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Annotation 
THE CIVIL RIGHTS Movement and the escalating war in Vietnam were the two great catalysts for social protest in the sixties. 
Since the end of the Civil War many organizations had been created to promote the goals of racial justice and equality in America, 
but progress was painfully slow.  It was not until the sixties that a hundred years of effort would begin to garner the attention 
necessary to force a modicum [small amount] of change. There were differences of opinion among the black community on how to 
promote equality on a national level: groups such as the NAACP, CORE [Congress of Racial Equality], and Dr. Martin Luther King’
s SCLC, endorsed peaceful methods and believed change could be affected by working around the established system; other groups 
such as the Black Panthers, the Nation of Islam, and the Black Nationalist Movement advocated retaliatory violence and a 
separation of the races. There were numerous marches, rallies, strikes, riots, and violent confrontations with the police. Violence 
would claim the lives of young and old, and rigged all-white juries mocked justice in cases involving crimes perpetrated by whites 
against African Americans. Restaurants, hotels, night clubs, public facilities, and the school systems were still segregated during the 
early sixties and educational and job opportunities for minorities were far below those available to the white majority. 

"You don't integrate with a sinking ship." This was Malcolm X's curt explanation of why he did not favor integration of 
blacks with whites in the United States. As the chief spokesman of the Nation of Islam, a Black Muslim organization led by Elijah 
Muhammad, Malcolm X argued that America was too racist in its institutions and people to offer hope to blacks. The solution 
proposed by the Nation of Islam was a separate nation for blacks to develop themselves apart from what they considered to be a 
corrupt white nation destined for divine destruction.  

In contrast with Malcolm X's black separatism, Martin Luther King, Jr. offered what he considered "the more excellent way 
of love and nonviolent protest" as a means of building an integrated community of blacks and whites in America. He rejected what 
he called "the hatred and despair of the black nationalist," believing that the fate of black Americans was "tied up with America's 
destiny." Despite the enslavement and segregation of blacks throughout American history, King had faith that "the sacred heritage of 
our nation and the eternal will of God" could reform white America through the nonviolent Civil Rights Movement.  

This lesson will contrast the respective aims and means of Malcolm X and Martin Luther King, Jr. to evaluate the possibilities for 
black American progress in the 1960s.  

Guiding Questions 

 Was the Civil Rights Movement, in spirit, a non-violent movement? 

 To what extent is our memory of the civil rights movement, especially what we perceive to be the stark differences between 
the thoughts and ideas proposed by Malcolm X in contrast with Martin Luther King, Jr., laced with mythology?  In other 
words, to what extent do our memories of the movement and its two biggest names differ from the reality? 

Overall Activity: A Journalist's Report: The Civil Rights Movement: Myth Versus Reality 

Ultimately you will write reports in which you evaluate our memory of the civil rights movement and the thoughts and beliefs (i.e. the 
ideology) of perhaps its two most famous activists:  Malcolm X and Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.  In the process you will do a few 
things: (1) You will gauge to what extent the movement was nonviolent, and (2) You will discuss to what extent our memories of 
King versus Malcolm may differ from the reality, and (3) you will discuss the evolution and the maturity of the civil rights movement 
through the lens of the changing ideologies of King and Malcolm X, and (4) discuss, at the end of your essay, how and why we 
need to understand this; in other words, how knowing this stuff can help us today.  In the activity for this lesson, you will be playing 
the part of a columnist -- a thinker -- from a large magazine (think New York Times Magazine, the Nation, the Atlantic, Harper’s 
Magazine, and Rolling Stone) and you will be set in the present day.   As a reporter you have extensive knowledge of the origin 
and persistence of the inner-city problems (then and today).  You are keenly aware of the racial conflict that is, at times, tearing at 
the seams of society (again, both then and today). You know, during the civil rights movement, that the black community heard two 
persuasive voices: those of Malcolm X and Martin Luther King, Jr., whose approaches, in our memory, are poles apart (or are 
they?). Your editorial board assigns you the task of writing a feature essay on the way our memory mythologizes the civil rights 
movement, how it mythologizes Dr. King, how it demonizes Malcolm X, and how this all relates to today.   

The final report will be graded as per the rubric.  

Do Now Assignment: 

Directions: Read below, and answer the questions following the excerpt.   

  



Born Malcolm Little in Omaha, Nebraska, Malcolm X (1925-65) was the son of a West Indian mother and black Baptist 
preacher. After moving to Lansing, Michigan, Malcolm suffered the death of his father (under suspicious circumstances) and several 
years later saw his mother committed to a mental institution. A top student in elementary school, Malcolm told his English teacher he 
wanted to be a lawyer; he was told, "That's no realistic goal for a Nigger," and he soon asked to go live with his half-sister Ella in 
Boston. He took a job as a shoe-shine boy; later became a street hustler in New York; and eventually was imprisoned for burglary 
before his twenty-first birthday. Malcolm read voraciously in prison and was introduced to the teachings of Elijah Muhammad and the 
Nation of Islam (NOI) by his siblings and inmates. Paroled in August 1952, he went to live in Detroit with his eldest brother 
Wilfred.  

Questions: 

 
1. List 5-6 bullets of information about MLK. 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Aside from the death of his father, and the mental breakdown of his mother, list 5 bullets of info about Malcolm X. 

 

 

 

 

3. Whose teachings did Malcolm X begin reading while in prison? 

Martin Luther King:  

Directions: We will read the excerpts, and you will answer the questions that follow. 

Annotation 
Birmingham was Alabama's largest city, but its 40 % black population suffered stark inequities in education, employment, and 

income. In 1961, when Freedom Riders were mobbed in the city bus terminal with white mobs armed with chains, brass knuckles, 
iron bars, and pistols, Birmingham drew unwelcome national attention (the nearby city of Anniston, Alabama was the site of a horrific 
mob attack on another “Freedom” bus – resulting in a fire bomb exploding the bus). Moreover, recent years saw so many bombings 
in its black neighborhoods that went unsolved that the city earned the nickname "Bombingham." In 1962, Birmingham even closed 
public parks, playgrounds, swimming pools, and golf courses to avoid federal court orders to desegregate.  

Reverend Fred Shuttleworth, head of the Alabama Christian Movement for Human Rights and secretary of the SCLC invited 
King and the SCLC to help desegregate the city.  On April 3, 1963, King flew into Birmingham to hold a planning meeting with 
members of the African-American community.    “This is the most segregated city in America,” he said.  “We have to stick together 
if we ever want to change its ways.” 

When eight white clergymen (Protestant, Catholic, and Jewish) learned of King's plans to stage mass protests in Birmingham 
during the Easter season in 1963, they published a statement voicing disagreement with King's attempt to reform the segregated city. 
It appeared in the Birmingham News on Good Friday, the very day King was jailed for violating the injunction against marching. The 
white clergymen complained that local black citizens were being "directed and led in part by outsiders" to engage in demonstrations 
that were "unwise and untimely." The prudence of the Movement's actions in Birmingham was also called into question by local 
merchants who believed the new city government and mayor—replacing the staunch segregationist Eugene "Bull" Connor (the 
commissioner of public safety who later employed fire hoses and police dogs against protesters, many of whom were high school and 
college students)—would offer a new opportunity to address black concerns. Even the Justice Department under President John F. 
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Kennedy urged King to leave Birmingham. The clergymen advised locals to follow "the principles of law and order and common 
sense," to engage in patient negotiation, and, if necessary, seek redress in the courts. They called street protests and economic 
boycotts "extreme measures" and, thus, saw them as imprudent means of redressing grievances. Finally, if peaceful protests sparked 
hatred and riots, they would hold the protesters responsible for the violence that ensued. 
 
 
1 King’s Reply, “Letter from Birmingham Jail,” April 16, 1963: 

http://www.stanford.edu/group/King/frequentdocs/birmingham.pdf  
 
Annotation  
In spite of a court injunction attempting to stop the protest march, King went ahead with his protest march on Good Friday 1963, 
and was promptly arrested, along with his close friend and fellow Baptist preacher Ralph Abernathy and fifty-two other protestors. King 
served his jail sentence in solitary confinement, but soon began reading press reports of the Birmingham campaign in newspapers 
smuggled into his cell by his lawyer. Both local and national media expressed greater optimism for reform from the new Birmingham 
city government and lesser sympathy for King and his nonviolent, direct action campaign. But what irked him most was the criticism 
from the Birmingham clergymen.  So King began to write, using the margins of the Birmingham News.  
King's reply to the clergymen's public letter of complaint grew to almost 7,000 words, and presented a detailed response to the 
criticisms of his fellow men of the cloth. Employing theological and philosophical arguments, as well as reflections on American and 
world history, King defended the legitimacy of his intervention to desegregate Birmingham. 
 

Directions: We will read the excerpts, and you will answer the questions that follow. 

MY DEAR FELLOW CLERGYMEN:  
 
While confined here in the Birmingham City Jail, I came across your recent statement calling our present activities “unwise and 
untimely.” . . . But since I feel that you are men of genuine goodwill … I would like to answer your statement in what I hope will 
be patient and reasonable terms.  
 
I think I should give the reason for my being in Birmingham, since you have been influenced by the argument of “outsiders coming 
in.” I have the honor of serving as president of the Southern Christian Leadership Conference [SCLC], an organization operating in 
every Southern state, with headquarters in Atlanta, Georgia. We have some eighty-five affiliate organizations all across the South--one 
being the Alabama Christian Movement for Human Rights. Whenever necessary and possible we share staff, educational and financial 
resources with our affiliates. Several months ago our local affiliate here in Birmingham invited us to be on call to engage in a 
nonviolent direct action program if such were deemed necessary… So I am here, along with several members of my staff, because I 
have basic organizational ties here.  
 
…Moreover… I cannot sit idly by in Atlanta and not be concerned about what happens in Birmingham. Injustice anywhere is a threat 
to justice everywhere. We are caught in an inescapable network of mutuality, tied in a single garment of destiny. Whatever affects 
one directly affects all indirectly. Never again can we afford to live with the narrow, provincial “outside agitator” idea. Anyone who 
lives inside the United States can never be considered an outsider anywhere in this country. . . .  
 
In any nonviolent campaign there are four basic steps: 1) Collection of the facts to determine whether injustices are alive. 2) 
Negotiation. 3) Self-purification and 4) Direct action. We have gone through all of these steps in Birmingham. There can be no 
gainsaying [denial] of the fact that racial injustice engulfs this community.  
Birmingham is probably the most thoroughly segregated city in the United States. Its ugly record of police brutality is known in every 
section of this country. Its unjust treatment of Negroes in the courts is a notorious reality. There have been more unsolved bombings 
of Negro homes and churches in Birmingham than any city in this nation. These are the hard, brutal and unbelievable facts. On the 
basis of these conditions, Negro leaders sought to negotiate with the city fathers. But the political leaders consistently refused to 
engage in good faith negotiation. . . .  
. . . So we had no alternative except that of preparing for direct action, whereby we would present our very bodies as a means of 
laying our case before the conscience of the local and national community. We were … [aware] of the difficulties involved. So we 
decided to go through a process of self-purification. We started having workshops on nonviolence and repeatedly asked ourselves the 
questions: “Are you able to accept blows without retaliating?" "Are you able to endure the ordeals of jail?” We decided to set our 
direct-action program around the Easter season, realizing that with the exception of Christmas, this was the largest shopping period of 
the year…we felt that this was the best time to bring pressure on the merchants for the needed changes. . . .  
 
You may well ask: “Why direct action? Why sit-ins, marches, etc.? Isn’t negotiation a better path?” You are exactly right in your 
call for negotiation. Indeed, this is the purpose of direct action. Nonviolent direct action seeks to create such a crisis and establish 



such creative tension that a community that has constantly refused to negotiate is forced to confront the issue. It seeks so to 
dramatize the issue that it can no longer be ignored. … I have … preached against violent tension, but there is a type of constructive 
nonviolent tension that is necessary for growth. . . . So the purpose of the direct action is to create a situation so crisis-packed that 
it will inevitably open the door to negotiation. We, therefore, concur with you in your call for negotiation. Too long has our beloved 
Southland been bogged down in the tragic attempt to live in monologue rather than dialogue.  
 
One of the basic points in your statement is that our acts are untimely. Some have asked, “Why didn’t you give the new 
administration [in Birmingham] time to act?” The only answer that I can give to this inquiry is that …[w]e know through painful 
experience that freedom is never voluntarily given by the oppressor; it must be demanded by the oppressed. . . .  
 
You express a great deal of anxiety over our willingness to break laws. This is certainly a legitimate concern. Since we so diligently 
urge people to obey the Supreme Court’s decision of 1954 [Brown vs.  Board of Education] outlawing segregation in the public 
schools, it is rather strange … to find us consciously breaking laws. One may well ask: “How can you advocate breaking some laws 
and obeying others?” The answer is found in the fact that there are two types of laws: There are just and there are unjust laws. I 
would agree with Saint Augustine that “An unjust law is no law at all.”  
Now, what is the difference between the two? How does one determine when a law is just or unjust? … An unjust law is a code 
that is out of harmony with the moral law… Any law that uplifts human personality is just. Any law that degrades human personality 
is unjust. All segregation statutes are unjust because segregation distorts the soul and damages the personality. . . . Hence 
segregation is … is morally wrong and awful. . . . Thus … I can urge men to obey the 1954 decision of the Supreme Court, for it 
is morally right; and I can urge them to disobey segregation ordinances, for they are morally wrong.  
…… In no sense do I advocate … defying the law as the rabid segregationist would do. This would lead to anarchy. One who breaks 
an unjust law must do it openly, lovingly… and with a willingness to accept the penalty. I submit that an individual who breaks a law 
that … is unjust, and willingly accepts the penalty by staying in jail to arouse the conscience of the community over its injustice, is in 
reality expressing the very highest respect for law. . . .  
 
We can never forget that everything Hitler did in Germany was “legal” … It was “illegal” to aid and comfort a Jew in Hitler’s 
Germany. But I am sure that if I had lived in Germany during that time I would have aided and comforted my Jewish brothers even 
though it was illegal. . . .  
 
. . . Actually, we who engage in nonviolent direct action are not the creators of tension. We merely bring to the surface the hidden 
tension that is already alive. We bring it out in the open where it can be seen and dealt with. Like a boil [i.e. infection on skin] 
that can never be cured as long as it is covered up but must be opened with all its pus-flowing ugliness to the natural medicines of 
air and light, injustice must likewise be exposed, with all of the tension its exposing creates, to the light of human conscience and 
the air of national opinion before it can be cured.  
 
...You spoke of our activity in Birmingham as extreme…I started thinking about the fact that I stand in the middle of two opposing 
forces in the Negro community. One is a force of complacency made up of Negroes who, as a result of long years of oppression, 
have been so completely drained of self-respect and a sense of “somebodiness” that they have adjusted to segregation, and, of a 
few Negroes in the middle class who, because of a degree of academic and economic security, and because at points they profit by 
segregation, have unconsciously become insensitive to the problems of the masses. The other force is one of bitterness, and hatred 
comes perilously close to advocating violence. It is expressed in the various black nationalist groups that are springing up over the 
nation, the largest and best-known being Elijah Muhammad’s Muslim movement [i.e. Malcolm X]. This movement is nourished by the 
… frustration over the continued existence of racial discrimination. It is made up of people who have …concluded that the white man 
is an incurable “devil.” I have tried to stand between these two forces saying that …There is the more excellent way of love and 
nonviolent protest. 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… 
…I must close now. But before closing I am impelled to mention one other point in your statement that troubled me profoundly. You 
warmly commended the Birmingham police force for keeping “order” and “preventing violence.” I don’t believe you would have so 
warmly commended the police force if you had seen its angry violent dogs literally biting six unarmed, nonviolent Negroes. I don’t 
believe you would so quickly commend the policemen if you would observe their ugly and inhuman treatment of Negroes here in the 
city jail; if you would watch them push and curse old Negro women and young Negro girls; if you would see them slap and kick old 
Negro men and young boys; if you will observe them, as they did on two occasions, refuse to give us food … I’m sorry that I can’t 
join you in your praise for the police department. . . .  
I wish you had commended the Negro sit-inners and demonstrators of Birmingham for their sublime courage, their willingness to suffer 
and their amazing discipline in the midst of the most inhuman provocation. . . . One day the South will know that when these 
disinherited children of God sat down at lunch counters they were in reality standing up for the best in the American dream and the 
most sacred values in our … heritage, and thusly, carrying our whole nation back to those great wells of democracy which were dug 
deep by the founding fathers in the formulation of the Constitution and the Declaration of Independence. . . .  
 
Yours for the cause of Peace and Brotherhood,  
Martin Luther King, Jr. 
 
Directions: As you work your way through King’s “Letter from Birmingham Jail,” answer the following questions in the space provided. 
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Question Answer 

 
Does King consider himself an 
“outsider” by staging a civil 
rights protest in Birmingham?  

 
 

List three reasons he gives in 
response to this criticism. 

 

 
 

List the four-step process 
King outlines for their 
nonviolent campaign. 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Briefly explain steps 3 and 4 
from the above question. 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

The clergymen argued that the 
new governmental 

administration of Alabama 
should be given time to act.  
What was King’s response? 

 
 

 

 
 

If King admits that breaking 
laws in order to change them 
is “a legitimate concern,” how 

does he still justify civil 
disobedience?  

 
Also, explain how King thought 

a law can be disobeyed 
without leading to anarchy. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 



 
Explain why King thinks the 
tension stirred up by his 

protest movement promotes 
social and political reform. 

 
In other words, is he the 
creator of the tension? 

 
 
 

 

 
How does King respond to the 

charge that he is an 
extremist? Whom does he 

identify as the real extremists? 
 

 

 
What is King’s response to 
the clergymen’s approval of 
how the police kept order 
during the demonstrations? 

 

 

 

At age 28, the Rev. Martin Luther King was a recently minted PhD, a young father, and the face of the rising Civil Rights 
Movement. When he wrote this article explaining the credo of nonviolent resistance, he and the black community of Montgomery, 
Alabama had just ended their successful boycott of segregated city buses. 

Let’s stick with Martin Luther King:  

Directions: We will read the excerpts, and you will answer the questions that follow. 

2 - Dr. Martin Luther King Jr., From “Nonviolence and Racial Justice” in the Christian Century, February 
6, 1957 

The alternative to violence is nonviolent resistance. This method was made famous in our generation by Mohandas K. Gandhi, who 
used it to free India from the domination of the British Empire. Five points can be made concerning nonviolence as a method in 
bringing about better racial conditions. 

First, this is not a method for cowards; it does resist. The nonviolent resister is just as strongly opposed to the evil against which he 
protests as is the person who uses violence. His method is passive or nonaggressive in the sense that he is not physically 
aggressive toward his opponent. But his mind and emotions are always active, constantly seeking to persuade the opponent that he is 
mistaken. This method is passive physically but strongly active spiritually... 

A second point is that nonviolent resistance does not seek to defeat or humiliate the opponent, but to win his friendship and 
understanding. The nonviolent resister must often express his protest through noncooperation or boycotts, but he realizes that 
noncooperation and boycotts are not ends themselves; they are merely means to awaken a sense of moral shame in the opponent. 
The end is redemption and reconciliation. The aftermath of nonviolence is the creation of the beloved community, while the aftermath 
of violence is tragic bitterness. 

A third characteristic of this method is that the attack is directed against forces of evil rather than against persons who are caught in 
those forces. It is evil we are seeking to defeat, not the persons victimized by evil. Those of us who struggle against racial injustice 
must come to see that the basic tension is not between races... 

A fourth point that must be brought out concerning nonviolent resistance is that it avoids not only external physical violence but also 
internal violence of spirit. At the center of nonviolence stands the principle of love. In struggling for human dignity the oppressed 
people of the world must not allow themselves to become bitter or indulge in hate campaigns. To retaliate with hate and bitterness 
would do nothing but intensify the hate in the world. Along the way of life, someone must have sense enough and morality enough 
to cut off the chain of hate. This can be done only by projecting the ethics of love to the center of our lives... 

Finally, the method of nonviolence is based on the conviction that the universe is on the side of justice. It is this deep faith in the 
future that causes the nonviolent resister to accept suffering without retaliation. He knows that in his struggle for justice he has cosmic 
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companionship. This belief that God is on the side of truth and justice comes down to us from the long tradition of our Christian 
faith. There is something at the very center of our faith which reminds us that Good Friday may reign for a day, but ultimately it 
must give way to the triumphant beat of the Easter drums... 

Source: Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. "Nonviolence and Racial Justice." The Christian Century, February 6, 1957, pp. 165-167. 

Question Answer 
What is MLK’s 1st point supporting 
non-violence? 
 
 
 

 

 

What is MLK’s 2nd point supporting 
non-violence? 
 
 
 
 

 

What is MLK’s 3rd point supporting 
non-violence? 
 
 
 
 

 

What is MLK’s 4th point supporting 
non-violence? 
 
 
 

 

What is MLK’s 5th point supporting 
non-violence? 

 

 

 

 

 

Malcolm X:  

Annotation 
After meeting Elijah Muhammad, he began recruiting converts for the local NOI temple and officially adopted "X" for his surname, 
which represented his lost African family name. He quickly rose through the ranks of NOI temple ministers. Malcolm married Betty X 
(née Sanders) in January 1958, who bore him four daughters while he was alive and twins after his death. In 1959, Malcolm X 
and the Nation of Islam gained national prominence with the airing of "The Hate That Hate Produced," a documentary by Mike 
Wallace and Louis Lomax, and subsequent articles in U.S. News & World Report and Time magazine. By 1960, Malcolm X had 
started or helped start over a hundred temples with thousands of converts; founded the NOI's newspaper Muhammad Speaks; wrote a 
syndicated column entitled "God's Angry Men" for major black newspapers; and became Elijah Muhammad's chief spokesman.  

3 - “Message to the Grassroots,” November 10, 1963 
http://www.teachingamericanhistory.org/library/index.asp?document=1145 

Directions: We will listen to audio excerpts, and you will answer the questions that follow. 

[0-2:55]...And during the few moments that we have left, we want to have just an off-the-cuff chat between you and me -- us. 
We want to talk right down to earth in a language that everybody here can easily understand. We all agree tonight, all of the 



speakers have agreed, that America has a very serious problem. Not only does America have a very serious problem, but our people 
have a very serious problem. America's problem is us. We're her problem. The only reason she has a problem is she doesn't want 
us here. And every time you look at yourself, be you black, brown, red, or yellow -- a so-called Negro -- you represent a person 
who poses such a serious problem for America because you're not wanted. Once you face this as a fact, then you can start plotting 
a course that will make you appear intelligent, instead of unintelligent. 

What you and I need to do is learn to forget our differences. When we come together, we don't come together as Baptists or 
Methodists. You don't catch hell 'cause you're a Baptist, and you don't catch hell 'cause you're a Methodist. You don't catch hell 
'cause you're a Methodist or Baptist. You don't catch hell because you're a Democrat or a Republican. You don't catch hell because 
you're a Mason or an Elk. And you sure don't catch hell 'cause you're an American; 'cause if you was an American, you wouldn't 
catch no hell. You catch hell 'cause you're a black man. You catch hell, all of us catch hell, for the same reason. 

So we are all black people, so-called Negroes, second-class citizens, ex-slaves. You are nothing but a [sic] ex-slave. You don't like 
to be told that. But what else are you? You are ex-slaves. You didn't come here on the "Mayflower." You came here on a slave 
ship -- in chains, like a horse, or a cow, or a chicken. And you were brought here by the people who came here on the 
"Mayflower." You were brought here by the so-called Pilgrims, or Founding Fathers. They were the ones who brought you here. 

We have a common enemy. We have this in common: We have a common oppressor, a common exploiter, and a common 
discriminator. But once we all realize that we have this common enemy, then we unite on the basis of what we have in common. 
And what we have foremost in common is that enemy -- the white man. He's an enemy to all of us. I know some of you all think 
that some of them aren't enemies. Time will tell… 

[…][9:02- 13:00]  Look at the American Revolution in 1776. That revolution was for what? For land. Why did they want land? 
Independence. How was it carried out? Bloodshed. Number one, it was based on land, the basis of independence. And the only way 
they could get it was bloodshed. The French Revolution -- what was it based on? The land-less against the landlord. What was it 
for? Land. How did they get it? Bloodshed. Was no love lost; was no compromise; was no negotiation. I'm telling you, you don't 
know what a revolution is. 'Cause when you find out what it is, you'll get back in the alley; you'll get out of the way. The Russian 
Revolution -- what was it based on? Land. The land-less against the landlord. How did they bring it about? Bloodshed. You haven't 
got a revolution that doesn't involve bloodshed. And you're afraid to bleed. I said, you're afraid to bleed. 

[As] long as the white man sent you to Korea, you bled. He sent you to Germany, you bled. He sent you to the South Pacific to 
fight the Japanese, you bled. You bleed for white people. But when it comes time to seeing your own churches being bombed and 
little black girls be murdered, you haven't got no blood. You bleed when the white man says bleed; you bite when the white man 
says bite; and you bark when the white man says bark. I hate to say this about us, but it's true. How are you going to be 
nonviolent in Mississippi, as violent as you were in Korea? How can you justify being nonviolent in Mississippi and Alabama, when 
your churches are being bombed, and your little girls are being murdered, and at the same time you're going to violent with Hitler, 
and Tojo, and somebody else that you don't even know? 

If violence is wrong in America, violence is wrong abroad. If it's wrong to be violent defending black women and black children and 
black babies and black men, then it's wrong for America to draft us and make us violent abroad in defense of her. And if it is right 
for America to draft us, and teach us how to be violent in defense of her, then it is right for you and me to do whatever is 
necessary to defend our own people right here in this country. 

[…][15:49-20:24] So I cite these various revolutions, brothers and sisters, to show you -- you don't have a peaceful revolution. 
You don't have a turn-the-other-cheek revolution. There's no such thing as a nonviolent revolution. [The] only kind of revolution that's 
nonviolent is the Negro revolution. The only revolution based on loving your enemy is the Negro revolution. The only revolution in 
which the goal is a desegregated lunch counter, a desegregated theater, a desegregated park, and a desegregated public toilet; you 
can sit down next to white folks on the toilet. That's no revolution. Revolution is based on land. Land is the basis of all 
independence. Land is the basis of freedom, justice, and equality. 

The white man knows what a revolution is. He knows that the black revolution is world-wide in scope and in nature. The black 
revolution is sweeping Asia, sweeping Africa, is rearing its head in Latin America. The Cuban Revolution -- that's a revolution. They 
overturned the system. Revolution is in Asia. Revolution is in Africa. And the white man is screaming because he sees revolution in 
Latin America. How do you think he'll react to you when you learn what a real revolution is? You don't know what a revolution is. If 
you did, you wouldn't use that word. 

A revolution is bloody. Revolution is hostile. Revolution knows no compromise. Revolution overturns and destroys everything that gets 
in its way. And you, sitting around here like a knot on the wall, saying, "I'm going to love these folks no matter how much they 
hate me." No, you need a revolution. Whoever heard of a revolution where they lock arms, as Reverend Cleage was pointing out 
beautifully, singing "We Shall Overcome"? Just tell me. You don't do that in a revolution. You don't do any singing; you're too busy 
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swinging. It's based on land. A revolutionary wants land so he can set up his own nation, an independent nation. These Negroes 
aren't asking for no nation. They're trying to crawl back on the plantation. 

When you want a nation, that's called nationalism. When the white man became involved in a revolution in this country against 
England, what was it for? He wanted this land so he could set up another white nation. That's white nationalism. The American 
Revolution was white nationalism. The French Revolution was white nationalism. The Russian Revolution too -- yes, it was -- white 
nationalism. You don't think so? Why [do] you think Khrushchev and Mao can't get their heads together? White nationalism. All the 
revolutions that's going on in Asia and Africa today are based on what? Black Nationalism… 

[…][21:19-23:17]  To understand this, you have to go back to what [the] young brother here referred to as the house Negro and 
the field Negro -- back during slavery. There was two kinds of slaves. There was the house Negro and the field Negro. The house 
Negroes - they lived in the house with master, they dressed pretty good, they ate good 'cause they ate his food -- what he left. 
They lived in the attic or the basement, but still they lived near the master; and they loved their master more than the master loved 
himself. They would give their life to save the master's house quicker than the master would. The house Negro, if the master said, 
"We got a good house here," the house Negro would say, "Yeah, we got a good house here." Whenever the master said "we," he 
said "we." That's how you can tell a house Negro. 

If the master's house caught on fire, the house Negro would fight harder to put the blaze out than the master would. If the master 
got sick, the house Negro would say, "What's the matter, boss, we sick?" We sick! He identified himself with his master more than 
his master identified with himself. And if you came to the house Negro and said, "Let's run away, let's escape, let's separate," the 
house Negro would look at you and say, "Man, you crazy. What you mean, separate? Where is there a better house than this? 
Where can I wear better clothes than this? Where can I eat better food than this?" That was that house Negro. In those days he 
was called a "house nigger." And that's what we call him today, because we've still got some house niggers running around here… 

[…][27:26-29:00]  Just as the slavemaster of that day used Tom, the house Negro, to keep the field Negroes in check, the same 
old slavemaster today has Negroes who are nothing but modern Uncle Toms, 20th century Uncle Toms, to keep you and me in 
check, keep us under control, keep us passive and peaceful and nonviolent. That's Tom making you nonviolent. It's like when you go 
to the dentist, and the man's going to take your tooth. You're going to fight him when he starts pulling. So he squirts some stuff in 
your jaw called novocaine, to make you think they're not doing anything to you. So you sit there and 'cause you've got all of that 
novocaine in your jaw, you suffer peacefully. Blood running all down your jaw, and you don't know what's happening. 'Cause someone 
has taught you to suffer -- peacefully. 

The white man do the same thing to you in the street, when he want [sic] to put knots on your head and take advantage of you 
and don't have to be afraid of your fighting back. To keep you from fighting back, he gets these old religious Uncle Toms to teach 
you and me, just like novocaine, suffer peacefully… 

[15:00 total] 

Question Answer 
[Ex. 1] 
 
Describe America’s problem, as 
outlined by Malcolm X. 
 
 

 

 

[Ex. 1] 
 
In what ways does Malcolm X 
attempt to unify the black 
population?  In other words, what 
does he remind his audience? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



[Ex. 2] 
 
How does Malcolm use history to 
support his call for violent 
revolution? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

[Ex. 2] 
 
 
What are Malcolm’s thoughts on 
the African Americans and the 
military? EXPLAIN!!! 
 
 
 
 

 

[Ex. 3] 

How does Malcolm X feel about 
King’s methods? 

 

 

 

 

 

 
[Ex. 3] 

How does Malcolm X justify 
violence as a means for black 
Americans to improve themselves? 

 

 

[Ex. 4] 

Briefly describe a “house negro.” 

 

 

 

 
[Ex. 5] 

According to Malcolm X, what are 
“Uncle Toms” and how do they 
slow progress for blacks in 
America? 

 

 

 

Martin Luther King:  

4 - “The Power of Nonviolence” June 4, 1957 
http://www.teachingamericanhistory.org/library/index.asp?document=1131 
  
Directions: We will read the excerpts, and you will answer the questions that follow. 
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Another basic thing we had to get over is that nonviolent resistance is … [that] at the center of our movement stood the 

philosophy of love… the only way to ultimately change humanity … Now people … ask me … what do you mean by love and how is 
it that you can tell us to love those persons who seek to defeat us and those persons who stand against us; how can you love 
such persons? And I had to make it clear all along that love in its highest sense is not a sentimental sort of thing, not even an 
affectionate sort of thing.  
 
AGAPE LOVE   
 
 The Greek language uses three words for love. It talks about eros. Eros is a …sort of romantic love …when we speak of 
loving those who oppose us we’re not talking about eros. The Greek language talks about philia and this is a sort of …love between 
personal friends… when we talk of loving those who oppose you and those who seek to defeat you we are not talking about eros or 
philia. The Greek language comes out with another word and it is agape. Agape is understanding, creative, redemptive good will for 
all men…It is an overflowing love which seeks nothing in return. And when you come to love on this level you begin to love men not 
because they are likeable, not because they do things that attract us, but because God loves them and here we love the person who 
does the evil deed while hating the deed that the person does. It is the type of love that stands at the center of the movement that 
we are trying to carry on in the Southland—agape.  

SOME POWER IN THE UNIVERSE THAT WORKS FOR JUSTICE 
  
 I am quite aware of the fact that there are persons who believe firmly in nonviolence who do not believe in a personal God, 
but I think every person who believes in nonviolent resistance believes somehow that the universe in some form is on the side of 
justice…And this was one of the things that kept the people together, the belief that the universe is on the side of justice.  
 ... Agape says you must go on with wise restraint and calm reasonableness but you must keep moving. We have a great 
opportunity in America to build here a great nation, a nation where all men live together as brothers and respect the dignity and 
worth of all human personality. We must keep moving toward that goal. I know that some people are saying we must slow up. They 
are writing letters to the North and they are appealing to white people of good will and to the Negroes saying slow up, you’re 
pushing too fast. They are saying we must adopt a policy of moderation. Now if moderation means moving on with wise restraint and 
calm reasonableness, then moderation is a great virtue that all men of good will must seek to achieve in this tense period of 
transition. But if moderation means slowing up in the move for justice and capitulating to the whims and caprices of the guardians of 
the deadening status quo, then moderation is a tragic vice which all men … must condemn. We must continue to move on. Our 
self—respect is at stake; the prestige of our nation is at stake. Civil rights is an eternal moral issue which may well determine the 
destiny of our civilization in the ideological struggle with communism. We must keep moving with wise restraint and love and with 
proper discipline and dignity.  
 
Question Answer 
 

What does King mean by agape 
love and how does it shape his 
strategy for social change? 

 

 

 

 
 

What does King say to aim his 
belief in nonviolent resistance to 
those who do not believe in a 
god? 

 

 

 

 

 

 
How does King respond to those 
who counsel the Movement to 
pursue “a policy of moderation”
? 

 

 
 



BACK TO MALCOLM X: A Different Malcolm X: From Nation of Islam Spokesman to Independent Political 
Activist  

 
Annotation 

Malcolm X's popularity soon distanced him from rival ministers at the Chicago headquarters. In addition, Elijah Muhammad's 
bad health and rumors of his infidelity with NOI secretaries led to uncertainty about the future leadership of the Nation. After John F. 
Kennedy's assassination in November 22, 1963, Elijah Muhammad directed his ministers not to comment on the death of a president 
popular among black Americans. But after giving a speech entitled "God's Judgment of White America" on December 4, 1963, 
Malcolm X publicly discussed the assassination.  Elijah Muhammad promptly silenced Malcolm X for ninety days. Convinced that 
jealous rivals were undermining his reputation with the ailing Elijah Muhammad, Malcolm X left the Nation of Islam in March 1964 
and announced the formation of the Muslim Mosque, Inc.  

Malcolm X left the Nation of Islam at the climax of Martin Luther King, Jr.'s fame as leader of the Civil Rights Movement. 
During 1963 and 1964, King was chosen Time magazine's "Man of the Year"; drew national attention to "Bull" Connor's barbaric 
law enforcement; penned his "Letter from a Birmingham Jail"; delivered his most famous speech ("I Have a Dream") at the March 
on Washington for Jobs and Freedom; saw passage of the 1964 Civil Rights Act; and received the Nobel Peace Prize. To justify an 
alternative message for black liberation in America, Malcolm X painted a stark contrast between his philosophy and that of the most 
popular civil rights spokesman of his day.  

After a pilgrimage to Mecca in April 1964, where he became a Sunni Muslim (and referred to the NOI as a "pseudo-
religious philosophy"), he returned to America as El-Hajj Malik El-Shabazz and formed the Organization of Afro-American Unity. Less 
inflammatory in his speech, he no longer asserted that whites were "devils," but was still skeptical of American institutions [i.e. voting, 
court cases] to secure the civil rights of black Americans, Denounced by his protégé Louis Farrakhan in Muhammad Speaks as 
"worthy of death," and suspecting he was poisoned during a tour of Africa, Malcolm X saw his death as imminent. On February 14, 
1965, his home was firebombed, and on February 21 Malcolm X was shot to death as he began a speech at the Audubon 
Ballroom in Harlem. 

 
5 - “The Ballot or the Bullet,”   April 12, 1964:  
http://www.teachingamericanhistory.org/library/index.asp?document=1147 
  
Directions: We will listen to audio excerpts, and you will answer the questions that follow. 
 
[…] [15:00-21:00] …Whether you are -- Whether you are a Christian, or a Muslim, or a Nationalist, we all have the same 
problem. They don’t hang you because you’re a Baptist; they hang you 'cause you’re black. They don’t attack me because I’m a 
Muslim; they attack me 'cause I’m black. They attack all of us for the same reason; all of us catch hell from the same enemy. We’
re all in the same bag, in the same boat. We suffer political oppression, economic exploitation, and social degradation -- all of them 
from the same enemy. The government has failed us; you can’t deny that. Anytime you live in the twentieth century, 1964, and you 
walkin' around here singing “We Shall Overcome,” the government has failed us. 

This is part of what’s wrong with you -- you do too much singing. Today it’s time to stop singing and start swinging. You 
can’t sing up on freedom, but you can swing up on some freedom. Cassius Clay can sing, but singing didn’t help him to become 
the heavyweight champion of the world; swinging helped him become the heavyweight champion. This government has failed us; the 
government itself has failed us, and the white liberals who have been posing as our friends have failed us. 

And once we see that all these other sources to which we’ve turned have failed, we stop turning to them and turn to 
ourselves. We need a self help program, a do-it -- a-do-it-yourself philosophy, a do-it-right-now philosophy, a it’s-already-too-late 
philosophy. This is what you and I need to get with, and the only time -- the only way we're going to solve our problem is with a 
self-help program. Before we can get a self-help program started we have to have a self-help philosophy. 

Black Nationalism is a self-help philosophy. What's so good about it? You can stay right in the church where you are and 
still take Black Nationalism as your philosophy. You can stay in any kind of civic organization that you belong to and still take black 
nationalism as your philosophy. You can be an atheist and still take black nationalism as your philosophy. This is a philosophy that 
eliminates the necessity for division and argument. 'Cause if you're black you should be thinking black, and if you are black and you 
not thinking black at this late date, well I’m sorry for you. 

Once you change your philosophy, you change your thought pattern. Once you change your thought pattern, you change 
your -- your attitude. Once you change your attitude, it changes your behavior pattern and then you go on into some action. As 
long as you gotta sit-down philosophy, you’ll have a sit-down thought pattern, and as long as you think that old sit-down thought 
you’ll be in some kind of sit-down action. They’ll have you sitting in everywhere. It’s not so good to refer to what you’re going to 
do as a "sit-in." That right there castrates you. Right there it brings you down. What -- What goes with it? What -- Think of the 
image of a someone sitting. An old woman can sit. An old man can sit. A chump can sit. A coward can sit. Anything can sit. Well 
you and I been sitting long enough, and it’s time today for us to start doing some standing, and some fighting to back that up. 
When we look like -- at other parts of this earth upon which we live, we find that black, brown, red, and yellow people in Africa 
and Asia are getting their independence. They’re not getting it by singing “We Shall Overcome.” No, they’re getting it through 
nationalism. It is nationalism that brought about the independence of the people in Asia. Every nation in Asia gained its independence 
through the philosophy of nationalism. Every nation on the African continent that has gotten its independence brought it about through 
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the philosophy of nationalism. And it will take Black Nationalism -- that to bring about the freedom of 22 million Afro-Americans 
here in this country where we have suffered colonialism for the past 400 years. 

America is just as much a colonial power as England ever was. America is just as much a colonial power as France ever 
was. In fact, America is more so a colonial power than they because she’s a hypocritical colonial power behind it.   What is 20th -- 
What do you call second class citizenship? Why, that’s colonization. Second class citizenship is nothing but 20th century slavery. How 
you gonna tell me you’re a second class citizen? They don’t have second class citizenship in any other government on this earth. 
They just have slaves and people who are free. Well this country is a hypocrite. They try and make you think they set you free by 
calling you a second class citizen. No, you’re nothing but a 20th century slave. 
 
[…][23:50-32:00] I’m no politician. I’m not even a student of politics. I’m not a Republican, nor a Democrat, nor an American, and 
got sense enough to know it. I’m one of the 22 million black victims of the Democrats, one of the 22 million black victims of the 
Republicans, and one of the 22 million black victims of Americanism. And when I speak, I don’t speak as a Democrat, or a 
Republican, nor an American. I speak as a victim of America’s so-called democracy. You and I have never seen democracy; all we’
ve seen is hypocrisy. When we open our eyes today and look around America, we see America not through the eyes of someone 
who have -- who has enjoyed the fruits of Americanism, we see America through the eyes of someone who has been the victim of 
Americanism. We don’t see any American dream; we’ve experienced only the American nightmare. We haven’t benefited from America’
s democracy; we’ve only suffered from America’s hypocrisy. And the generation that’s coming up now can see it and are not afraid 
to say it. 

If you -- If you go to jail, so what? If you black, you were born in jail. If you black, you were born in jail, in the North 
as well as the South. Stop talking about the South. Long as you south of the -- Long as you south of the Canadian border, you’re 
south. Don’t call Governor Wallace a Dixie governor; Romney is a Dixie governor.  

Twenty-two million black victims of Americanism are waking up and they’re gaining a new political consciousness, becoming 
politically mature. And as they become -- develop this political maturity, they’re able to see the recent trends in these political 
elections. They see that the whites are so evenly divided that every time they vote the race is so close they have to go back and 
count the votes all over again. And that...which means that any block, any minority that has a block of votes that stick together is in 
a strategic position. Either way you go, that’s who gets it. You’re -- You're in a position to determine who will go to the White 
House and who will stay in the dog house. You’re the one who has that power. You can keep Johnson in Washington D.C., or you 
can send him back to his Texas cotton patch. You’re the one who sent Kennedy to Washington. You’re the one who put the present 
Democratic Administration in Washington D.C. The whites were evenly divided. It was the fact that you threw 80 percent of your 
votes behind the Democrats that put the Democrats in the White House. 

When you see this, you can see that the Negro vote is the key factor. And despite the fact that you are in a position to -
- to be the determining factor, what do you get out of it? The Democrats have been in Washington D.C. only because of the Negro 
vote. They’ve been down there four years, and they're -- all other legislation they wanted to bring up they brought it up and gotten 
it out of the way, and now they bring up you. And now, they bring up you. You put them first, and they put you last, 'cause you’re 
a chump, a political chump. 

In Washington D.C., in the House of Representatives, there are 257 who are Democrats; only 177 are Republican. In the 
Senate there are 67 Democrats; only 33 are Republicans. The Party that you backed controls two-thirds of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate, and still they can’t keep their promise to you, 'cause you’re a chump. Anytime you throw your 
weight behind a political party that controls two-thirds of the government, and that Party can’t keep the promise that it made to you 
during election time, and you’re dumb enough to walk around continuing to identify yourself with that Party, you’re not only a chump, 
but you’re a traitor to your race. 

And what kind of alibi do they come up with? They try and pass the buck to the Dixiecrats. Now back during the days 
when you were blind, deaf, and dumb, ignorant, politically immature, naturally you went along with that. But today as your eyes come 
open, and you develop political maturity, you’re able to see and think for yourself, and you can see that a Dixiecrat is nothing but a 
Democrat in disguise. 

You look at the structure of the government that controls this country; it’s controlled by 16 senatorial committees and 20 
congressional committees. Of the 16 senatorial committees that run the government, 10 of them are in the hands of Southern 
segregationists. Of the 20 congressional committees that run the government, 12 of them in the -- are in the hands of Southern 
segregationists. And they're going to tell you and me that the South lost the war. 

You, today, have -- are in the hands of a government of segregationists, racists, white supremacists who belong to the 
Democratic party, but disguise themselves as Dixiecrats. A Dixiecrat is nothing but a Democrat. Whoever runs the Democrats is also 
the father of the Dixiecrats, and the father of all of them is sitting in the White House. I say and I say it again: You got a 
President who’s nothing but a Southern segregationist from the state of Texas. They’ll lynch you in Texas as quick as they’ll lynch 
you in Mississippi. Only in -- in Texas they lynch you with a Texas accent; in Mississippi they lynch you with a Mississippi accent. 
And the first thing the cracker does when he comes in power, he takes all the Negro leaders and invites them for coffee to show 
that he’s alright.  
 
[14:00 in total] 
 



April 3 version - Now in speaking like this, it doesn't mean that we're anti-white, but it does mean we're anti-exploitation, we're 
anti-degradation, we're anti-oppression. And if the white man doesn't want us to be anti-him, let him stop oppressing and exploiting 
and degrading us. Whether we are Christians or Muslims or nationalists or agnostics or atheists, we must first learn to forget our 
differences. If we have differences, let us differ in the closet; when we come out in front, let us not have anything to argue about 
until we get finished arguing with the man. If the late President Kennedy could get together with Khrushchev and exchange some 
wheat, we certainly have more in common with each other than Kennedy and Khrushchev had with each other. 
 
If we don't do something real soon, I think you'll have to agree that we're going to be forced either to use the ballot or the bullet. 
It's one or the other in 1964. It isn't that time is running out - time has run out! 
 
 
Question Answer 
 
 
After leaving the Nation of Islam, 
Malcolm X wanted to solve the 
problems of black Americans by 
minimizing the differences between 
black Americans. What did he say 
was their “common problem”? 
 
 

 

 
Does Malcolm X think either the 
Democratic or Republican Party wants 
to help blacks in America? Give 
specific reasons for your answer. 

 

What does Malcolm X mean by “the 
ballot or the bullet”?  
 
Has he completely given up on the 
American political process, or does 
he think blacks can use the vote in 
a new way? 
 

 

 
Why does Malcolm X not believe in 
the methods of Martin Luther King as 
a means of social reform? 

 

 
 
What does Malcolm say about the 
philosophy of black nationalism? 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
What are the political, economic, and 
social aspects of black nationalism? 
 

 

 
Since Malcolm’s pilgrimage to Mecca, 
he softened his stance against the 
white man.  What evidence of that 
can you find in the April 3 speech? 
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BACK TO MLK: King Confronts the Black Power Movement   
 
Annotation 
After Malcolm X's violent death in February 1965, and amidst urban riots the following year, increasing numbers of black youth 
rejected Martin Luther King, Jr.'s nonviolent methods and sought a more militant approach to combating white supremacy in America – 
with the resulting riots in several northern and southern cities.   The cry of "Black Power," instead of "We Shall Overcome" and 
"Freedom Now," became the slogan of a new faction of the Civil Rights Movement. In response to Black Power advocates, King 
wrote an article for Ebony magazine that directly addressed the claims of this new movement and explained why he believed 
nonviolent protest remained the most prudent means of advancing the cause of black Americans. 

 
6 - “Nonviolence: The Only Road to Freedom,”   October 1966:  
http://teachingamericanhistory.org/library/index.asp?document=1426 
  
Directions: We will read the excerpts, and you will answer the questions that follow. 

 The year 1966 brought with it the first public challenge to the philosophy and strategy of nonviolence from within … the civil 
rights movement. Resolutions of self-defense and Black Power sounded … from our friends and brothers. At the same time riots 
erupted in several major cities… 
 Indeed, there was much talk of violence. It was the same talk we have heard … for the past ten years. It was the talk of 
fearful men, saying that they would not join the nonviolent movement because they would not remain nonviolent if attacked. Now the 
climate had shifted so that it was even more popular to talk of violence… a mere check of the statistics of casualties in the recent 
riots shows that a vast majority of persons killed in riots are Negroes… 
 I have talked with many persons in the ghettos of the North who argue eloquently for the use of violence. But I observed 
none of them in the mobs that rioted in Chicago. I have heard the street-corner preachers in Harlem and in Chicago’s Washington 
Park, but in spite of the bitterness preached and the hatred espoused, none of them has ever been able to start a riot. So far, only 
the police through their fears and prejudice have goaded our people to riot. And once the riot starts, only the police or the National 
Guard have been able to put an end to them. This demonstrates that there violent eruptions are unplanned, uncontrollable, temper 
tantrums brought on by the long-neglected poverty, humility, oppression and exploitation. Violence as a strategy for social change in 
America is nonexistent. All the sound and fury seems but the posturing of cowards whose bold talk produces no action and signifies 
nothing.  
 I am convinced that for practical as well as moral reasons, nonviolence offers the only road to freedom for my people. In 
violent warfare, one must be prepared to face ruthlessly the fact that there will be casualties by the thousands. …Anyone leading a 
violent conflict must be willing to make a … [sacrifice many] casualties to a minority population [i.e. the white] confronting a well-
armed, wealthy majority … that is capable of exterminating the entire black population and which would not hesitate … if the survival 
of the white Western materialism were at stake.    
 …This is not time for romantic illusions about freedom and empty philosophical debate. This is a time for action. What is 
needed is a strategy for change, a tactical program which will bring the Negro into the mainstream of American life as quickly as 
possible. So far, this has only been offered by the nonviolent movement.  

Our record of achievement through nonviolent action is already remarkable. The dramatic social changes which have been 
made across the South are unmatched in the annals of history. Montgomery, Albany, Birmingham and Selena have paved the way for 
untold progress. Even more remarkable is the fact that this progress occurred with a minimum of human sacrifice and loss of life. . . 
.  

The Question of Self-Defense 
 There are many people who very honestly raise the question of self-defense. This must be placed in perspective. It goes 
without saying that people will protect their homes. This is a right guaranteed by the Constitution …But the mere protection of one’s 
home and person against assault by lawless night riders does not provide any positive approach to the fears and conditions which 
produce violence…. 
 In a nonviolent demonstration, self-defense must be approached from quite another perspective. One must remember that the 
cause of the demonstration is some exploitation or form of oppression that has made it necessary for men … [to] demonstrate against 
evil… 
 It is always amusing to me when a Negro man says that he can’t demonstrate with us because if someone hit him he 
would fight back. Here is a man whose children are being plagued by rats and roaches, whose wife is robbed daily at overpriced 
ghetto food stores, who himself is working for about two-thirds the pay of a white person doing a similar job and with similar skills, 
and in spite of all this daily suffering it takes someone spitting on him and calling him a nigger to make him want to fight.  
 Conditions are such for Negroes in America that all Negroes ought to be fighting aggressively. It is as ridiculous for a Negro 
to raise the question of self-defense in relation to nonviolence as it is for a soldier on the battlefield to say his is not going to take 
any risks. He is there because he believes that the freedom of his country is worth the risk of his life. The same is true of the 
nonviolent demonstrator. He sees the misery of his people so clearly that he volunteers to suffer in their behalf and put an end to 
their plight.  



 Furthermore, it is extremely dangerous to organize a movement around self-defense. The line between defensive violence and 
aggressive or retaliatory violence is a fine line indeed. When violence is tolerated even as a means of self-defense there is a grave 
danger that in the fervor of emotion the main fight will be lost over the question of self-defense. . .  
 … Only a refusal to hate or kill can put an end to the chain of violence in the world and lead us toward a community 
where men can live together without fear…  

Strategy for Change 
 The American racial revolution has been a revolution to "get in" rather than to overthrow. We want to share in the American 
economy, the housing market, the educational system and the social opportunities. The goal itself indicates that a social change in 
America must be nonviolent.  
 If one is in search of a better job, it does not help to burn down the factory. If one needs more adequate education, 
shooting the principal will not help, or if housing is the goal, only building and construction will produce that end. To destroy anything, 
person or property, can’t bring us closer to the goal that we seek.  
 The nonviolent strategy has been to dramatize the evils of our society in such a way that pressure is brought to bear 
against those evils by the forces of good will in the community and change is produced.  
 The student sit-ins of 1960 are a classic illustration of this method. Students were denied the right to eat at a lunch 
counter, so they deliberately sat down to protest their denial. They were arrested, but this made their parents mad and so they began 
to close their charge accounts. The students continued to sit in, and this further embarrassed the city, scared away many white 
shoppers and soon produced an economic threat to the business life of the city. Amid this type of pressure, it is not hard to get 
people to agree to change.  
 So far, we have had the Constitution backing most of the demands for change, and this has made our work easier, since 
we could be sure that the federal courts would usually back up our demonstrations legally. [If we used violence] …we … [would be] 
approaching areas where the voice of the Constitution is not clear… 
 …There is no easy way to create a world where men and women can live together, where each has his own job and house 
where all children receive as much education as their minds can absorb. But if such a world is created in our lifetime, it will be 
done in the United States by Negroes and white people of good will. It will be accomplished by persons who have the courage to 
put an end to suffering by willingly suffering themselves rather than inflict suffering upon others. It will be done by rejecting the 
racism, materialism and violence that has characterized Western civilization and especially by working toward a world of brotherhood, 
cooperation and peace.  

  

Question Answer 
 
 
 
Why does King raise the issue of 
violent resistance in 1966? 
 
 

 

 
 
What does King mean when he says 
that the threat of violence as a 
strategy for civil rights or economic 
improvement is “nonexistent”? 
 
 
 

 

 
 
What practical reason does King 
mention to show that advocating 
violence on behalf of rights for 
blacks in America is not smart?  
 
 
 
 

 

 
Why does King believe that it is ‘
amusing when a negro man” talks of 
self defense? 
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Why does King believe that a focus 
on self-defense to promote progress 
for blacks is unproductive? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
According to King, what end goal of 
his civil rights movement forces him 
to resist violence? 
 
 
 

 

 
 
What constitutional considerations 
does King argue on behalf of 
nonviolence? 
 
 

 

 

7 - Back to advocates of self-defense: 

Although many civil rights activists believed in Dr. King’s vision of nonviolent resistance, local people throughout the South had been 
practicing armed self-defense for years. During the Jim Crow period, African Americans in the South used weapons to protect 
themselves from racist attacks. The practice of self-defense continued throughout the South during the civil rights movement.  

Bob Moses, SNCC organizer in Mississippi - Quoted in a book by Charles Payne, entitled I’ve Got the Light of Freedom: The 
Organizing Tradition and the Mississippi Freedom Struggle.  The Publisher’s name was the University of California Press (which is 
located in Berkeley, California), it was published in 2007, and is taken from p. 204-205. 
 

    “I don’t know if anyone in Mississippi preached to local Negroes that they shouldn’t defend themselves… 
Probably the closest is when I asked Mr. E.W. Steptoe not to carry guns when we go together at night. So 
instead, he just hides his gun and then I find out later… Self-defense is so deeply ingrained in rural southern 
American that we as a small group can’t affect it. It’s not contradictory for a farmer to say he’s nonviolent 
and also to pledge to shoot a marauder’s head off. The difference is that we on staff have committed 
ourselves to not carry guns.” 

Charles Evers, NAACP leader in Claiborne County, Mississippi - - Quoted in an autobiography by Charles Evers entitled Have No 
Fear: The Charles Evers Story Berkeley.  The publisher is John Wiley & Sons Inc. (located in New York), it was published in 
1997, and is taken from p.36. 
 

    “I don’t know what the Lord told Martin Luther King, but the Lord’s never once told me to turn the other cheek… 
I don’t consider when you defend yourself, violent. You got a right to defend yourself.” 

Robert F. Williams, Mississippi activist who organized armed self-defense groups against KKK attacks in 1957.  Quoted in a book 
written by Robert F. Williams entitled Negroes with Guns.  The Publisher is Maranzi & Munsell (which is in New York), it was 
published in 1962, and is taken from p. 23. 



    “A man cannot have human dignity if he allows himself to be abused; to be kicked and beaten to the ground, 
to allow his wife and children to be attacked, refusing to defend them on the basis that he’s so pious, so self-
righteous, that it would demean his personality if he fought back.” 

Robert F. Williams (ibid., p. 46). 

    “The Afro-American militant is a ‘militant’ because he defends himself, his family, his home, and his dignity. He 
does not introduce violence into a racist social system – the violence is already there, and has always been there. It 
is precisely this unchallenged violence that allows a racist social system to perpetuate itself. When people say that 
they are opposed to Negroes ‘resorting to violence’ what they really mean is that they are opposed to Negroes 
defending themselves and challenging the exclusive monopoly of violence practiced by white racists.” 

Summarize/Characterize each quote Answer 
 
Moses 
 
 
 

 

Evers 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
Williams 
 
 

 

 
 
Williams 
 
 

 

 

8 - Back to MLK: 

This defense of nonviolent resistance appeared in Liberation as a response to an essay by North Carolina NAACP leader Robert F. 
Williams that challenged the strategy of “turn-the-other-cheekism” in the face of racist terror.  In his September article (that MLK 
was responding to), Williams had argued that “nonviolence is a very potent weapon when the opponent is civilized, but nonviolence 
is no match or repellent for a sadist.” (I.e. referring to the white supremacist) 

Directions: We will read the excerpts, and you will answer the questions that follow. 

Dr. Martin Luther King Jr., from “The Social Organization of Nonviolence,” October 1959.  
http://kingencyclopedia.stanford.edu/encyclopedia/documentsentry/the_social_organization_of_nonviolence.1.ht
ml 

…one must be clear that there are three different views on the subject of violence. One is the approach of pure nonviolence, which 
cannot readily or easily attract large masses, for it requires extraordinary discipline and courage. The second is violence exercised in 
self-defense, which all societies, from the most primitive to the most cultured and civilized, accept as moral and legal. The principle 
of self-defense, even involving weapons and bloodshed, has never been condemned, even by Gandhi, who sanctioned it for those 
unable to master pure nonviolence.  The third is the advocacy of violence as a tool of advancement, organized as in warfare, 
deliberately and consciously. To this tendency many Negroes are being tempted today. There are incalculable perils in this approach. 
… The greatest danger is that it will fail to attract Negroes to a real collective struggle, and will confuse the large uncommitted 
middle group, which as yet has not supported either side. Further, it will mislead Negroes into the belief that this is the only path 
and place them as a minority in a position where they confront a far larger adversary than it is possible to defeat in this form of 
combat. When the Negro uses force in self-defense he does not forfeit support--he may even win it, by the courage and self-
respect it reflects. When he seeks to initiate violence he provokes questions about the necessity for it, and inevitably is blamed for its 
consequences. It is unfortunately true that however the Negro acts, his struggle will not be free of violence initiated by his enemies, 
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and he will need ample courage and willingness to sacrifice to defeat this manifestation of violence. But if he seeks it and organizes 
it, he cannot win.  

Question Answer 
 
 
 
What does MLK advocate that seems 
to contradict his historical legacy? 
Explain. 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
What 3-4 reasons does MLK offer 
in opposition to “the advocacy of 
violence as a tool of advancement?” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
How do you think Malcolm X and 
Black Power advocates would 
respond? 
 
 

 

 
What does this imply about how 
MLK feels about “black nationalism,” 
or the type of self-defense that the 
Black Nationalists advocate?  In 
other words, what does he think it’s 
too close to advocating -- or at 
least, gives the appearance to be 
close to advocating? 

 

 

9 – Malcolm X “Oxford Union Debate,” (December 3, 1964) 
http://malcolmxfiles.blogspot.ca/2013/07/oxford-union-debate-december-3-1964.html 
 
Malcolm at Oxford University represented the most comprehensive, best articulated, and clearest sense of his personal and political 
vision on the future of race relations – not only as a domestic concern, but also a global one.  Oxford and its audience were 
interactive, at times combative, and challenging in terms of a venue that demanded not only a passion and skill, but grace, precision, 
and substantive argument.  He Oxford address certainly contained a number of elements from Malcolm’s old racial narratives, but it 
largely was rooted in the future, on in which Malcolm was increasingly open to a revolutionary politics absent of rigid separationist 
ideas he had advocated in the past.  The Oxford speech suggests a pivotal moment in human history, as the majority of the world’s 
population begins to unyoke itself from colonial rule (Africa, Asia).  The demands of the future, rather than a mere articulation of the 
past, brought out the very best of Malcolm X – and it happened in Oxford.  In this most basic sense, the speech represents what 
can only be called the lost jewel of the American civil rights movement.  It is precisely because in that moment – one Dr. King 



would step into in 1967 and 1968 (when he came out publicly against the Vietnam War) – the nature of America’s racial 
challenges could no longer stand on their own.  They had to be wed to the greater struggle for human dignity on a global scale.  
The Oxford speech is a thirty minute exposition that is perhaps the best encapsulation of Malcolm X’s ultimate views on race, 
American politics, and what can only be called universal human rights.  While clearly Malcolm’s politics were evolving and we cannot 
know for certain whether, let alone where, his ideology might have taken root, it is difficult to deny that he and Dr. King did not 
differ to the degree our memory seems to argue.  And by virtue of his posture at Oxford, his humor and evident pleasure in 
delivering the speech – even down to receiving Berkley’s barbs – he appears content.  In this respect, Oxford offers a unique window 
into Malcom’s personal and overwhelmingly private disposition.  In this moment, one that briefly punctured his own self-aware 
confrontation with death (i.e. he felt that death was near! And he was assassinated soon after), Malcolm X appears happy.  Finally, 
this speech strongly suggests that Malcolm X was seeking to organize a black human rights movement not only in America, the 
Middle East, or Africa, but in cities such as Paris, London, and Amsterdam as well.  It shows Malcolm X moving beyond Black 
Nationalism, while at the same time remaining militant, but also rejecting the notion or whiteness, and accordingly, blackness.  As you 
will see, Malcolm was attempting to convince the world that moving past the construct of race – a notion more radical, and arguably 
more intellectual than integration (which to Malcolm, was only a method on the road to moving past race) – was the only true and 
worthwhile goal.  To help us remember this speech – and Malcolm’s (and, as you will see, Dr. King’s – attempt to tackle the nature 
of modern inequality, it may help to listen to something Malcolm told Simon Malley of Jeune Afrique shortly before his death – “I’m a 
Muslim, but I know that it’s not in the mosques that will win: it’s in the streets and the cities, side by side with those who, whites 
included, want to rid the country of the racism that is eating it away.  I too, was a racist, but I learned and understood.” (For 
citation purposes that last quote was from an article called “Who Killed Malcolm X?” and dated March 7, 1965) 

 
Mr. Chairman, tonight is the first night that I’ve have ever had opportunity to be as near to conservatives as I am. And the speaker 
who preceded me, first I want to thank you for the invitation to come here to the Oxford Union, the speaker who preceded me is 
one of the best excuses that I know to prove our point concerning the necessity, sometimes, of extremism, in defense of liberty, why 
it is no vice, and why moderation in the pursuit of justice is no virtue. I don’t say that about him personally, but that type. He’s 
right, X is not my real name, but if you study history you’ll find why no black man in the western hemisphere knows his real name. 
Some of his ancestors kidnapped our ancestors from Africa, and took us into the western hemisphere and sold us there. And our 
names were stripped from us and so today we don’t know who we really are. I am one of those who admit it and so I just put X 
up there to keep from wearing his name. 
 
And as far as this apartheid charge that he attributed to me is concerned, evidently he has been misinformed. I don’t believe in any 
form of apartheid, I don’t believe in any form of segregation, I don’t believe in any form of racialism. But at the same time, I don’t 
endorse a person as being right just because his skin is white, and often times when you find people like this, I mean that type, 
when a man whom they have been taught is below them has the nerve or firmness to question some of their philosophy or some of 
their conclusions, usually they put that label on us, a label that is only designed to project an image which the public will find 
distasteful. I am a Muslim, if there is something wrong with that then I stand condemned. My religion is Islam I believe in Allah, I 
believe in Mohammed as the apostle of Allah, I believe in brotherhood, of all men, but I don’t believe in brotherhood with anybody 
who’s not ready to practice brotherhood with our people. 
 
I just take time to make these few things clear because I find that one of the, and I imagine my good friend...or rather that type 
from the west...one of the tricks of the west is to use or create images, they create images of a person who doesn’t go along with 
their views and then they make certain that this image is distasteful, and then anything that that person has to say from thereon, 
from thereon in, is rejected. And this is a policy that has been practiced pretty well, pretty much by the west, it perhaps would have 
been practiced by others had they been in power, but during recent centuries the west has been in power and they have created the 
images, and they’ve used these images quite skillfully and quite successfully, that’s why today we need a little extremism in order to 
straighten a very nasty situation out, or very extremely nasty situation out. 
 
I think the only way one can really determine whether extremism in the defense of liberty is justified, is not to approach it as an 
American or a European or an African or an Asian, but as a human being. If we look upon it as different types immediately we 
begin to think in terms of extremism being good for one and bad for another, or bad for one and good for another. But if we look 
upon it, if we look upon ourselves as human beings, I doubt that anyone will deny that extremism, in defense of liberty, the liberty of 
any human being, is a value. Anytime anyone is enslaved, or in any way deprived of his liberty, if that person is a human being, as 
far as I am concerned he is justified to resort to whatever methods necessary to bring about his liberty again. 
 
But most people usually think, in terms of extremism, as something that is relative, related to someone they know or something that 
they’ve heard of, I don’t think they look upon extremism by itself, or all alone. They apply it to something. A good example—and one 
of the reasons that this can’t be too well understood today—many people who have been in positions of power in the past don’t 
realize that the power, the centers of power, are changing. When you’re in a position of power for a long time you get used to 
using your yardstick, and you take it for granted that because you’ve forced your yardstick on others, that everyone is still using the 
same yardstick. So that your definition of extremism usually applies to everyone, but nowadays times are changing, and the center of 
power is changing. People in the past who weren’t in a position to have a yardstick or use a yardstick of their own are using their 
own yardstick now. You use one and they use another. In the past when the oppressor had one stick and the oppressed used that 
same stick, today the oppressed are sort of shaking the shackles and getting yardsticks of their own, so when they say extremism 
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they don’t mean what you do, and when you say extremism you don’t mean what they do. There are entirely two different meanings. 
And when this is understood I think you can better understand why those who are using methods of extremism are being driven to 
them. 
 
A good example is the Congo. When the people who are in power want to, again, create an image to justify something that’s bad, 
they use the press. And they’ll use the press to create a humanitarian image, for a devil, or a devil image for a humanitarian. 
They’ll take a person whose a victim of the crime, and make it appear he’s the criminal, and they’ll take the criminal and make it 
appear that he’s the victim of the crime. And the Congo situation is one of the best examples that I can cite right now to point this 
out. The Congo situation is a nasty example of how a country because it is in power, can take its press and make the world accept 
something that’s absolutely criminal. They take pilots that they say are American trained, and this automatically lends respectability to 
them, and then they will call them anti-Castro Cubans, and that’s supposed to add to their respectability, and eliminate that fact that 
they’re dropping bombs on villages where they have no defense whatsoever against such planes, blowing to bits black women, 
Congolese women, Congolese children, Congolese babies, this is extremism, but it is never referred to as extremism because it is 
endorsed by the west, it is financed by America, it’s made respectable by America, and that kind of extremism is never labeled as 
extremism. Because it’s not extremism in defense of liberty, and if it is extremism in defense of liberty as this type just pointed out, 
it is extremism in defense of liberty for the wrong type of people. 
 
I am not advocating that kind of extremism, that’s cold blooded murder. But the press is used to make that cold blooded murder 
appear as an act of humanitarianism. They take it one step farther and get a man named Tshombe, who is a murderer, they refer to 
him as the premier, or prime minister of the Congo, to lend respectability to him, he’s actually the murderer of the rightful Prime 
Minister of the Congo, they never mention this. 
 
I’m not for extremism in defense of that kind of liberty, or that kind of activity. They take this man, who’s a murderer, and the world 
recognizes his as a murderer, but they make him the prime minister, he becomes a paid murderer, a paid killer, who is propped up 
by American dollars. And to show the degree to which he is a paid killer the first thing he does is go to South Africa and hire more 
killers and bring them into the Congo. They give them the glorious name of mercenary, which means a hired killer, not someone that 
is killing for some kind of patriotism or some kind of ideal, but a man who is a paid killer, a hired killer. And one of the leaders of 
them is right from this country here, and he’s glorified as a soldier of fortune when he’s shooting down little black women, and black 
babies, and black children. I’m not for that kind of extremism, I’m for the kind of extremism that those who are being destroyed by 
those bombs and destroyed by those hired killers, are able to put forth to thwart it. They will risk their lives at any cost, they will 
sacrifice their lives at any cost, against that kind of criminal activity. I am for the kind of extremism that the freedom fighters in the 
Stanleyville regime are able to display against these hired killers, who are actually using some of my tax dollars which I have to pay 
up in the United States, to finance that operation over there. We’re not for that kind of extremism. 
 
… 
 
Questioner 1: What exactly sort of extremism would you consider the killing of missionaries? 
 
Malcolm X: …I don’t encourage any act of murder nor do I glorify in anyone’s death, but I do think that when the white public uses 
its press to magnify the fact that there are lives of white hostages at stake, they don’t say “hostages,” every paper says “white 
hostages.” They give me the impression that they attach more importance to a white hostage and a white death, than they do the 
death of a human being, despite the color of his skin. I feel forced to make that point clear, that I’m not for any indiscriminate 
killing, nor does the death of so many people go by me without creating some kind of emotion. But I think that white people are 
making the mistake, and if they read their own newspapers they will have to agree that they, in clear cut language, make a 
distinction between the type of dying according to the color of the skin. And when you begin thinking in terms of death being death, 
no matter what type of human being it is, then we all will probably be able to sit down as human beings and get rid of this 
extremism and moderation. But as long as the situation exists as it is, we’re going to need some extremism, and I think some of 
you will need some moderation too. 
 
…One of the reasons that I think it is necessary for me to clarify my own point, personally, I was in a conversation with a student 
here, on the campus, yesterday, and she, after we were, I think we had coffee or dinner or something, there were several of us, I 
have to add that in for those minds of yours that run astray. And she asked me, she told me that “We’ll I’m surprised that you’re 
not what I expected,” and I said what do you mean. And she said “well I was looking for your horns”, and so I told her I have 
them, but I keep them hidden, unless someone draws them out. As my friend, or that type, it takes certain types to draw them out. 
And this is actually true, usually when a person is looked upon as an extremist, anything that person does in your eyesight is 
extreme. On the other hand, if a person is looked upon as conservative, just about anything they do is conservative. And this again 
comes through the manipulating of images. When they want you to think of a certain area or certain group as involved in actions of 
extremism, the first thing they do is project that person in the image of an extremist. And then anything he does from then on is 
extreme, you know it doesn’t make any difference whether it is right or wrong, as far as your concerned if the image is wrong, 
whatever they do is wrong. And this has been done by the western press, and also by the American press, and it has been picked 



up by the English press and the European press. Whenever any black man in America shows signs of an uncompromising attitude, 
against the injustices that he experiences daily, and shows no tendency whatsoever to compromise with it, then the American press 
characterizes him as a radical, as an extremist someone who’s irresponsible, or as a rabble-rouser or someone who doesn’t 
rationalize in dealing with the problem. 
 
Question: I wonder if you could consider, just briefly, ah, that you have projected, rather successfully, a quite upsetting image of a 
“type”. 
 
Malcolm X: It depends on what angle [booing against questioner], no let the gentleman bring out his point. It depends on which 
angle you look at it sir. I never try and hide what I am. 
 
Question: I am referring to your treatment of the previous speaker. 
 
Malcolm X: You are referring to my treatment of the previous speaker? You make my point! That as long as a white man does it, 
it’s alright, a black man is supposed to have no feelings. But when a black man strikes back he’s an extremist, he’s supposed to sit 
passively and have no feelings, be nonviolent, and love his enemy no matter what kind of attack, verbal or otherwise, he’s supposed 
to take it. But if he stands up in any way and tries to defend himself, then he’s an extremist. 
 
No, I think that the speaker who preceded me is getting exactly what he asked for. My reason for believing in extremism, intelligently 
directed extremism, extremism in defense of liberty, extremism in quest of justice, is because I firmly believe in my heart, that the day 
that the black man takes an uncompromising step, and realizes that he’s within his rights, when his own freedom is being 
jeopardized, to use any means necessary to bring about his freedom, or put a halt to that injustice, I don’t think he’ll be by himself. 
I live in America where there are only 22 million blacks against probably 160 million whites. One of the reasons that I am in no 
way reluctant or hesitant to do whatever is necessary to see that black people do something to protect themselves, I honestly believe 
that the day that they do, many whites will have more respect for them, and there’ll be more whites on their side than there are 
now on their side with these little wishy-washy “love thy enemy” approach that they have been using up until now. And if I am 
wrong than you are racialist. 
 
As I said earlier, in my conclusion, I’m a Muslim. I believe in Allah, I believe in Mohammed, I believe in all of the prophets, I 
believe in fasting, prayer, charity, and that which is incumbent on a Muslim to fulfill in order to be a Muslim. In April I was fortunate 
to make the Hajj to Mecca, and went back again in September, to try and carry out my religious functions and requirements, but at 
the same time that I believe in that religion, I have to point out that I am an American Negro. And I live in a society whose social 
system is based upon the castration of the black man, whose political system is based upon castration of the black man, and whose 
economy is based upon the castration of the black man. 
 
A society which, in 1964, has more subtle, deceptive, deceitful methods to make the rest of the world think that it’s cleaning up its 
house, while at the same time, the same things are happening to us in 1964 that happened in 1954, 1924 and 1884. They 
came up with a civil rights bill in 1964, supposedly to solve our problem, and after the bill was signed, three civil rights workers 
were murdered in cold blood. And the FBI head, Hoover, admits that they know who did it, they’ve known ever since it happened, 
and they’ve done nothing about it. Civil rights bill down the drain. No matter how many bills pass, black people in that country, 
where I’m from, still our lives are not worth two cents. And the government has shown its inability, or either it’s unwillingness to do 
whatever is necessary to protect black property where the black citizen is concerned. So my contention is that whenever a people 
come to the conclusion that the government, which they have supported, proves itself unwilling, or proves itself unable to protect our 
lives and protect our property, because we have the wrong color skin, we are not human beings unless we ourselves band together and 
do whatever, however, whenever, is necessary to see that our lives and our property is protected, and I doubt that any person in here 
would refuse to do the same thing if he were in the same position, or I should say were he in the same condition. 
 
Just one step farther to see if I am justified in this stance, and I am speaking as a black man from America which is a racist 
society, no matter how much you hear it talk about democracy it’s as racist as South Africa or as racist as Portugal or as racist as 
any other racialist society on this earth. The only difference between it and South Africa, South Africa preaches separation and 
practices separation, America preaches integration and practices segregation. This is the only difference, they don’t practice what they 
preach, whereas South Africa practices and preaches the same thing. I have more respect for a man who lets me know where he 
stands, even if he’s wrong, than the one comes up like an angel and is nothing but a devil. 
 
The system of government that America has consists of committees, there are sixteen senatorial committees that govern the country 
and twenty congressional committees. Ten of the sixteen senatorial committees are in the hands of southern racialists, senators who 
are racialists. Thirteen of the twenty, this is before the last election I think it is even more so now, ten of the sixteen senatorial 
committees are in the hands of senators who are southern racialists, thirteen of the twenty congressional committees were in the 
hands of southern congressmen who are racialists. Which means out of the thirty-six committees that govern the foreign and domestic 
direction of that government, twenty-three are in the hands of southern racialists. Men who in no way believe in the equality of man. 
And men who do anything within their power to see that the black man never gets to the same seat, or to the same level that 
they’re on. The reason that these men, from that area, have that type of power is because America has a seniority system, and 
these who have this seniority have been there longer than anyone else because the black people in the areas where they live, can’t 
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vote. And it is only because the black man is deprived of his vote that puts these men in positions of power that gives them such 
influence in the government beyond their actual intellectual or political ability, or even beyond the number of people from the areas 
that they represent.  
 
So we can see, in that country, that no matter what the federal government professes to be doing, the power of the federal 
government lies in these committees and any time a black man or any type of legislation is proposed to benefit the black man, or 
give the black man his just due, we find that it is locked up in these committees right here. And when they let something through 
these committees, usually it is so chopped up and fixed up that by the time it becomes law, it is a law that can’t be enforced. 
 
Another example is the Supreme Court’s desegregation decision that was handed down in 1954. This is a law, and they have not 
been able to implement this law in New York City or in Boston or in Cleveland or Chicago or the northern cities. And my contention 
is that any time you have a country, supposedly a democracy, supposedly the “land of the free and the home of the brave,” and it 
can’t enforce laws, even in the northern most cosmopolitan and progressive part of it, that will benefit a black man, if those laws 
can’t be enforced, how much heart do you think we will get when they pass some civil rights legislation which only involves more 
laws. If they can’t enforce this law, they’ll never enforce those laws. 
 
So my contention is, we are faced with a racialistic society, a society in which they are deceitful, deceptive, and the only way we 
can bring about a change is speak the language that they understand. The racialists never understands a peaceful language, the 
racialists never understands the nonviolent language, the racialist has spoken his type of language to us for over four hundred years. 
We have been the victim of his brutality, we are the ones who face his dogs, who tear the flesh from our limbs, only because we 
want to enforce the Supreme Court decision. We are the ones who have our skulls crushed, not by the Ku Klux Klan, but by 
policeman, all because we want to enforce what they call the Supreme Court decision. We are the ones upon whom water hoses are 
turned on, practically so hard that it rips the clothes from our back, not men, but the clothes from the backs of women and children, 
you’ve seen it yourself. All because we want to enforce what they call the law. Well any time you live in a society supposedly and it 
doesn’t enforce its own laws, because the color of a man’s skin happens to be wrong, then I say those people are justified to resort 
to any means necessary to bring about justice where the government can’t give them justice. 
 
I don’t believe in any form of unjustified extremism. But I believe that when a man is exercising extremism, a human being is exercising 
extremism, in defense of liberty for human beings, it’s no vice. And when one is moderate in the pursuit of justice for human beings, I 
say he’s a sinner. 
 
And I might add in my conclusion, in fact, America is one of the best examples, when you read its history, about extremism. Ol’ 
Patrick Henry said “liberty of death”—that’s extremism. 
 
I read once, passingly, about a man named Shakespeare. I only read about him passingly, but I remember one thing he wrote, that 
kind of moved me. He put it in the mouth of Hamlet, I think it was, who said “to be or not to be”. He was in doubt about 
something. Whether it was nobler, in the mind of man, to suffer the slings and arrows of outrageous fortune— moderation—or to take 
up arms against the sea of troubles and, by opposing, end them. And I go for that; if you take up arms you’ll end it, but if you sit 
around and wait for the one who is in power to make up his mind that he should end it, you’ll be waiting a long time. And in my 
opinion, the young generation of whites, blacks, browns, whatever else there is, you’re living at a time of extremism, a time of 
revolution, a time when there’s got to be a change, people in power have misused it, and now there has to be a change. And a 
better world has to be built and the only way it’s going to be built is with extreme methods. And I, for one, will join in with 
anyone—don’t care what color you are—as long as you want to change this miserable condition that exists on this earth. Thank you. 
 
Question Answer 
 
 
 
Malcolm X, in the second paragraph, 
clarifies his thoughts on racial 
separation? Explain 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 
 
Also, Malcolm X, in the second 
paragraph, finds is necessary to 
defend himself from the previous 
speaker.  Explain. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
According to Malcolm X, in the third 
paragraph, what does the “West” do 
to those whose opinions fall outside 
acceptable bounds? 
 
 

 

 
Malcolm X, in the fourth paragraph, 
describes how he thinks the West 
defines “radicalism” (acceptable and 
not) and how he gets past that?  
Explain. 

 

 
Relatedly, in the fifth through eighth 
paragraphs, how does Malcolm 
contest the “Western” conception of 
extremism? 

 

 
In Malcom X’s response to the first 
question, what does he claim is the 
double standard regarding the death 
of certain human beings versus 
others?   
 
How does he use himself as an 
example? 
 
 
 
 

 

 
How does Malcolm X’s response to 
the second question reinforce his 
response to the first question? 
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In Malcolm X’s response to the 
second question, what does he think 
will be the result of what he calls 
“intelligently directed extremism?” 

 

 
What does Malcolm X mean when 
he states “And if I am wrong than 
you are racialist.”? 
 

 

 
Also in response to the second 
question, how does Malcolm X 
express his frustration with the state 
of the civil rights movement? 

 

 
How does Malcolm X think that the 
United States compares to apartheid 
South Africa? 

 

 
Why does Malcolm X discuss the 
“committee” process in the United 
States congress? 

 

 
What does Malcolm X mean when 
he argues that negroes in the United 
States must speak the language of 
the white man? 

 

 
Why does Malcolm X think that 
extremism is justified in the case of 
the Civil Rights Movement?  How 
does he use “white” history to 
support his claim? 

 



 
How does Malcolm X use 
Shakespeare to support his entire 
thesis? 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Now – to warm up to the next few pieces we will read, let’s watch 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Wwy7pWvO3p0 

To warm up more: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NyYdKD0af78 

9 –MLK on rioting: 

 

Here's What Martin Luther King Jr. Really Thought About Urban Riots 

—By Allie Gross | Wed Apr. 29, 2015  

Since the death of Freddie Gray at the hands of Baltimore police, many commentators have stressed the need for peaceful protests, 
while others have expressed empathy for the violent unrest that soon followed. It wasn't long before some in the former camp invoked 
the ideas of an iconic civil rights leader: "I just want to hear you say there should be peaceful protests, not violent protests, in the 
tradition of Martin Luther King," Wolf Blitzer told DeRay McKesson, an activist and community organizer he interviewed on CNN on 
Tuesday. 

But what did MLK really think about urban riots? "They may be deplored, but they are there and should be understood," King said 
in a speech at the American Psychology Associations' annual convention in Washington, DC, in September 1967. Here's what else 
he had to say: 

 

Urban riots must now be recognized as durable social phenomena. They may be deplored, but they are there 
and should be understood. Urban riots are a special form of violence. They are not insurrections. The rioters 
are not seeking to seize territory or to attain control of institutions. They are mainly intended to shock the white 
community. They are a distorted form of social protest. The looting which is their principal feature serves many 
functions. It enables the most enraged and deprived Negro to take hold of consumer goods with the ease the 
white man does by using his purse. Often the Negro does not even want what he takes; he wants the 
experience of taking. But most of all, alienated from society and knowing that this society cherishes property 
above people, he is shocking it by abusing property rights. There are thus elements of emotional catharsis in 
the violent act. This may explain why most cities in which riots have occurred have not had a repetition, even 
though the causative conditions remain. It is also noteworthy that the amount of physical harm done to white 
people other than police is infinitesimal and in Detroit whites and Negroes looted in unity. 

A profound judgment of today's riots was expressed by Victor Hugo a century ago. He said, 'If a soul is left in 
the darkness, sins will be committed. The guilty one is not he who commits the sin, but he who causes the 
darkness.' 

The policymakers of the white society have caused the darkness; they create discrimination; they structured 
slums; and they perpetuate unemployment, ignorance and poverty. It is incontestable and deplorable that 
Negroes have committed crimes; but they are derivative crimes. They are born of the greater crimes of the 
white society. When we ask Negroes to abide by the law, let us also demand that the white man abide by 
law in the ghettos. Day-in and day-out he violates welfare laws to deprive the poor of their meager allotments; 
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he flagrantly violates building codes and regulations; his police make a mockery of law; and he violates laws 
on equal employment and education and the provisions for civic services. The slums are the handiwork of a 
vicious system of the white society; Negroes live in them but do not make them any more than a prisoner 
makes a prison. Let us say boldly that if the violations of law by the white man in the slums over the years 
were calculated and compared with the law-breaking of a few days of riots, the hardened criminal would be 
the white man. These are often difficult things to say but I have come to see more and more that it is 
necessary to utter the truth in order to deal with the great problems that we face in our society. 

Question Answer 
 
 
 
How does MLK feel about rioting? 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
According to MLK, what is the 
purpose of African  American 
rioting? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Why does MLK use a quote from 
Victor Hugo? 
 
 

 

 
List the examples MLK provides of 
the ways in which “the policymakers 
of the white society” have caused 
the “darkness?” 

 

 

10 – Still not leaving MLK: 

 

What Martin Luther King Jr Really Thought About Riots 
Lily Rothman April 28, 2015      

As the city of Baltimore is shaken by riots in the wake of peaceful protests over the death of Freddie Gray, observers have had 
cause to reflect on the relationship between nonviolent and violent demonstration. In particular, one quote from Martin Luther King, Jr., 
has become a touchstone for those who seek to understand why those individuals have taken to the streets: “A riot,” King said, “is 
the language of the unheard.” 



The quote is often traced to 1968, but it was actually a frequent rhetorical turn for King, appearing years earlier than that. In 1966, 
for example, in a Sept. 27 interview, King was questioned by CBS’ Mike Wallace about the “increasingly vocal minority” who 
disagreed with his devotion to non-violence as a tactic. In that interview, King admitted there was such a minority, though he said 
that surveys had shown most black Americans were on his side. “And I contend that the cry of ‘black power’ is, at bottom, a 
reaction to the reluctance of white power to make the kind of changes necessary to make justice a reality for the Negro,” King said. 
“I think that we’ve got to see that a riot is the language of the unheard. And, what is it that America has failed to hear? It has 
failed to hear that the economic plight of the Negro poor has worsened over the last few years.” 

…The following year (1968), in delivering his “The Other America” speech at Stanford University, King returned to his idea about 
what goes unheard: 

…I think America must see that riots do not develop out of thin air. Certain conditions continue to exist 
in our society which must be condemned as vigorously as we condemn riots. But in the final analysis, 
a riot is the language of the unheard. And what is it that America has failed to hear? It has failed to 
hear that the plight of the Negro poor has worsened over the last few years. It has failed to hear that 
the promises of freedom and justice have not been met. And it has failed to hear that large segments 
of white society are more concerned about tranquility and the status quo than about justice, equality, 
and humanity. And so in a real sense our nation’s summers of riots are caused by our nation’s winters 
of delay. And as long as America postpones justice, we stand in the position of having these 
recurrences of violence and riots over and over again. Social justice and progress are the absolute 
guarantors of riot prevention. 

King’s point, though subtle, is clear. He does not support violent tactics, including riots, but he argues that the way to stop citizens 
from rioting is to acknowledge and fix the conditions that they are rioting against…King also makes the point that those who talk 
about riots being counterproductive because they caused white backlash are missing the whole picture. “It may well be that shouts of 
Black Power and riots in Watts and the Harlems and the other areas, are the consequences of the white backlash rather than the 
cause of them,” he said. Even as major steps forward were taken, steps backward—the backlash, often harder to pin down—were 
constantly on the horizon. Desegregation was the law of the land and the Civil Rights Act had been passed, but economic inequality 
and racism were alive and well [I.E. THE NEW CONTEXT!!!!!]. The result was, he posited, despair. Despair is linked to anger, and 
thus to riots. 

A few months later, in April of 1968, King was assassinated. Some citizens in cities across the country reacted with what TIME 
called a “shock wave of looting, arson and outrage.”  Those cities included Baltimore. 

Question Answer 
 
 
 
According to MLK, his message still 
resonates with the black community 
more so than the message of “black 
power.”  To what, then, does he 
attribute some of the success of the 
“black power” movement? 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
Paraphrase – in bullets – the 1968 
quote from MLK. 
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How does  MLK respond to the 
argument that rioting by blacks 
causes white backlash? 
 
 

 

11 – Dr. Martin Luther King, a speech called “A Time to Break the Silence, April 4, 1967. 

On April 4, 1967, exactly one year before his assassination, Martin Luther King Jr. delivered a speech in New York City on the 
occasion of his becoming Co-Chairman of Clergy and Laymen Concerned About Vietnam (subsequently renamed Clergy and Laity 
Concerned.) Titled “Beyond Vietnam,” it was his first major speech on the war in Vietnam— what the Vietnamese aptly call the 
American War. In these excerpts, King links the escalating U.S. commitment to that war with its abandonment of the commitment to 
social justice at home. His call for a “shift from a ‘thing-oriented’ society to a ‘person-oriented’ society” and for us to “struggle for a 
new world” has acquired even greater urgency than when he issued it decades ago.  To be sure, King was somewhat criticized for 
coming out against the Vietnam War.  Many asked why he would feel the need to go public, considering, they thought, that it would 
take away from his message of racial equality at home.  King anticipated their condemnation, and responded to his critics in his 
introduction: “when I hear them, though I often understand the source of their concern, I am nevertheless greatly saddened, for such 
questions mean that the inquirers have not really known me, my commitment or my calling. Indeed, their questions suggest that they 
do not know the world in which they live…”  King meant that the Vietnam was part of a larger, very militaristic, national malady, the 
effects of which hurt folks – white and non-white – all over the world.  In this speech, he was trying to “save the soul of America.”  
To him, there was a connection between the decision makers of the United States and their tendency to turn a blind eye toward the 
true suffering of the Vietnamese people, and the suffering of Americans back home.    

Now, it should be incandescently clear that no one who has any concern for the integrity and life of America today can ignore the 
present war. If America’s soul becomes totally poisoned, part of the autopsy must read Vietnam. It can never be saved so long as it 
destroys the deepest hopes of men the world over. So it is that those of us who are yet determined that “America will be” are led 
down the path of protest and dissent, working for the health of our land. … 

The war in Vietnam is but a symptom of a far deeper malady within the American spirit, and if we ignore this sobering reality we 
will find our-selves organizing Clergy and Laymen Concerned committees for the next generation. They will be concerned about 
Guatemala and Peru. They will be concerned about Thailand and Cambodia.  They will be concerned about Mozambique and South 
Africa.  We will be marching for these and a dozen other names and attending rallies without end unless there is a significant and 
profound change in American life and policy. … 

In 1957 a sensitive American official overseas said that it seemed to him that our nation was on the wrong side of a world 
revolution. During the past 10 years we have seen emerge a pattern of suppression which now has justified the presence of U.S. 
military “advisors” in Venezuela.  This need to maintain social stability for our investments accounts for the counter-revolutionary 
action of American forces in Guatemala.  It tells why American helicopters are being used against guerrillas in Cambodia and why 
American napalm and Green Beret forces have already been active against rebels in Peru. It is with such activity that the words of 
the late John F. Kennedy come back to haunt us. Five years ago he said, “Those who make peaceful revolution impossible will 
make violent revolution inevitable.” [applause] Increasingly, by choice or by accident, this is the role our nation has taken, the role of 
those who make peaceful revolution impossible by refusing to give up the privileges and the pleasures that come from the immense 
profits of overseas investments. I am convinced that if we are to get on the right side of the world revolution, we as a nation must 
undergo a radical revolution of values. We must rapidly begin the shift from a “thing-oriented” society to a “person-oriented” society. 
When machines and computers, profit motives and property rights are considered more important than people, the giant triplets of racism, 
materialism, and militarism are incapable of being conquered. …  

True compassion is more than flinging a coin to a beggar; It comes to see that an edifice which produces beggars needs restructuring. 
A true revolution of values will soon look uneasily on the glaring contrast of poverty and wealth. With righteous indignation, it will look 
across the seas and see individual capitalists of the West investing huge sums of money in Asia, Africa, and South America, only to 
take the profits out with no concern for the social betterment of the countries, and say: “This is not just.” It will look at our alliance 
with the landed gentry of Latin America and say: “This is not just.” The Western arrogance of feeling that it has everything to teach 
others and nothing to learn from them is not just.  A true revolution of values will lay hands on the world order and say of war: 
“This way of settling differences is not just.” This business of burning human beings with napalm, of filling our nation’s homes with 
orphans and widows, of injecting poisonous drugs of hate into the veins of peoples normally humane, of sending men home from dark 
and bloody battlefields physically handicapped  and psychologically deranged, cannot be reconciled with wisdom, justice, and love. A 
nation that continues year after year to spend more money on military defense than on programs of social uplift is approaching spiritual 
death. … 



These are revolutionary times.  All over the globe men are revolting against old systems of exploitation and oppression and out of the 
wombs of a frail world new systems of justice and equality are being born. The shirtless and barefoot people of the land are rising 
up as never before. “The people who sat in darkness have seen a great light.” We in the West must support these revolutions. …  

Our only hope today lies in our ability to recapture the revolutionary spirit and go out into a sometimes hostile world declaring eternal 
hostility to poverty, racism, and militarism.  With this powerful commitment we shall boldly challenge the status quo and unjust mores 
and thereby speed the day when “every valley shall be exalted, and every mountain and hill shall be made low, and the crooked 
shall be made straight and the rough places plain …”  

(53:34-53:44)Now let us begin. Now let us rededicate ourselves to the long and bitter—but beautiful—struggle for a new world. 

Question Answer 
 
 
 
What larger national illness does 
MLK think that the Vietnam War is 
evidence of? 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
What 3-4 pieces of evidence does 
MLK use to defend his claim that 
the US has a dying soul? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
How, according to MLK, can we get 
on the “right” side of history? The 
“right” side of the current trend of 
non-white peoples worldwide 
shedding their colonial status? 
 
 

 

 
How does MLK define true 
compassion? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
What additional piece of evidence 
does MLK provide (related to our 
defense spending) to argue that the 
US is struggling spiritually? 
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Does MLK think the US should 
support the global revolutions? 
 
 
What course of action does MLK 
recommend? 
 
 
 

 

  



Final Assessment:  

Now that you hopefully have a very intelligent understanding of the key ideas of the two leaders/strategies, you are ready, as 
reporters, to complete your culminating task of writing a persuasive column for a newspaper.  

The article should include the following points:  

a. An introductory paragraph or two, including general statements and a few specific details about conditions facing black 
Americans then and now (use info gleaned from our packets.  You will also need to be aware of some current events);  

b. A body paragraph in which you will gauge the extent to which the civil rights movement was nonviolent, and  

c. A body paragraph or two explicating the evolving argument of Malcolm X's vision and, 

d. A body paragraph or two explicating the evolving argument of Martin Luther King, Jr.'s vision and, 

e. A body paragraph or two (or more) in which you will discuss the extent to which our memories of King versus Malcolm 
may differ from the reality and,  

f. A conclusion in which you discuss why we need to understand this; in other words, how knowing this stuff can help us 
today.   

 

Other Requirements: 

 Gobs of research for your conclusion (the modern connection) – use the research website devoted to this essay! 
 Typed 
 Clever Title of your column 
 Appropriate date  
 Approximately 1000+ words (one typed, double spaced page is about 250 words -- so think about 4+ pages) 
 By-line 
 Image (with caption)required 
 Word Count 
 Citations of primary sources (i.e. the speeches/writings we studies in the packet). 

o This is to be done in Chicago Style with Footnotes and Endnotes 
o You don’t need to cite the “Activists in Mississippi.” 
o You can cite the source as a website when that is all provided (ie. Follow the link).  When I give the name of 

the publication, cite it as such.  The idea is to practice using a citation method. 
o You can use the following website for reference: 

 http://bcs.bedfordstmartins.com/resdoc5e/res5e_ch10_s1-0001.html 
 
 


