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THE SCHEER CAMPAIGN 

Buddy Stein and David Wellman 

BOB SCHEER'S CAMPAIGN for Congress ended on June 
7, 1966. Its achievements are well known. Against a liberal 
incumbent Congressman-a "dove" on the Vietnam issue
the campaign piled up 45 percent of the vote. In so doing, it 
mobilized the Berkeley movement, tapped the discontent of left 
liberals and linked them organizationally with campus radicals, 
spent 69,000 dollars, and disseminated widely a vigorous criti
que of the war in Vietnam. Shortly after June 7 the Campus 
Community for Scheer held a meeting to discuss carrying on 
the work that had been begun. People talked about working 
for a civilian review board in Oakland, about a school boycott, 
about renewing the electoral effort on the municipal level with 
candidacies for the Berkeley and Oakland City Councils. 

Nobody talked about the war. 
As the pattern set at that meeting repeated itself again 

and again, radicals began to complain that the Scheer organiza-
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tion was abandoning the war ism.Ie. To meet the criticisms the 
campaign turned again to the ballot box and proposed a "peace 
initiative." Seven thousand signatures would place on the ballot 
a proposal to create . a Peace Office which would declare 
Berkeley's opposition to the war, disseminate information and 
seek reconversion of war industry. But although Scheer had 
won a clear majority in Berkeley, he could not find the work
ers, conjure the enthusiasm, or hold together the organization 
to collect 7,000 signatures. To date they have not been collected. 

"Scheer lives," a local bumper sticker brightly proclaims. 
His campaign has been succeeded by the Community for New 
Politics. Like the campaign, the CNP has offices, workers and 
a mammoth printing bill-all the trappings of a going 
organization. All the same, the Berkeley peace movement lies 
in ruins. By its sheer bulk and its ideological bias, the Scheer 
campaign effectively squashed all efforts to sustain a direct 
action movement in Berkeley. At the same time, the CNP has 
run out of gas, unable to decide where to go from here. 

Its frustration is, we think, inherent in the effort to base 
the future of the movement on an electoral campaign. If our 
analysis of its failure is harsh, it is not because the campaign 
didn't end the war, or because we are unsympathetic to its 
problems. Rather, it is because the Scheer campaign has become 
a model for radical success in electoral politics. Throughout 
the state and across the country movement people are preparing 
to follow its course. We think it is a model to be shunned. 
Electoral politics evolved out of the inability of protest to cre
ate a growing and sustained movement. The Scheer campaign 
organization now finds itself in the impasse it was designed to 
overcome. 

This process is a familiar one. The teach-in movement 
which began in the spring of 1965 was abandoned when its 
headline value fell and its adherents became ready for direct 
action. In Berkeley 25,000 people attended a teach-in in May 
of 1965; as a result of the enthusiasm for direct action which 
that meeting generated, the Vietnam Day Committee was 
formed. From the VDC in tum went out the call for the 
October 15 International Days of Protest. Across the country 
100,000 people marched. But this great numerical success also 
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marked the beginning of a decline. The succession of marches 
which followed were sterile repetitions of October 15. By 
directing its efforts towards the mass media and the Johnson 
Administration, the movement cut itself off from both the un
committed and its own, increasingly frustrated, base. 

We had marched into a cul-de-sac. The Scheer campaign 
was created to get us out. Sharing the movement's critique 
of short-lived direct-action organizations which were unable 
to operate outside of crisis situations, the radical advocates of 
electoral politics argued that a campaign was a new tactic. 
Winning was not important. Rather, they said, the campaign 
would serve as a vehicle for commanity organizing while pro
viding a framework within which to educate the organizers. 
Moreover, by focusing its opposition on a liberal Congressman, 
the campaign would broaden the protest against the war to a 
critique of liberalism itself, and in so doing, link foreign policy 
to domestic concerns. Initially, then, Scheer and his spokesmen 
accepted what we would consider a radical notion of success: 
they hoped to create a permanent organization which could 
educate its members, attract and hold newcomers and build an 
enduring movement. They spoke of democratic control of the 
campaign, of a continuous process of critical self-scrutiny by 
those involved and of an uncompromising stand on issues. These 
were the original criteria for what the campaign called "a new 
style of politics." In rapid succession they were abandoned. The 
label lasted throughout the campaign; its definition changed. 

Within a short time after the race began, Scheer was 
telling audiences that his opponent had been forced to take him 
seriously. His campaign had breathed new life into the political 
process, he would argue, by demonstrating that a serious ap
proach to issues of consequence could attract voters. This con
cern for the vote was a new departure for the campaign. From 
it a new vision of success evolved. Again and again Scheer and 
his followers insisted that their effort would prove that a can
didate who campaigned on a radical platform could win a 
large-possibly a majority-vote. This new touchstone shattered 
the hopes that the radicals had placed in the campaign. Success 
at the polls led away from a new politics and into America-
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into the belief that the truly effective work for change is done 
at the ballot box. 

With one exception the campaign was able to meet none 
of the criteria its radical wing had set for it. It did, as it had 
promised, examine the is.files and criticize the war in Vietnam 
and the war on poverty in no uncertain tenns. Perhaps no 
section of the movement is blessed with so articulate and in
telligent a spokesman as Scheer. Inevitably, his platform and 
statements had weaknesses, but within the context of the Ameri
can electoral system it was a daring · effort. Scheer appealed to 
the rank-and-file of the IL WU over the head of its leadership 
with an attack on the union for feeding on the war. He got the 
endorsement. He told Democrats that their party was bankrupt 
and castigated liberals whose votes he was seeking. Scheer sup
porters are justly proud of their issue orientation-of an elec
toral campaign which offered a vigorous critique of the war 
and an outspoken condemnation of American society. In this 
respect, the campaign's politics were new. But by harnessing 
their stand on the issues to the pursuit of votes, the Scheer 
people bound themselves to forms of organization and com
munication which were scarcely distinguishable from those em
ployed by the major parties. In quest of an old goal-the vote
they reverted to old formulas. 

The hope of creating new political forms was doomed to 
failure from the start. At the time the campaign began the 
radical movement was in disarray, tom . by tactical problems, a 
gulf between spokesmen and workers and political schisms. 
Nor wru; there an organized constituency to which radicals could 
relate. An SDS community-organizing project had been crushed 
in the fall of 1965. Students at the university were essentially 
unorganized. Even the poverty program had been remarkably 
unsuccessful in the East Bay. There was, then, no real con
stituency that radical advocates of an electoral campaign could 
claim to represent. Since radicals within the campaign were 
neither united nor representative of a political base, they were 
left with only one option-coalition with groups whose aims 
and methods diverged considerably from their own. 

There · were essentially three distinct tendencies within the 
campaign. The original impetus for a congressional race came 
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from the loose radical movement centered on the campus on 
the one hand, and from old leftists and disenchanted liberals 
on the other. The radicals were aware of the pitfalls inherent 
in entering the coalition with a small political base, but they 
saw the campaign as a mechanism for building the constituency 
they lacked. They believed that the campaign would mobilize 
the workers and expose the issues with which to organize the 
community. And, in fact, had community organizing become a 
significant and successful aspect of the campaign, the radicals 
would have been able to relate to the other elements in the 
coalition on equal terms and the campaign might have broken 
out of traditional political molds. But the organizing schemes 
crumbled before they could be put in practice because of the 
June 7 deadline and the desire fo meet it with a substantial vote 
in hand. The radicals did not share that desire, but they were 
forced to contend from a position of weakness with the other 
elements of the coalition, whose assumptions implied another 
notion of success. 

The liberals had seen their influence within the Democratic 
Party fade, the California Democratic Council destroyed and 
their advice spurned. They believed that Cohelan was their man, 
who, like Johnson, had betrayed them. The campaign would, 
they felt, demonstrate the viability of pressure group politics in 
a pluralist democracy by forcing Cohelan to take a stronger 
stand on the war and by "getting the message" to the president. 

For the Communist Party and those who shared its per
spective, the beauty of the campaign lay precisely in the fact 
of coalition. It presented them with the opportunity to link 
all of the "progressive" forces in the community-liberals, 
Negroes, IL WU trade unionists and student radicals. Like the 
liberals they hoped to permeate the Democratic Party, while 
like the radicals they wanted to link up the various issues 
around which the campaign would be run. They advocated a 
strong issue-oriented campaign using traditional methods, and 
attempted to head off any effort to experiment for fear of 
alienating some element of the coalition. 

Thus the campaign was subjected to considerable internal 
stress and conflict. June 7 was scarcely relevant to the radicals, 
but to the liberals it was Judgement Day. Their participation 
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in the campaign, with the attendant risk of ostracism from the 
seats of influence, could only be justified by a high percentage 
of the vote. For their part, the adherents of the old left wanted 
to build an electoral machine rather then a community or
ganization. To this end they also sought to achieve a large vote 
in June. They agreed with the liberals that important gains 
could be made by moving Cohelan to the left, and they realized 
that the campaign coalition could best be maintained by giving 
first priority to the election. Therefore, they saw primary day 
as a milestone pointing toward a long-term effort. This theory 
of organization put them in an excellent position to act as 
brokers between radicals and liberals, for they could argue for 
a major effort to get out the vote while assuring the radicals 
that they agreed with their long-range vision. 

Because Scheer's personal ties and beliefs are radical, and 
because the Vietnam Day Committee was the major antiwar 
force in the Bay Area, the original campaign committee was 
dominated by radicals. If, at a later stage, talk of community 
organizing was to become mere window-dressing, the cam
paign's initial commitment to such an approach was genuine. 
"Are we trying to win?", asked a pamphlet designed to recruit 
workers from the campus: 

Yes. The primary election will be a Vietnam referendum. 
A vote for Scheer will be seen as a vote for American with
drawal from Vietnam. It is crucial that we get as many votes 
as possible. If we are successful in taking this campaign to 
every home and · street comer in this district, we can win. 
However, we will not measure our success only by the number 
of votes we receive. More important is our success in stirring 
debate, dialogue and protest, and in developing an ongoing, 
articulate political movement in this area. 

But this appeal concealed a contradiction. In attempting to 
square its commitment to "developing an ongoing, articulate 
political movement" with its effort "to get as many votes as 
possible" the campaign was requiring its volunteers to work at 
two different paces on two separate timetables. Community or
ganizing is a year-long process; the primary was over in five 
months. Work began in February for an election in June. A 
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large number of people had to be registered in the Democratic 
Party in order to vote; the rudiments of an electoral organiza
tion had to be quickly developed. Faced with an avalanche of 
work and beset by the claims of their new partners, the radicals 
either dropped out or were forced out of their positions. Nor 
were they entirely innocent victims. Many were unable or un
willing to cope with their responsibilities-to complete the drafts 
of programs with which they were entrusted or to set up the 
mechanisms through which the campaign would fu nction. 

For most of the radicals community organizing was a 
euphemism for organizing within the black ghetto. Little con
sideration was therefore given to organizing in the middle
class hills or in the white working-class sections of Berkeley 
and Oakland. But, ironically enough, when control of the 
campaign fell mainly into the hands of the old leftists----who 
allegedly do not share the student radicals' romantic attachment 
to the ghetto--the campaign still remained without an appeal to 
the white working class. There are old-left adherents of the 
campaign who attribute this failure tJ their preoccupation with 
the internal struggle against the new left. But this explanation 
obscures the contradiction between organizing people and 
amassing votes. The votes of angry and alienated ghetto-dwellers 
are relatively easy to obtain, while white workers are among 
the least likely to respond to a radical appeal. That a concerted 
effort in the white community might well have sown the seeds 
of future change was beside the point. The reality of election 
day a few months off triumphed over old left theory fully as 
much as over new left theory. The strategy it dictated was to 
appeal for the combined vote of the Oakland Negro and the 
Berkeley intellectual. 

Thus people within the campaign moved from a perspec
tive of developing permanent community organizations to one 
of amassing a large vote. Deprived of campaign resources, the 
few who continued to suggest or put into practice organizing 
schemes were faced with a vicious cycle. As people discovered 
the difficulties and frustrations of trying to build a grass roots 
organization, the temptation to fall back on mere canvassing 
became stronger; while, as more and more people concentrated 
on soliciting votes, the collapse of organizing work was ac-
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celerated. The result was that each day hundreds of volunteers 
would pick up lists of registered voters and go into the precincts 
to remind people to vote and give them some campaign litera
ture. Others would sit at tables in strategic areas and register 
new voters. Rarely was there an attempt to sit down with peo
ple, talk about their problems and bring them together with 
others who shared common concerns. The function of the cam
paign office in West Oakland was to coordinate registrars and 
canvassers. It did not serve to bring the people of the area to
gether for common action until after the campaign had ended. 

Efforts to work out mechanisms through which the can
didate's constituency could control his campaign were the first 
casualty of the decision to forego community organizing and 
woo votes. Control of the campaign by the campaign workers 
was the second. To have instituted such a policy might, of 
course, have threatened those who were in charge, but, more 
importantly, it would have threatened the campaign's "ef
ficiency." Like community organizing, the development of in
ternal democracy presents enormous difficulties. It would have 
required sensitivity, inventiveness and a willingness to experi
ment. Undoubtedly many of the experiments would have failed. 
In the meantime the campaign would have lacked effective 
direction; the cement holding the coalition together would have 
been weakened; and some workers might have drifted away, 
demoralized, be/ ore the election. 

The ad hoc organization of the campaign presented an
other stumbling block to democratic control. One of the cam
paign's coordinators has rightly claimed that community is 
an indispensable precondition for participatory democracy. 
"Once the Scheer campaign made the decision to accept with
in its fold anyone who agreed with the two basic planks," he 
states, "the possibility of a meaningfully democratic decision
making body ... was doomed.m The continued presence of ir
reconcilable outlooks was not, however, the result of the cam
paign's political program but of its strategy. It was not shared 
opposition to the war which thrust a bureaucratic and hier
archic organization on the campaign; rather, the decision to 

1. Gerald Rosenfield, "Nouveau Politics,'' Steps, No. 1, p. 16. 
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subordinate political principle to coalition was neces.5itated by 
the desire to focus on the election. In the interest of holding 
together the coalition to pursue the big vote, the campaign 
decided to dispense with "frills" and concentrate on "being 
effective." 

For the same reasons internal education was abandoned. 
That too would have been time-consuming and risky, incapable 
of persuading a single uncommitted voter and likely to lead 
to disillusionment and flight for some workers. The ambitious 
schemes of the campus radicals were reduced in the campaign's 
"Suggestions for Area Chairmen" to "periodic 'pep' meetings"; 
aftd the document went on to warn that "they should not be 
held too often as they would interfere with the work itself." 

The failure of internal education was closely linked to the 
demise of democratic control. Top-down hierarchies have neither 
the means nor the desire to disseminate crucial information to 
the ranks. The disparity in the fundamental assumptions of the 
coalition's various components had to remain hidden from the 
mass of volunteers. Radical politics is 11sually dedicated to draw
ing people out of their isolation, but the Scheer campaign al
lowed its workers to become atomized. In fact, its hidden time
tables and conflicting commitments were deliberately masked 
in order to prevent a breach in the coalition. To avoid an 
alienated interest group the campaign paid the price of alienated 
people. Those who were skeptical of the campaign's potential 
might nevertheless have found a place in the organization while 
giving voice to their doubts inside it. They could have taught 
by challenging others' assumptions, and learned by having their 
own challenged in return. Instead, those who were critical left; 
those who remained had no context within which to view their 
experience and no way to learn from it. 

Campaign workers who remained loyal were led to ac
cept-as the movers and shakers of the campaign had already 
accepted-a purely mechanical valuation of their effectiveness. 
Effectiveness was measured in billboards, precinct workers, 
money collected and spent, names on letterheads. Reports that 
Cohelan was running scared, that Johnson was concerned, that 
Congressional doves were pleased periodically renewed the cam
paign's spirit. These were the indications which proved that 
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the campaign was "real," "serious," "legitimate. " The uncritical 
acceptance of these claims fixed on the campaign a style which 
departed hardly at all from that of any other well-oiled, well
financed political machine in America. T he conduct of the 
campaign, like itS organization, was red-white-and-blue. Seven 
thousand dollars was invested in flyers sent to 80,000 homes. 
Another $6,753 was allocated for billboards, signs on buses 
and slap-up posters. When a Scheer volunteer requested $2,000 
for an experimental theatre project in the ghetto, his request 
was flatly denied. 2 

Advertising agencies, celebrities and a topless dancer were 
added to the cadre of organizers. Scheer officials boasted about 
the 800 precinct workers who labored in the highly structured 
precinct organization that had become the mainstay of the 
campaign. "Suggestions on Precinct Work," the campaign's in
struction sheet for volunteers, abandoned not only the pretense 
of community organization, but even the effort to convince 
people to accept the Scheer program. It worked from the premise 
that a substantial portion of the Berkeley-Oakland population 
was already in opposition to Administration policy, and that the 
job of the precinct worker was to identify that segment, inform 
it of Scheer's campaign, remind it once or twice and lead it to 
the polls. The unenlightened were written off, and with them 
the argument that the campaign would provide a vehicle
unavailable to the protest movement-for reaching people out
side the antiwar consensus. 

"Suggestions on Precinct Work" provides specific instruc
tions on which homes to go to ("We will talk to Democrats 
only"), how to arrange cards l.lll each voter, and how to re
duce conversations with constituents to a single symbol ( "as 
inconspicuously as possible") . But its general instructions pro
vide the most illuminating glimpse into what the campaign 
had become: 

1. Address householders by name and identify yourself. 

Precinct workers should always make their initial remarks to a 
householder brief and to the point and then ask him his ideas 

2. Zoe Isom, "Scheer Bureaucracy," Steps, No. I, p . 11. Like Gerry Rosen
field, Zoe was a campaign coordinator. 
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and opinions and what he considers important issues. This en
ables the worker to determine early in the discussion where the 
householder stands. It may not pay to continue the conversa
tion if he is hostile or it may not be necessary to talk at length 
if he is with us. Also, we then know what the areas of agree
ment are and what questions and arguments need to be 
answered. Emphasize desire to open up discussion on issues. 
[Our italics.] 

The vaunted dialogue on issues had come to mean debate be
tween the candidates, not discussion between the campaign and 
its constituency. In the world of the precinct worker issues 
were important only insofar as they provided an indication of 
voter preference. If a voter disagreed, the hell with him. And 
for that matter, if he agreed get his name and beat it. "Empha
size desire to open up discussion on issues." When? 

2. At all costs, lengthy arguments should be avoided. They 
may do nothing more than convincP. the voter to go out and 
vote against Scheer. 

The sheet, it is true, continues with a rhetorical plea for 
deeper involvement in the community: 

Again, areas of agreement should be found and then broaden 
his knowledge and understanding. 

3. People should be told that house meetings will be held 
and ask if they would be interested in attending one. Above 
all make it clear that Scheer is their candidate and wants 
to know their opinions. 

But how was the precinct worker to broaden knowledge and 
understanding while avoidipg argument and watching the 
clock? How could meaningful house meetings be held with 
doubtful or apathetic citizens? In practice most precinct work
ers carried the gospel to the voter, tabulated his response and 
moved on. House meetings were few and were attended by 
the already-committed; they provided a recruiting platform to 
swell the ranks of precinct workers. 

Precinct organizations became the functional alternative 
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to community organizing. The campaign stood the advice of 
the radicals on its head-instead of using the election to or
ganize the community, it used "community organizing" to win 
the election. This flight from direct involvement with ordinary 
people manifested itself in a number of ways. The campaign be
gan to seek out the endorsement of visible labor and "com
munity" leaders, ministers and other politicians. Billboards boo.st
ing "Scheer Integrity" bloosomed in the district. "Vote Scheer, 
build our cities, end the war," said signs on the backs of city 
buses. The thousands of brochures sent out were hardly any 
better. They were designed to win votes not to provoke dis
cussion, and in the hollow tradition of American politics their 
contents varied with the communities to which they went. For 
the enlightened communities of Berkeley and Albany there was 
a simple but direct statement about the war and the poverty 
program; for workers, an argument against guns and butter 
and a proclamation of Scheer's union affiliation; for the "cul
turally deprived" Negro, pictures. Almost 100,000 brochures 
were distributed. Only 3,000 copies of the campaign's full 
platform were printed and their distribution was centered on 
the campus.3 

The rejection of direct .action as an integral part of the 
campaign's tactics completed the organization's defection from 
the style of the movement and its embrace of conventional 
politics. By turning its back on the protest movement which had 
spawned it, the campaign hastened and on occasion actively 
collaborated in its demise. True, the movement was meribund; 
its rapid fall revealed weaknesses for which it cannot escape re
sponsibility. Nevertheless, the campaign had promised to raise 
protest to a higher level by using it in behalf of an electoral 
effort. A proposal by a campus radical who played a prominent 
role in the VDC and in the early stages of the campaign was 
put this way: 

The CCFS [Campus Community For Scheer] should pay 
careful attention to the role of direct action in the cam
paign .... We sit in because only pressure v.-ill cause the man 

3. Isom, Steps, pp. 9-10. The article provides a detailed summary and 
evaluation of the campaign's literature. 
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upstairs, whoever he may be, to respond either to our voices 
or to simple morality. We march because their [sic] is no 
way to stop the Vietnam madness .... This campaign is in no 
sense a rejection of these tactics; it grows out of them ; indeed, 
it is a continuous demonstration. 

Scheer's candidacy is a protest-it is not an affirmation of 
the American electoral process. CCFS should plan numerous 
direct actions to dramatize the issues we are raising in
tellectually. 

The position paper went on to suggest four areas for protest of 
various kinds. 

In his announcement of candidacy, Scheer himself de
clared: 

. this campaign will be an opportunity to bring into the 
political arena the energies, the moral example and the ex
citement of America's protest movement. We will identify 
ourselves in this campaign with all those marching and 
demonstrating for peace in Vietnam and with the activists 
in the South and the ghettoes of the North working to build 
decent communities. 

Shortly after the campaign was launched it did organize a 
joint protest demonstration with the VDC. On the heels of 
the February resumption of bombing in North Vietnam Scheer 
led a march followed by an abortive sit-in in Congressman 
Cohelan's office. A good many campaign leaflets featured pic
tures of Scheer addressing the demonstrators through a bull
horn. But the organization never took to the streets again. 

In part the commitment to rally the exhausted protest 
movement was disingenuous. In the campaign's early days the 
Vietnam Day Committee was still a large and strong organiza
tion. Many of Scheer's lieutenants felt that VDC endorsement 
was crucial to the campaign's future. But the VDC was di
vided on the issue and debate on the question was long and 
heated. In order to win over a majority of the membership 
the campaign had to assert its kinship and solidarity with the 
protest movement. As the VDC began to funnel students into 
precinct work its own membership dwindled, and some of the 
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organizers of the Scheer for Congress effort began to think 
their pledges to the VDC rash. Since a number of the radicals 
on the original campaign committee were associated with the 
VDC as well, the rift with the VDC also reflected the internal 
battle on the campaign committee. The liberals and old leftists 
-including some who had praised direct action in the past
looked upon the radicals as utopian or infantile leftists. As the 
campaign's priorities were reordered, they came to fear that 
direct action would divert their efforts from canvassing while 
alienating the voters to boot. The fact that those who remained 
in the VDC, SDS and other activist organizations were for the 
most part people who had declined to join in the campaign, 
reinforced this view. 

There was also a psychological component in growing 
enmity toward those who remained aloof from the campaign. 
Scheer's adherents saw their organization as the heir of Berke
ley's radical history. Following a pattern that has developed 
on the Berkeley campus, the campaign had a monopoly on 
morality for the semester; working for Scheer became syn
onomous with serious commitment. As a former campaign of
ficial has noted: 

. . . we insisted that the campaign was what was happening, 
that we had become the movement, and that those who 
stayed outside of the campaign were in some way finking out 
or betraying their commitment to radical politics-4 

Unfortunately, radicals outside the campaign rarely chose to 
challenge this view publicly. Many of them, although skeptical, 
were by no means certain that the campaign wasn't both cor
rectly defining the goals of the movement and capable of 
achieving them. In any case they were reluctant to interfere 
with a brother organization or to expose a quarrel in movement 
ranks to hostile outsiders. Consequently, the issues which divided 
people remained clouded and the last opportunity to involve 
participants in the campaign in an examination of its assump
tions and direction was lost. 

Deprived of both finances and personnel by the one-sided 

4. R0&enfield, St•Js, p. 17. 
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competltlon for resources, the activist organizations were re
duced to pale shadows of their former selves. Had it been less 
concerned with maximizing the chances for victory, the cam
paign might have developed and nourished a movement parallel 
to its own. Instead, it left itself with no antiwar strategy apart 
from the polls. The demands it made on its workers were enorm
ous, while a large vote was the only means it held out to them 
to measure their success. Scheer's constituency was not or
ganized to take any action beyond marking the ballot. Thus 
the campaign reached a dead end on primary day. Like the 
protest marches in October, it had pulled off the biggest event 
of its kind, squeezed the last shred of newsprint out of it, and 
found itself with nowhere to take its antiwar program. Its 
exhausted workers returned to their studies, its constituents to 
their homes; the campaign had nothing more to ask of them. 

The campaign's successor, the Community for New Poli
tics, is geared tc the domestic half of Scheer's program-its 
concerns are local. It operates on a much smaller scale than 
did the campaign, with only a remnant of the 1,500 participants 
who at one time worked on the primarv. The West Oakland of
fice made a fitful attempt to convert itself into a center for 
community organizing but then closed down. Contacts with a 
few local organizations of the poor have been maintained, and 
CNP aided a school boycott in Oakland and supported demon
strations demanding minority group hiring for the construc
tion of a Bay Area subway system. The organization remains 
devoted to electoral politics and will run a slate for the Berkeley 
City Council. In principle, such a campaign is, we think, far 
more meaningful than a congressional candidacy. Whether it 
will depart from the conventional forms which the Scheer cam
paign accepted remains to be seen, but it offers the opportunity 
to demand of the constituent more than his X on the ballot 
and to demand of the candidate more than the futile pursuit 
of Lyndon Baines Johnson. Municipal elections cannot, how
ever, sustain activity against the war. And so long as the CNP 
remains firm in its certainty that electoral politics is the strategy 
for the movement, it will continue to be an obstacle to the 
new politics it once sought to create and a major contributor 
to the exhaustion of opposition to American imperialism. 
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The Scheer campaign achieved what, in the end, it sought 
-an excellent showing at the polls and the formation of a 
strong left-wing political machine in Berkeley. No doubt we will 
be told, as Scheer supporters have told us in the past, that 
we are quarreling with success, squeamishly avoiding the "taint" 
of "real" politics. We are not afraid of success; but we are 
concerned with its meaning. 

What if Scheer had won the primary? How would elect
ing a congressman contribute to changing American society? 
Swept with victory fever in the last weeks of the campaign, 
Scheer workers attempted to answer that qu~tion. Some pro
jected the image of a "fighting congressman" like Vito Marc
antonio. Activists spoke of how he would lead sit-ins and mass 
marches. What a boost to the movement it wduld be, they 
argued, to have a congressman lead a demonstration. But why 
is a demonstration legitimate when a public official leads it 
but improper without him? Such a perspective reinforces the 
very institutions and relationships which radicals seek to change. 
It furthers the notion that politics is congressmen and Sena
tors and not those for whom decisions are made. It continues 
the belief that people can't do things for themselves, but must 
have them done by those who are expert or respectable. This 
is the America we know too well, not the nation to be created. 

A radical campaign which succeeds in conventional terms 
makes the task of changing this country more difficult, not 
easier. If radical action is to be at all meaningful, it must be 
successful and effective in its own terms. To accept the standards 
of the American political process, as the Scheer campaign did, 
is to validate those standards. In seeking the blessings of Ameri
ca for their radicalism, the supporters of the campaign found 
that they were forced instead to con£ er the blessings of their 
radicalism on America. Neither Scheer nor his adherents are 
sell-outs. Their effort was made in good faith. And from it a 
few of them discovered that "an electoral campaign is an ass
backwards way to build a political style and a political theory." 5 

There must, of course, be a movement first. 

5. Rosenfield, Steps, p. 16. 


