tried to point out the hypocrisy of white society in order to underscore his point of view.  First, he had to justify why it was necessary to break the law by defining the differences between a “just law” and an “unjust law,”  “A just law is a man-made code that squares with the moral law or the law of God.  An unjust law is a mode that is out of harmony with the moral law.” (King, 423)  He goes on to say, “An unjust law is a code inflicted upon a minority which that minority had no part in enacting or creating because it did not have the unhampered right to vote.”  (King, 423)  Here, King was trying to make evident the injustices of the segregationist laws.  King also used the common thread of Christianity to gain their support.  Several times he quoted the words and actions of Jesus from the Bible.  At one point he stated, “I am thankful to God that some noble souls from the ranks of organized religion have broken loose from the paralyzing chains of conformity and joined us as active partners in the struggle for freedom.” (King , 424)  By using that example, King tried to show the clergymen that others like them saw his side and hoped that they would as well.  King’s use of the liberalist techniques of nonviolent protest and civil disobedience was also an attempt to garner support from the white community.  King understood the “interrelatedness of all communities and states.” He goes on to say that, “Never again can we afford to live with the narrow, provincial ëoutside agitator’ idea.  Anyone who lives inside the United States can never be considered an outsider anywhere within its bounds.”  He felt that the only way to achieve racial equality was to work with the oppressors.  Stokley Carmichael, on the other hand, had a different approach.

Further left on the spectrum regarding the advancement of civil rights was Stokley Carmichael.  Carmichael originally viewed his approach to be,”...adapted to an audience of liberal whites.  It served as a sort of buffer zone between them and angry young blacks.” (Carmichael,445)  However, his later ideas became more radical.  In his essay, Carmichael attempted to define the term, “Black Power” and express what he thought needed to be done in the fight for civil rights.  Carmichael believed that blacks didn’t need to wait around for white support that he knew would never come.  At one point he stated,  “We cannot be expected any longer to march and have our heads broken in order to say to whites: come on, you’re nice guys. For you are not nice guys. We have found you out.” (Carmichael, 445)  Later he stated, “We cannot have any oppressors telling the oppressed how to rid themselves of the oppressor.” (Carmichael, 447)  Carmichael defined the term, “Black Power” as a need for blacks to gain political and economic power because that was the only way he believed black people could advance themselves as a community.  “Politically, black power means what it has always meant to SNCC: the coming together of black people to elect representatives and to force those represenatives to speak to their needs.” (Carmichael, 446)  Carmichael wanted black people to support black businesses and black schools, he wanted black people to rise from oppression as a community by themselves, without the aid of whites.

Civil rights in the U.S. was a long, hard battle.  Although King and Carmichael had different methods of attaining the same goal, both of their voices needed to be heard in order for the battle to be won.
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Civil Rights


The past fifty years have been full of advancements for the human race.   Man has been able to walk on the moon; the Internet enables people to transfer information across the world in seconds flat, mankind has also learned to live in peace with people who are of different origins than they are as individuals.  These things are not easy to compare to each other because they are so different.  People would not usually associate walking on the moon with putting an end to racism but that is how significant it was in the 1960’s when segregation was at it’s height.  In this day and age we think of black people, white people and people of every other color in between as equal.  In the years before 1950 this was not the case.  White and black people were forced to stay separate and segregated, black people were not given the opportunities that white people were.  There was separation of schools, churches, restaurants, city buses and even water fountains.  Activists and protestors who pushed to gain their civil rights during this time slowly changed the views of the entire nation.  Their work has helped to mold our society into the one we live in today.  Two of these people were Martin Luther King Jr. and Stokely Carmichal.  


Martin Luther King Jr. was a man with a dream.  He spent countless hours on his work towards integration.  He used a nonviolent approach to stop segregation and discrimination.  James Lawson was an advocate for nonviolent protest in a more radical fashion he said, “The problem was bigger than water fountains and lunch counters.”  These were issues that King worked on son at one point his work was looked at as insignificant.  But in the eyes of many Martin Luther King Jr. paved the way for others he opened the door for other movements that proved to be positive nonviolent actions towards equality.  He was conscious of how black people were thought of by white people in this time.  He used words as his weapons and gained a large following of black and white people who wanted to help make a change.  In 1963 he was arrested and put into jail after presenting a civil disobedience campaign in Birmingham, Alabama. While in jail he wrote a letter to eight local clergymen, in Birmingham who had criticized his tactics.  The letter included many references and examples to explain what he stood for and what he believed in.  Martin Luther King Jr. was a well-educated, Christian man who had ideas that needed to be heard.  He was his own man and he knew his people didn’t deserve to sit at the back of the bus like Rosa Parks in 1955.  So he helped organize a peaceful bus boycott that lasted over a year and also helped change the way the bus system worked.  He wanted to fight racism in a conservative and nonviolent way as he said in the letter from jail and I quote “I’m grateful to God that, through the Negro church the dimension of nonviolence entered our struggle.  If this philosophy had not emerged I am convinced that by now many streets of the South would be flowing with floods of blood.”  If placed on a spectrum he would be closer to the conservative side but still pushed in a liberal way for his own God given and constitutional rights. 


Martin Luther King was not the only person who was involved in these movements towards equal rights.  A few years later a different name surfaced it was Stokely Carmichael.  In 1966 he emerged with a new philosophy called “black power.”  He had been involved in voting rights campaigns and freedom rides prior to this time.  He became chairman of the SNCC or the Student Non-violent Coordination Committee in 1966.  His ideas were a little more liberal than King.  He actually criticized King and his ideology of non-violence.  Stokely coined the phrase “black is beautiful” which included wearing an Afro hairstyle and clothes with African influence.  He said, “Black people in this country should unite, to recognize their heritage, and to build a sense of community.”  His views were more focused on gaining political power to enable black people to help themselves to improve their everyday lives and create more opportunities.  This gave them an equal chance at careers and jobs and that is what could have really helped the black community.  Black power involved the black community seeking a society that could be used to better the community as a whole where a spirit of togetherness and love could prevail.  Black power doesn’t mean that they are trying to overcome white people; it is aimed at equality in representation and opportunity for all.  Mr. Carmichael helped to establish the Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party (MFDP) in 1964.  Even though this party struggled to be recognized by Congress it was a big step towards his goal, that being to protect human rights for all.  After his work for the “Black Panther Party” as “honorary prime minister” Stokely moved to West Africa with his wife, he also changed his name to Kwame Ture.  


These are just two of the many people who worked for the civil rights movement.  They had many things in common and many things and views that were very different.  Martin Luther King Jr. worked from a more conservative and subtle angle.  He took small steps and spoke to large groups of people giving them hope for a better future.  He wanted harmony and a peaceful coexistence for his children and all others to come after.  Stokely Carmichael with his liberal more militant demeanor spoke for political power and representation.  Giving his people the ability to help themselves become a positive force in the community.  Giving people the chance to work and play in an equal society.  He was more extreme than Mr. King but these two men were on the same side all along.  Fighting for freedom, for a chance, for their Civil Rights.


