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Abstract 
 

America Can Never Be Revolutionized Until Its Revolutionaries Become Americanized:  
The Peoples Bicentennial Commission and the United States Bicentennial, 1971-1976 

 
 

The Peoples Bicentennial Commission was formed in 1971 as an attempt to both 

emphasize that the bicentennial celebrated an actual revolution and to fight against the 

commercialization of the celebration.  A continuation of the New Left of the 1960s, the 

PBC sought to use America's radical tradition to promote leftist economic goals, like 

destroying the power of corporations.  They scorned the sixties' New Left, as well as the 

traditional Old Left's, rejection of American history and patriotism.  Instead, they felt that 

"America can never be revolutionized until its revolutionaries become Americanized."  In 

Americanizing their radicalism, they focused on the American Revolution and cast the 

current day corporations and conservatives as Tories in their conception of its application 

to the seventies.  Using many of the same methods of the sixties New Left, the Peoples 

Bicentennial Commission was able to bring the New Left into the seventies and provide a 

viable alternative to the official bicentennial celebration and the commercialization of the 

celebration. 
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The 1970s are remembered in the American’s public mind for many things.  

Disco.  Star Wars.  Watergate.  Gasoline shortages.  One thing that rarely comes to mind 

is the nation’s bicentennial celebration, despite the fact that it was a major event whose 

planning occurred over several years and cost millions of dollars from the U. S. Treasury.  

The 1970s were hardly a time for celebration for America.  It pulled out of a war that was 

left unfinished, as well as had one of the worst economic decades since the thirties and 

the Great Depression.  July 4th, 1976 also came only six and a half years after the end of 

the sixties, a decade that was full of strife and conflict for the nation. 

A major factor in this strife and conflict during the 1960’s was the New Left.  The 

New Left was a movement of students, as well as recent former students, that sought to 

revitalize the left in American politics, particularly through “participatory democracy,” a 

concept enunciated in the Students for a Democratic Society’s (SDS) Port Huron 

Statement that was written in 1962.  As the decade progressed, SDS became increasingly 

radical in its methods and rhetoric, eventually splintering into various smaller groups at 

the end of the decade.  Since SDS, which was the major group in the New Left, did not 

outlast the decade of the sixties, the New Left is often seen as being coterminous with the 

decade, at least in regards to its influence.  The demise of SDS, however, did not lead to a 

complete dissipation of radical activity.  Many New Leftists or people inspired by the 

New Left continued to fight for radical causes.1  While feminism, environmentalism, and 

gay liberation were among these radical causes, radical economic changes to the 

capitalistic system were also pursued in the 1970s.  The United States bicentennial in 

                                                 
1 While the (admittedly still nascent) historiography of the New Left ignores this continuity, its 

importance was not missed at the time.  See: Ellen Hume and Narda Zacchino, “Radicals of 1960s, Today’s 
Jobholders,” Los Angeles Times, September 22, 1975. 
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1976 was used by the Peoples Bicentennial Commission (PBC) in an attempt to rally 

people behind this economic goal that had significant lineage in the New and Old Left. 

In a large, diverse nation such as the United States, the celebration of the nation’s 

200th birthday was going to mean different things to different people.  Not only did the 

official celebration have to contend with appealing to and satisfying various 

constituencies, but it also had to deal with various areas of incompetency in its 

management.  The first official bicentennial group, the American Revolution 

Bicentennial Commission (ARBC), was set up by Congress in 1966 under the presidency 

of Lyndon Johnson.2  Johnson, however, paid little attention to the group and it would 

only fully become operational under his successor, Richard Nixon, who filled it with 

Republican Party contributors.3  After charges of inefficiency and politicization, the 

group was reformed into the American Revolution Bicentennial Administration in 1974, 

after which the focus moved from a central celebration to local celebrations.  Even 

though a switch in focus came with the change in groups, the U. S. government’s view of 

what was being celebrated by the bicentennial did not change.  As historian John Bodnar 

explains, “acts of rebellion and dissent were reinterpreted by government officials and 

some celebration planners in ways that actually solemnized loyalty to higher authority, a 

message that explicitly favored the continuity of present structures over any form of 

substantial changes.”4 

Along with this reframing of the American Revolution in conservative terms also 

came a commercialization of the bicentennial.  Many criticized it for being a “buy-

                                                 
2 John Bodnar, Rethinking America: Public Memory, Commemoration and Patriotism in the 

Twentieth Century (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1992), 229. 
3 Eugene L. Meyer, “The Big Birthday Bungle,” The Washington Post, July 2, 1972. 
4 Bodnar, Rethinking America, 226-227. 
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centennial” rather than a bicentennial that properly reflected the United States’ 

revolutionary heritage.  Companies promoted such products as red, white, and blue lawn 

chairs and similarly colored toilet seats.  The government organization may not have had 

any control over some of this commercialization, but it gave its imprimatur to several 

overtly commercial products such as Disneyland and Disney World’s celebration of the 

bicentennial, which the government even announced in the State Department’s 

auditorium.5 

The Peoples Bicentennial Commission was formed as an attempt to both 

emphasize that the bicentennial celebrated an actual revolution and to fight against the 

commercialization of the celebration.  A continuation of the New Left of the 1960s, the 

PBC sought to use America’s radical tradition to promote leftist economic goals, like 

destroying the power of corporations.  They scorned the sixties’ New Left, as well as the 

traditional Old Left’s, rejection of American history and patriotism.  Instead, they felt that 

“America can never be revolutionized until its revolutionaries become Americanized.”6  

In Americanizing their radicalism, they focused on the American Revolution and cast the 

current day corporations and conservatives as Tories in their conception of its application 

to the seventies.  Using many of the same methods of the sixties New Left, the Peoples 

Bicentennial Commission was able to bring the New Left into the seventies and provide a 

viable alternative to the official bicentennial celebration and the commercialization of the 

celebration. 

                                                 
5 James T. Wooten, “Disney will Join in Bicentennial,” New York Times, February 19, 1975.  For a 

list of what the American Revolution Bicentennial Administration supported, see: American Revolution 
Bicentennial Administration, The Bicentennial of the United States of America: A Final Report to the 
People, vol. 2 (Washington D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1977). 

6 John Rossen, “Revolutionary Nationalism and the American Left,” in How to Commit Revolution 
American Style, eds., Jeremy Rifkin and John Rossen (Secaucus, New Jersey: Lyle Stuart, Inc., 1973), 153. 
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 With the winding down of the Vietnam War in the early 1970s, the left was faced 

with the loss of one of their major organizing focuses: antiwar activities.  At the same 

time, the New Left had lost much of its relevance and legitimacy as it divided due to 

internal disputes and ventured into committing more and more radical actions (such as 

bombings).  Both of these factors contributed to the forming of a new organization on the 

left that looked to solve some of the issues that had dragged down the New Left and 

hoped to be able to successfully promote socialism.  To these ends, Michael Lerner and 

Chip Marshall founded the New American Movement in 1970 and 1971.7  The New 

American Movement was attempting to work toward a 

democratic socialism, which was defined as a society characterized by economic, 
racial, and sexual equality; by collective ownership and democratic control of the 
means of production; by the right to organize independent political parties and 
independent trade unions, and by the freedom to strike; by freedom of speech, 
freedom to demonstrate, and freedom of the press.8 
 

Jeremy Rifkin, who would later go on to set up and lead the Peoples Bicentennial 

Commission, was deeply involved with the initial meetings of the New American 

Movement.  In fact, the Peoples Bicentennial Commission was first suggested within the 

New American Movement framework.  Rifkin argued in the organization’s newspaper 

that the New Left had to “discard its self-imposed ideological isolation and begin to 

reidentify with the revolutionary principles and beliefs of the American heritage.”9  He 

urged New American Movement chapters to establish “Peoples Bicentennial 

Commissions” to promote this goal; the bicentennial also would “provide a unique forum 

for mass media exposure” in promotion of their goals.  

                                                 
7 Arnold James Oliver, Jr., “American Socialist Strategy in Transition: The New American 

Movement and Electoral Politics, 1972-1982,” (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Colorado, 1983), 57. 
8 “First National NAM Meeting,” New American Movement, November - December 1971. 
9 Jeremy Rifkin, “Bicentennial,” New American Movement, November - December 1971. 
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 The New American Movement, however, did not choose to focus on the 

bicentennial.  This may have been a key factor why Jeremy Rifkin decided to start the 

PBC independently.  He also wanted to recover a more authentic American populism and 

was tired of the ideological rhetoric of the socialists.10  The New American Movement 

was still mainly dealing within the leftist paradigm, while Rifkin was interested in 

expanding into a much wider, popular audience. 

 The Peoples Bicentennial Commission would undoubtedly not have existed nor 

achieved whatever success it had without Jeremy Rifkin.  Rifkin not only founded the 

group, but he was also the driving intellectual force behind their program.  Coming from 

a relatively modest background, he was raised on the South Side of Chicago.  He 

attended the University of Pennsylvania’s Wharton School, where he earned a B. S. in 

economics and was elected president of his graduating class.  He then earned his Masters 

degree in international affairs at Tufts University in 1968.  After serving a year as a 

VISTA volunteer in East Harlem and Bedford Stuyvesant, he became the National 

Coordinator for the National Committee for a Citizen’s Commission of Inquiry on U. S. 

War Crimes in Vietnam, which was sponsored by such people as David Dellinger, Jane 

Fonda, and Benjamin Spock and was involved in organizing hearings on war crimes 

committed by U. S. soldiers in Vietnam.11  Through this position, Rifkin would have had 

contact with many of the key figures in the left and anti-war movement.   

                                                 
10 Bill Peltz, e-mail message to author, February 26, 2009.  
11 NEH Application, in Senate Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee to Investigate the 

Administration of the Internal Security Act and Other Internal Security Laws, The Attempt to Steal the 
Bicentennial: The Peoples Bicentennial Commission: Hearings Before the Subcommittee to Investigate the 
Administration of the Internal Security Act and Other Internal Security Laws of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, United States Senate, 94th Congress, 1st session, March 17 and 18, 1976, exhibit no. 16. 
[Hereafter cited as The Attempt to Steal the Bicentennial hearings.] 
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As the Peoples Bicentennial Commission was in its nascent stages, Rifkin 

published an article in the Progressive magazine that expressed the need for a left that 

embraced the American Revolutionary tradition entitled “The Red, White and Blue 

LEFT.”12  This article clearly laid out Rifkin’s message of using patriotism to promote 

leftist revolutionary goals by being able to realize that America’s ideology is both 

revolutionary and reactionary at the same time.  This Progressive article explained to the 

community on the left Rifkin’s reasoning behind his embrace of patriotism.  It is also 

indicative of how the PBC was originally oriented much more specifically at the left, 

whereas they later began to appeal to the political mainstream. 

 Around the time that “The Red, White and Blue LEFT” was published in the 

Progressive, Rifkin officially founded the Peoples Bicentennial Commission in 1971; it 

was originally briefly called the Peoples American Revolutionary Bi-Centennial 

Commission, which emphasized it as an alternative to the official American Revolution 

Bicentennial Commission.13  Soon after the establishment of the PBC, they contacted the 

American Revolution Bicentennial Commission and demanded under the Freedom of 

Information Act to see seven transcripts of meetings that were held in private.  The 

ARBC was quite hesitant to provide access to these transcripts.  Its general counsel 

advised that the transcripts should be reviewed to “isolate” any material that was not 

covered under the Freedom of Information Act or “which could be embarrassing.”14  The 

                                                 
12 Jeremy Rifkin, “The Red, White, and Blue LEFT,” The Progressive, November 1971, 14-21; 

the article was also reprinted in Jeremy Rifkin and John Rossen, eds., How To Commit Revolution 
American Style (Secaucus, New Jersey: Lyle Stuart, Inc., 1972). 

13 The “Peoples” in the PBC’s name was typically spelled by the group without an apostrophe, 
although news reports typically inserted one.  I have used what appears to have been the group’s 
preference.  Likewise, they generally abbreviated the name as the PBC (without periods between the 
letters) which I have also maintained 

14 Emphasis added.  Memorandum from Eugene J. Skora, General Counsel, to Mr. LeVant, 
Director, March 31, 1972, PGM 1-3: Peoples American Revolution Bicentennial Commission (PARBC), 
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ARBC even went so far as to ask the Nixon White House’s opinion, where Leonard 

Garment recommended being as forthcoming as possible and to possibly operate without 

transcripts in the future.15   

The ARBC did let the PBC review some of the transcripts from the general 

commission’s meetings at their office, although the PBC still was not satisfied that they 

were not allowed to see all of the transcripts.  They persisted in wanting to see transcripts 

from the executive committee, which the ARBC had withheld wholesale, even making an 

implicit threat to get the Justice Department involved.16  The ARBC eventually relented 

on those files, only withholding several pages from one transcript.17  The PBC had clearly 

put themselves on the official bicentennial’s radar with these requests.  The PBC was 

able to obtain most of the transcripts they had asked for.  On the downside, they also had 

been using the official bicentennial logo without permission and were told to cease and 

desist from using it.18  It is doubtful that this was politically motivated on the ARBC’s 

part; they zealously defended their sole right to approve its use by groups or 

organizations, making groups from pen companies to the Lancaster County Space 

Education Association cease using it without permission.19 

 The Peoples Bicentennial Commission made an even bigger splash when it 

provided leaked documents about the American Revolution Bicentennial Commission to 

                                                                                                                                                 
Subject Files, 1969-1977 (SF 1969-1977), Records of the Office of the General Counsel (General Counsel), 
Records of the American Revolution Bicentennial Administration, Record Group 452 (RG 452), National 
Archives at College Park, College Park, MD (NACP). 

15 Leonard Garment to Jack LaVant, April 3, 1972, PARBC, SF 1969-1977, General Counsel, RG 
452, NACP. 

16 Deborah W. Lawrence, Peoples American Revolutionary Bi-Centennial Commission, to Jack 
Levant, May 2, 1972, PARBC, SF 1969-1977, General Counsel; RG 452, NACP. 

17 Jack Levant to Deborah W. Lawrence, May 19, 1972, PARBC, SF 1969-1977, General Counsel, 
RG 452, NACP. 

18 Ibid. 
19 See: LO 8: Unauthorized Use of Logo (I), (II), & (III), SF 1969-1977, General Counsel, RG 

452, NACP. 
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the press in 1972.  These documents, which, echoing the Pentagon Papers released the 

year before, were nicknamed the “Bicentennial Papers,” formed the basis of an article 

coauthored by Rifkin in the Progressive, as well as a three part series that ran on the 

front-page of the Washington Post on three consecutive days.20  In the Post’s judgment, 

these documents showed the “repeated attempts to exploit the bicentennial both 

politically and commercially.”21  The documents, which covered several hundred pages, 

revealed the role that politics and the promotion of business played in the planning within 

the American Revolution Bicentennial Commission.    

The publication of the documents focused increased scrutiny on the Commission, 

which the Post described as seeming “to be wide open to a flock of partisan, commercial 

and jingoistic interests, and at the same time closed to the public, to dissident or critical 

groups, and even to some appointed members of the commission itself.”22  The acting 

commissioner of the official Commission derided the Post for publishing the documents 

out of context, as well as admitted that he had to “respect” Rifkin who was his “candidate 

for most successful press agent of the year.”23   In the director of the ARBC’s view, the 

Progressive felt that the bicentennial “should be a time for the expiation of guilt, for the 

wearing of hairshirts, and for national apologizing of our sins.”24  The revelations that 

came out of the “Bicentennial Papers” severely harmed the credibility of the American 

                                                 
20 Jeremy Rifkin and Edwin Knoll, “The Greatest Show on Earth,” Progressive, September 1972; 

Eugene L. Meyer, “Bicentennial Commission: Deeply Involved in Politics,” Washington Post, August 14, 
1972;  Eugene L. Meyer, “Red, White, Blue – and Green,” Washington Post, August 14, 1972; Eugene L. 
Meyer, “Diluting the Spirit of ’76: Bicentennial Plans Avoid the Controversial,” Washington Post, August 
16, 1972. 

21 Eugene L. Myer, “Bicentennial Commission: Deeply Involved in Politics.” 
22 “More on the Bicentennial Commission,” Washington Post, August 21, 1972. 
23 Hugh A. Hall, “Bicentennial Commission Director Responds,” Washington Post, August 21, 

1972. 
24 Letter from David J. Mahoney to all ARBC Members, September 1, 1972, LEG1: House 

Judiciary Committee Investigation of ARBC (Hearing Canceled), SF 1969-1977, General Counsel; RG 
452, NACP. 
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Revolution Bicentennial Commission; it focused negative attention on the agency which 

ultimately helped lead to the reorganization of the government’s bicentennial agency into 

the American Revolution Bicentennial Administration. 

 The same day that the Post published its last article on the “Bicentennial Papers,” 

the Peoples Bicentennial Commission received a grant of $7,210 from the National 

Endowment of the Humanities to study the lives of workers during the Revolutionary 

War.25  After the PBC started participating in demonstrations, this initial grant would be a 

major controversy for their conservative opposition.  However, the American Revolution 

Bicentennial Commission actually supported the PBC’s application, including mailing a 

supportive letter to the NEH, even after the PBC had forced them open up their meeting 

minutes.26  The PBC’s stated intention was to use the 101 volume series Eyewitness 

Accounts of the American Revolution to compile packets of quotations, as well as to 

“rekindle the positive humanist traditions of America among young people.”  It is unclear 

whether or not this research on workers in the Revolutionary War was ever actually 

performed by the PBC, although each of the PBC’s publications reveals intense study of 

the Revolutionary War period.  Despite the later outcry against the awarding of the grant, 

the PBC did not fill out the application fraudulently; the only misrepresentation that 

appears on the application is that Jeremy Rifkin listed the National Committee for a 

Citizen’s Commission of Inquiry on U. S. War Crimes in Vietnam as simply the Citizen’s 

Commission of Inquiry, which he (over)generalized as a “public interest research group 

concerned with American policy in Asia.” 27   

                                                 
25 Margaret Pala, “5 in Area Are Given Humanities Grants,” Washington Post, August 17, 1972. 
26 Martha Jane Shay to Armen Tashdinian, June 30, 1972, in The Attempt to Steal the Bicentennial 

hearings, exhibit no. 17. 
27 NEH Grant Application, in The Attempt to Steal the Bicentennial hearings. 
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 The Peoples Bicentennial Commission, at its very beginning, did receive money 

from the government; the bulk of the funding for the PBC, however, would come from 

different sources.  In order to fund its approximately $300,000 budget a year, the PBC 

relied on small contributions from members, as well as funds from small foundations and 

Stewart Mott, “the General Motors heir and sugar daddy to the left.”  The bulk of the 

money for the group, though, came from the royalties from the multiple books they had 

written and which were published by Bantam.28  The contracts for the books were written 

so that all of the royalties went to the PBC rather than the individual authors who 

collaborated on them.29  The PBC was able to stretch its budget because, as the book 

contracts show, the members who were employed were young, committed activists who 

worked for salaries that were “ridiculously low” around $65 to $80 a week.30  A large 

chunk of the money was spent on their big media events or putting out publications, not 

on living extravagantly.   

Before the PBC got involved in things that were too radical for most foundations 

(such as agitating for fundamental economic change), Rifkin, who was called “the best 

P.R. man in [D.C.]” was able to receive funding from foundations by allegedly telling 

them that the bicentennial could be another McCarthy Era without their financial help, at 

which point “those rich liberals lap[ped] it up.”31  Even though the press seemed to be 

amazed at how much money the PBC raised, the PBC continued to need more money for 

                                                 
28 Robert Reinhold, “Radical Group Presses New Bicentennial View,” New York Times, January 

18, 1976. 
29 Ted Howard, interview by Author, Takoma Park, MD, Mach 3, 2009. 
30 Bill Peltz, e-mail message to author, January 26, 2009. 
31 Emma E. Pullen, “A ‘Revolutionary’ View of Bicentennial,” Los Angeles Times, October 28, 

1975; Robert Reinhold, “Radical Group Presses New Bicentennial View;” Bob Arneback, “Expose of an 
Expose: Confessions of the Bicentennial Commission Spy,” Washington Post, March 18, 1973.  Arneback 
was the person who leaked the ARBC materials to the PBC.  He later joined the PBC before having a 
falling out with Rifkin, and he was not shy about admitting that he “craved swift revenge.”  The quote 
about rich liberals is attributed to Jeremy Rifkin by Arneback. 
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its plans.  The PBC had planned to hold a “Continental Congress” on the economy in 

1975 or 1976, but ended up postponing it and then apparently canceling it due to lack of 

funds and personnel.32  The PBC also lost funds on distributing materials to the different 

chapters; they were sending out $10,000 of material each month and only receiving 

$4,000 back in payment from the chapters.  They then started to demand that the chapters 

pre-pay for materials before they were sent.33   

The different chapters unfortunately were not in any better financial shape than 

the National Office.  The Iowa City Peoples Bicentennial Commission was devastated 

when the director of the Center of Peace and Justice at the University of Iowa (which it 

had been affiliated with) absconded with the Center’s money and left unpaid bills.34  The 

Madison, Wisconsin chapter was broke by March 1976.35  After the bicentennial Forth of 

July had passed, the head of the Madison office had to take a job with the landlord for the 

office lamenting, “OH, what people of good intent are forced into by the capitalists!”36  

The National Office, having its own issues with money, was not in any position to help 

out chapters financially.     

 Furthermore, the relationship between the National Office and the different 

chapters was based on a large degree of autonomy.  The National Office actively 

encouraged local chapters to form, but they did not control the activities of the local 

chapters.  The National Office would put together boxes of materials and ship them off to 

places wanting to establish PBC chapters, as well as having phone conversations relating 

                                                 
32 Letter from John C. Stauber, circa July 1975, Madison People’s Bicentennial Commission, 

Records, 1974-1976, State Historical Society of Wisconsin, Madison. [Microfilm].   
33 Sheila Rollins, National Office of PBC to Madison PBC, February 24, 1975, Madison Peoples 

Bicentennial Commission records. 
34 Jim Jacobsen, Iowa City PBC to John [Stauber], undated, Madison Peoples Bicentennial 

Commission records. 
35 Office Log, March 11, 1976, Madison Peoples Bicentennial Commission records. 
36 Office Log, August 11, 1976, Madison Peoples Bicentennial Commission records. 
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public awareness and advertising strategies.37  The PBC, however, simply did not have 

the staff to do much more than that.  The PBC could disseminate its ideology as well as 

its methods, but it could give fairly little concrete support to groups that were started.  

The PBC did have coordinators for specific areas such as the Midwest, but they were 

more traveling speakers who would attempt to stimulate interest on different college 

campuses and in different areas than organizers because their ability to follow up was 

limited.38  

This autonomy worked in the PBC’s favor.  It allowed groups that had existed 

previously to join in on the bicentennial festivities by joining the PBC.  It also 

encouraged the different branches to decide what was important in their community and 

to put the PBC’s methods into use.  For example, the local PBC in Rhode Island protested 

against a hike in gas increases, while the Madison PBC joined an anti-motorcycle helmet 

law protest in Wisconsin.39  These specific issues were not issues that the National PBC 

was particularly interested in, but they clearly fit within the overall ideology of the PBC.  

They also may have increased local support for the PBC chapters by making them more 

relevant to local concerns. 

 The autonomy of the different chapters was a result of the internal dynamics and 

structure of the Peoples Bicentennial Commission.  Throughout its existence, the 

National Office of the PBC consisted of a small collective of committed activists which 

never exceeded twenty people (about half of which were not based in Washington D. C.) 

despite the national reach of the program.  They were generally young, although most 

were no longer college students.  Although Jeremy Rifkin founded the group and had the 

                                                 
37 Bob Leonard, interview by author, Blacksburg, VA, February 26, 2009. 
38 Bill Peltz, e-mail message to author, February 26, 2009. 
39 Common Sense 3 No. 3 (1975), 4; Common Sense 4 No. 1 (1976), 7. 



 13 

overarching vision for the PBC, the group functioned as a democracy.  Issues were raised 

within the group and they were discussed until a consensus was formed.40  Still, Rifkin 

was first among equals in the discussion, and if he did not think that something would not 

work, it would not happen.41  While Rifkin brought many of the overarching ideas into 

the PBC, the group would have not achieved the successes that it had without the support 

his ideas received from his fellow members.  He excelled at producing the ideas and 

publicity strategy rather than actually organizing, which fell to the co-director Ted 

Howard and David Helvarg, among others.42  Rifkin also was the public face of the PBC; 

initially almost every comment in the media is quoted from Rifkin.   

In a way, this media focus on Rifkin gave him much greater leadership status in 

the media’s portrayal than it did within the group.  The group itself was aware of this 

fact.  John Stauber, a staff member in the Midwest, recognized that the media focused on 

Rifkin both because “Jeremy [Rifkin] is so sweet an[d] lovable, and because the press 

looks for individuals.”43  While the PBC had many different people who gave speeches in 

support of their mission, the press generally only quoted Rifkin until much closer to the 

bicentennial.  Then, the PBC began to be represented in the press by Ted Howard, the co-

director, slightly more often. 

 Even as chapters and support for the Peoples Bicentennial Commission spread 

throughout the country, the PBC’s organizational skills were unproven since it had 

publicized its cause and relied on local initiative to form chapters rather than directly 

organizing them.  The bicentennial of the Boston Tea Party in 1973 would give the PBC 

                                                 
40 Leonard, interview. 
41 Howard, interview. 
42 Howard, interview. 
43 John Stauber to PBC National Staff, May 27, 1975, Madison Peoples Bicentennial Commission 

records. 
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the opportunity to show their skills at organizing as well as highlight the issues that they 

felt were important.  The protest at the Boston Tea Party celebration would show to the 

official bicentennial that they could plan protests that could not only be disruptive but 

also were pointed critiques of America and capitalism. 

 The official Boston Tea Party celebration consisted of a supposed “reproduction” 

built and owned by the Salada Tea Co. of one of the three ships that tea was thrown off of 

and into the Boston harbor.  On the December 16, 1973, the bicentennial of the Tea Party, 

thirty men dressed up as colonials threw empty crates of tea (in order not to pollute the 

harbor) into the water below.  Even though the event drew a crowd of 20,000, it was not 

the auspicious celebration that some would have hoped to start the nation’s bicentennial.  

It was criticized for being “contrived” and “artificial” and for being a “pseudo-event” that 

“rang very hollow.”44  While the official event was deemed insufficient by some, the 

American Revolution Bicentennial Administration admitted in its final report that “the 

determination to protest that provoked the original Tea Party was not absent at the official 

reenactment.”  They, however, also made a point of the diversity of groups that were 

there, including the Church of Scientology and the Disabled American Veterans.45 

 Along with these groups, the Peoples Bicentennial Commission was there in force 

and drew the most attention.  The PBC focused on two things during the Boston Tea 

Party celebration: President Richard Nixon and the oil crisis.  Nixon was in the midst of 

Watergate by this time, and although the PBC did not organize directly for impeachment, 

its members expressly supported the goal.  In order to lampoon Nixon, the PBC built a 

                                                 
44 Stephen Isaacs, “Boston Tea Party Restaged: Opening of Centennial Gala Contrived, Artificial,”  

Washington Post, December 17, 1973. 
45 American Revolution Bicentennial Administration, The Bicentennial of the United States of 

America: A Final Report to the People, vol. 1 (Washington D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 
1977), 106 & 107. 



 15 

huge paper-mache head of him wearing a crown that was surrounded by the logos of oil 

companies; in this way, they not only linked Nixon to King George III of the American 

Revolution but also to the oil companies.  Bob Leonard, who was in charge of the PBC’s 

theater group, wore the head of Nixon as the PBC marched through Boston to the dock 

where the ship was.  As they marched through the streets of Boston, the Nixon head was 

pelted unmercifully by rotten vegetables that the PBC had earlier collected from the local 

farmer’s market and distributed to the crowd.46  

 The PBC had also managed to clandestinely lease a floor of a warehouse next to 

the dock where the reenactment took place.  The night before the celebration, they 

secretly wheeled in a giant sound system.  During the official celebration, they cranked 

up the music in the warehouse and blasted the Jefferson Airplane’s “Volunteers,” which 

caused confusion as the people at the celebration tried to figure out where the music was 

coming from.  They had also barricaded the warehouse, so no one could get in and turn 

the music off.47   

After the official celebration was finished dumping their empty boxes of tea into 

the harbor, the PBC stormed the boat and threw empty oil barrels into the harbor to 

protest the oil crisis, or as the PBC labeled it, they had a Boston Oil Party.48  The exact 

message behind the protest may have been a little hazy, other than being anti-Nixon and 

anti-oil companies, but the PBC largely succeeded in what it set out to do, which was 

create a spectacle.  Like some of the events that would eventually follow, the PBC was 
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aiming to create “media events” to get publicity for their cause, and according to the co-

director, the Boston Tea Party protest generated a lot of interest in the group.49  

 The protest in Boston for the bicentennial of the Tea Party keenly linked the 

frustration of the Americans over oil and oil companies to the Tea Party’s protest against 

the East India Company.  The PBC, however, had not laid out a complete economic view 

or program, other than a vague anti-corporation message.  They sought to remedy this 

situation through the publication a manifesto entitled Common Sense II,50 which laid out 

their plans for continuing the American Revolution to bring the nation “economic 

democracy.”  This “economic democracy” would remove Americans from the control of 

the corporations and give them a greater stake in the decisions that affected their 

economic future. 

   From their economic viewpoint, the Peoples Bicentennial Commission saw the 

corporations as having far too much power.  The corporations were “the most important 

governing institution[s] in our lives.”51  They effectively turned humans into automatons 

and only looked out for their own good.  Corporations have “issued a death sentence 

against the individual human spirit.”52  While this anti-corporation rhetoric was not 

especially new, it had increasing appeal due to the economic crisis during the 1970s, 

including to people who did not generally consider themselves leftists.53  According to 
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the PBC, the reason behind the economy’s recession and inflation was that “the United 

States ha[d] become like a giant company town.”54 

 The solution that the Peoples Bicentennial Commission proposed, while perhaps 

making “common sense” to them, was quite radical and revolutionary (although it was 

not a new idea but had been debated among the left for years).  They rejected such 

reforms as trust busting or profit sharing.  Instead, they proposed to create a participatory 

economic democracy.  Rejecting any half-measures, they were calling for a “transfer of 

economic power” by “replacing the small stockholding elite, the bankers, the speculators 

and the executives with employee-controlled companies and an employee run 

economy.”55  In a democratic economy, the workers would own the companies that they 

worked for, depending on the company’s size.  In the key industries of the nation, the 

government would actually own the physical plant, but would not run the company; 

instead the workers would run the company, while the government leased the physical 

plant to them.56  While the government ownership of companies would look to many 

people like socialism, the corporation would remain in the open marketplace, so the 

government would not control what was made and how much.57   

The Peoples Bicentennial Commission was offering a radical plan to restructure 

the economy.  Even though it did not catch on with the public, it still made enough of an 

impact in the public arena that President Gerald Ford at a press conference was asked a 

question about “economic democracy.”  Ford, however, evaded the issue by giving his 
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own definition of economic democracy, which he said “means that we have an 

opportunity in our economic system for an individual to make his way up the ladder on 

the economic scale.”58  The reporter apparently did not bother to fill Ford in on the PBC’s 

definition, although it is obvious that Ford would have rejected any such idea. 

 This new found emphasis on “economic democracy” was the focus of the Peoples 

Bicentennial Commission’s biggest protest that took place at Concord, Massachusetts in 

1975 on the two-hundredth anniversary of the “Shot Heard ‘round The World.”  The rally 

was an all-night rally, in honor of Paul Revere’s midnight ride, which attracted up to 

45,000 people according to the PBC (the New York Times put the number at either 20,000 

or 30,000 which is still quite a turnout, as well as the largest “hostile demonstration” that 

President Ford had seen up to that seen at that point).59  The protest was very much 

informed by the sixties, in that it mixed the political and the cultural.  The cultural side of 

the protest included performances by musicians that included Pete Seeger, Arlo Guthrie, 

Phil Ochs, Holly Near, and Utah Phillips, each no stranger to leftist causes.60 Michael 

Wadleigh, who had filmed the documentary on Woodstock, handled the staging of the 

musical acts.61 

 Unlike Woodstock where the cultural overwhelmed the political (most famously 

when Abbie Hoffman’s appeal to the concert for White Panther John Sinclair was cut 
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short by Pete Townsend),62 the Peoples Bicentennial Commission’s Concord protest 

managed to have music as well as a high amount of political content or, as Jeremy Rifkin 

put it, “revolutionary oratory.”63  The speakers included Barry Commoner, Richard 

Chavez from the United Farm Workers and George Wald, Nobel-laureate in Medicine 

and anti-war activist, as well as actors reading quotations from the original founding 

fathers.64  While most of the speakers focused on the American Revolution and the call 

for “economic democracy,” Don Tormey, who was an organizer for the United Electrical 

Workers, made explicit the protest’s connection with the Old Left, calling on the 

inspiration of Joe Hill, Eugene Debs, Haymarket, Homestead, Lawrence and Ludlow.65  

These are obvious touchstones in the history of the Labor movement and the left, in 

general, but they never appeared in the Peoples Bicentennial Commission’s materials.  

Instead, they focus strictly on the revolutionary period in talking about “economic 

democracy.”  The figures of the American Revolution are unimpeachably American, 

whereas referencing these other figure and events would have limited the people that may 

have been receptive to their message.   

The leaders of the PBC read their “Declaration of Economic Independence” in the 

morning to the 25,000 people that still remained after the protest during the night.  This 

Declaration was modeled after the original Declaration of Independence and contained a 

bill of particulars against the corporations, as well as calling for the establishment of a 
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“democratic economy.”  According to the PBC, a cheer went up after the reading was 

finished, and the declaration was “unanimously” adopted by the protest.66 

 The pinnacle of the Concord protest (at least for the press reporting on it) was 

when the President Gerald Ford gave his scheduled speech on the other side of the river 

from the Peoples Bicentennial Commission’s protest the next morning.  Ford, ironically 

standing on the side of the river which the British fired from (an irony that the PBC was 

not shy in exploiting) gave a speech that, even at the time, was considered “strangely 

bellicose,” reminding Americans that “[i]n these two centuries, the United States has 

become a world power.  From a newborn nation with a few ships, American sea power 

now ranges to the most distant shore.”67   

As Ford’s words trickled across the river to the PBC protest, the protestors 

“erupted in boos” and posed a “real challenge” to the speech.68  A few protestors 

attempted to cross the river and get to the side where Ford was.  The Coast Guard and 

police made sure that no one made it to the President, although one protester got within a 

hundred feet, before he was “beaten into the mud by the policemen.”  Close to 1,000 

protesters waded into the river and continued to protest on a small peninsula, after the 

President had left.69  Like the Boston Tea Party protest, the Concord protest showed that 

the PBC could bring a large group of protesters together to promote their goals. 

 While the Peoples Bicentennial Commission reveled in their success at Concord, 

their actions came under scrutiny by the press to an extent that had been previously 
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unfamiliar to them.  Instead of focusing on the political content of the protest, the press 

focused much more on the cultural aspects.  Almost invariably, the protest was noted 

more for its beer cans rather than its speeches.  According to the Wall Street Journal, 

“[b]y midnight, when a People’s Bicentennial Commission speech and concert program 

started, many of those in attendance were too drunk or drug-dazed to care.”  They also 

quoted a PBC marshal as saying that “[m]ost of the people here don’t care about 

anything.  They just want more entertainment.” 70  While there was undoubtedly drinking 

and some drug usage occurring at the rally (even the former co-director of the PBC 

admits that it “was a pretty wild scene”), the press made this behavior the story rather 

than the very political speeches that were given and the political actions that were 

taken.71  By ignoring those political moments, the press was able to portray this political 

protest as simply “a rumble by a bunch of juvenile delinquents out for a good time.”72   

The Peoples Bicentennial Commission, however, was not unaware of the press’ 

portrayal.  John Stauber, a staff member in Madison, Wisconsin, wrote to the National 

Office that the Concord protest reporting portrayed them as “young, irresponsible, 

hedonistic, hypocritical, with no significant message except ‘America stinks’ (sound 

familiar?)”  He insists that the PBC has “to buck this image, and be careful not to play 

into it.”73  The downfall of the New Left and the negative stereotypes that was associated 
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with it helped to determine how the Peoples Bicentennial Commission fashioned and 

portrayed themselves in the media. 

 The press not only ignored the political moments, but they also failed to mention 

a part of the Concord protest that represented a key part of the PBC’s plan: a sunrise 

church service.74  The Peoples Bicentennial Commission really attempted to incorporate 

religion into their program in a way that had been completely rejected by other leftist 

groups.  The PBC worked with the Ecumenical Task force on the Religious Observance 

of the Nation’s Bicentennial, staffed by the National Council of Churches, to produce a 

pamphlet on religion and the American Revolution entitled “The Light in the Steeple,” 

which reached 65,000 churches.75   

PBC bicentennial material was used in churches throughout the country.  Bill 

Peltz, the Midwest Coordinator, was a strong proponent of the religious aspect, in 

particular producing a set of bicentennial Bible Studies that centered on the concept of 

Jubilee with a theologically conservative friend.76  Needless to say, the PBC was not 

embraced by all churches.  The Church League of America chided the National Council 

of Churches by saying that it was “quite embarrassing for the presumed church of 

CHRIST to get its sermon material from a revolutionary concern [the PBC] that connives 

at the destruction of our form of government and all our institutions, including all 

churches worthy of the name and morality based on the Decalogue.”77  This criticism, 
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however, was not focused on the religious content of the material but rather on the PBC’s 

ultimate goals.  By engaging religion, the PBC was looking to expand the people that 

they reached and introduce them to their view of how to fix American society. 

 With the Boston Tea Party and Concord protests, the Peoples Bicentennial 

Commission clearly showed that they were using history as a way to organize a 

movement.  The actual history of the American Revolution is something that the PBC 

dived into and really tried to widen the public’s awareness of the history.  The PBC 

produced lavishly illustrated packets that were then distributed to libraries and schools 

(even their enemies admitted that they “look[ed] like something American Heritage 

might have done”).78  These historical writings that the PBC produced focused on what 

they called the “radical-humanist aspect of American history.”79  Samuel Adams and 

Thomas Paine were their main heroes of their American Revolution.  George Washington 

and John Adams are close to being ignored in their literature, while Alexander Hamilton 

and his “authoritarian beliefs” were actually disparaged and lumped in with H. L. Hunt, 

Jay Gould, and John D. Rockefeller in the PBC’s pantheon of villains.80   

The PBC published a quote book, Voice of the American Revolution, where they 

took the “most radical quotes from our founding fathers and mothers” and divided them 

into sections such as economic democracy, women’s rights, and minority rights, which 

clearly showed how they were attempting to apply quotes from the Revolutionary period 
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to their struggle today.81  The PBC was not trying to put forth academic studies of the 

American Revolution, although their information was thoroughly researched.  Instead, 

they were using history on behalf of a radical activist effort by asserting that the 

American Revolution, in fact, was a revolution and not simply a “War for 

Independence.”82  Needless to say, the PBC’s view of history was attacked.  Even a 

historian who agreed with their analysis in regard to the overwhelming power of 

multinational corporations, UCLA’s Gary Nash, felt that “[t]he PBC plays fast and loose 

with history.”83 

 While it may have played “fast and loose” with history, the Peoples Bicentennial 

Commission did sincerely attempt to make history relevant to the mass of citizens.  They 

felt that history had become too academicized and thus, too separate from the popular 

public.  The PBC accused academic historians of performing “a kind of prefrontal 

lobotomy on the general public and remov[ing] a substantial part of our historical 

awareness.”84  They scorned “objectivity” in history and promoted that amateur historians 

could do as good of a job as professional historians.  They called it “making history from 

the bottom up – a process whereby we all become historians and come to understand the 

importance of each individual to the development of his society.”85 

Even with the criticism that the PBC received from some professional historians 

and their focus on amateur history, the PBC was able to attract the support of some 
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prominent historians.  For example, Philip Foner, an influential labor historian, gave 

some speeches for them. 86  By far, the most historical credibility was lent to the PBC 

through the support of American Revolution historian and Bancroft award-winner Page 

Smith.  Smith was actually listed as the staff historian for the Peoples Bicentennial 

Commission.  In this function, he contributed articles to the PBC’s magazine Common 

Sense about such topics as African-Americans in the American Revolution and labor in 

the American Revolution.  His name gave the PBC respectability in their use of history.  

It does not appear that he was actually involved in any of the PBC’s protests or other 

actions.  Instead, he produced a two volume book entitled A People’s History of the 

American Revolution that was 1,899 pages and encompassed two volumes.87  While this 

book was not explicitly linked to the PBC, its publication and the extent of his interaction 

with the PBC shows that he clearly did not feel, like Nash, that they were doing a 

disservice to history. 

Although the publicity that the Peoples Bicentennial Commission gained after the 

Concord protest was not entirely positive, their next major action would bring the 

public’s attention back to them in a far more positive light.  In order to ascertain the 

mood of the American public, Jeremy Rifkin came up with the idea to conduct a public 

opinion poll.  In order to give the poll legitimacy, the PBC contracted with Peter Hart, 

who was relatively young and had just started his own polling company a few years 

before.  The questions, written by Jeremy Rifkin and Ted Howard with help from Hart, 
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were administered to 1,209 people the week of July 25, 1975 at a cost to the PBC of 

$14,400.88  They were stunned by the results.  According to them, the poll showed that: 

Thirteen years after the fledgling student movement issued a challenge to restore 
democratic principles to American society [in the Port Huron statement], a 
majority of the American people are now voicing their approval by calling for a 
participatory democratic economy – employee owned and controlled companies 
operating in a market economy; consumers represented on the boards of 
companies operating out of the local community; and public ownership of all 
natural resources.89 
 

The Peoples Bicentennial Commission symbolically chose Labor Day to release the 

results of the poll and the press generally led with the PBC’s interpretation that it showed 

that people wanted economic change.  The PBC, however, played down significant parts 

of the poll, as well as gave too much weight to other parts, to show that the public 

generally agreed with their aims.90 

 The Peoples Bicentennial Commission’s poll did show frustration with the 

economy and the current economic system.  For example, in a time of great inflation, the 

poll showed that 84% of people gave business a negative rating when it came to “keeping 

down the cost of living” and 75% gave a negative rating to business for “preventing 

unemployment and recessions.”91  The poll also did find that 50% of people felt the 

PBC’s major solution, employee owned and controlled companies, would improve the 

economy, and only 14% thought that it would make the economy worse.  Two-thirds of 

the people surveyed did also favor working for an employee-owned company, although 

only 8% favored working for a government-owned company.  A major finding of 
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economic dissatisfaction with the poll was that 41% of people favor making “major” 

changes, while 37% favor “minor” changes and 17% thought that the economy would 

straighten itself out. 

 This last finding shows some of the issues that occur in the poll that the Peoples 

Bicentennial Commission did not address.  First, it did not define what “major” changes 

are; they could want significantly less government interaction in the economy not more.  

Second, the majority of the people still wanted minor or no changes, yet the PBC plan 

clearly would have been a major change.  The public’s opinion on government ownership 

of environmental resources, which was one of the three things that the PBC declared to 

show the public’s readiness for participatory economic democracy, also shows where the 

PBC was trying to spin something that is neutral at best into a positive.  Forty-four 

percent of Americans believed that public ownership of natural resources would do more 

good than harm, but 42% felt that it would do more harm than good.  Even if this 

difference was not within in the sampling error, it still is hardly a ringing endorsement of 

government ownership of resources.  The public also agreed, 58% to 31%, that union 

gains were too large, which hardly bodes well for a group coming from the left side of the 

political spectrum.   

 While the Peoples Bicentennial Commission obviously tried to spin the results of 

the opinion poll to emphasize certain aspects, they certainly cannot be faulted for this 

practice.  Any company or group that initiates a poll would attempt to do the same thing.  

The results would have certainly been surprising to the PBC, especially the amount of 

people who supported employee-controlled companies.  It must have been reassuring to 

have polling data that showed that a large group of Americans supported one of their 
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main goals.  The disgust at the economy as a whole certainly could not have been 

surprising, though.  The economy was not doing well, and a person would have been 

foolish not to think that some change might be needed.  The poll was also administered at 

“the height of the gloom” of an economic recession, when people are more likely to be 

open to economic changes.92 

 At the same time that they decided to embark on the public opinion poll, the 

Peoples Bicentennial Commission also decided to get involved with the 1976 presidential 

race.  The PBC’s interest in the presidential race, however, was not confined to 

supporting a specific candidate.  In fact, while some of the candidates were more 

agreeable to them than others, they refused to back any single candidate and instead 

promoted their concept of economic democracy during the campaign.  Calling their 

efforts the Common Sense Campaign for a Democratic Economy, they focused on the 

primary states of Wisconsin and New Hampshire where they implemented strategies 

which had previously worked for them, including the use of guerilla theater and public 

polling. 

 The Hart poll had shown the Peoples Bicentennial Commission the public 

relations value of polling.  The National Office, in fact, came to see such promise in this 

sort of economic polling that they recommended that each individual branch attempt to 

conduct their own poll with the help of a local university.93  Such polls were conducted in 

New Hampshire and Wisconsin during the primaries, and both showed similar results to 

the nationwide Hart Poll.  The poll taken in New Hampshire by the Luis L. Granados 
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Associates demonstrated that 54% of the New Hampshire voters thought that the 

Republicans and Democrats should promote self-managed employee owned business, 

while 75% felt that the parties still would not.94  Not only did the poll support the PBC’s 

economic beliefs, but it also revealed that, in general, the voters felt that the Presidential 

candidates were not convincing the voters on their economic beliefs.  Only 23% of the 

voters felt that one of the candidates “made sense” on the economy, while 61% thought 

that the candidates were not addressing the real economic issues of the nation.95  This poll 

again furnished the PBC with the hard data to support their position that the citizens 

wanted an economic change in the country. 

 The Common Sense campaign was much more than public opinion polls.  The 

Peoples Bicentennial Commission also focused on a grassroots approach to interjecting 

their economic goals into the presidential campaigns of 1976.  PBC members and 

volunteers dogged the candidates and repeatedly asked for the candidates’ positions on 

their proposal of “economic democracy.”  They not only focused on the two major 

Republican candidates, Ford and Reagan, but on the Democrats, as well.  While the 

Democrats were obviously much more closer ideologically to the PBC than the 

Republicans, they still disappointed the PBC by only offering general attacks on 

“monopolistic industry and privileged interests” and failing to get to what the PBC saw as 

the root of the problem: “the corporate structure which has destroyed free enterprise and 

allows a few [people] to control our economic and political destiny.”96  The two 

Democrats that came closest to the PBC’s vision were Fred Harris and Morris Udall.  
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Harris, however, was a fringe candidate at best, and Udall, while liked by at least some in 

the PBC, failed to support their solution for a democratically controlled economy saying 

that it “would mean tearing up the Constitution and destroying the concept of private 

property.”97 

 The two candidates for the Republican nomination, President Ford and Ronald 

Reagan, provided a much starker relief for the Peoples Bicentennial Commission.  

According to the PBC, Ford and Reagan would hardly “admit that big business even 

existed, much less that it has immense power and control over our society.”  For them, 

“[b]ig government is the Grinch that stole Christmas[;] Big business is the tooth fairy.”98  

In both New Hampshire and Wisconsin, Reagan was particularly the target of the PBC.  

In New Hampshire, the PBC, in the words of the New York Times, “infiltrate[d]” the 

question periods to ask questions (“mannerly heckling,” as the Times called it) that were 

critical of him.  They also carried a banner that said “Ronald Reagan Is the Candidate of 

Big Business,” although the “message did not appear to displease the candidate or his 

staff.”99  The PBC also burned an effigy of Ford to protest his “link with big business.”100   

The Common Sense campaign in Wisconsin ended up accused of more than 

“mannerly heckling” when it protested an appearance by Ronald Reagan.  At an 

appearance by Reagan in Oshkosh to open his Wisconsin campaign, the PBC was blamed 

when eggs were thrown at Reagan.101  The PBC steadfastly denied the charges and 
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instead answered that it “deplore[d] the egg throwing,” as well as the “[m]edia’s 

scrambled distortions of what did take place.”102 

 The Reagan egg-throwing incident did spark some press coverage of the Peoples 

Bicentennial Commission’s protests during the primaries; as a whole, however, the PBC 

was largely unsuccessful at making multinational corporations an issue during the 1976 

Presidential campaign.  While Jeremy Rifkin hoped that “[w]hen Senator Windbag shows 

up at Oscar Meyer’s plant gate, if we’ve done enough work, someone will ask Senator 

Windbag if he doesn’t think the workers could run the company,” their Common Sense 

campaign failed to get much substantive coverage and rather was just treated as an 

oddity.103   

The Peoples Bicentennial Commission simply did not have the funds to support a 

grassroots campaign that could have been successful during the presidential primaries.  

Bill Peltz, the Midwest coordinator, lived with around a half-a-dozen or so male 

volunteers on a deserted floor of a factory that he rented to conserve funds during the 

Wisconsin campaign.104  The PBC was not under any illusions about “economic 

democracy” becoming the main issue in the 1976 elections.  Dan Newman, a PBC 

fieldworker, expected the Common Sense Campaign only to lay the groundwork to enact 

fundamental economic change next time, rather than during an election year.105  Jon 

Stauber, who was a coordinator in Wisconsin, put the likelihood of a candidate 

                                                 
102 Letter from John C. Stauber to Editor, January 29, 1976, Madison People’s Bicentennial 

Commission records. 
103 “Group to Tackle Corporate Giants,” News-Herald (Marshfield, WI), November 12, 1975, in 

Madison People’s Bicentennial Commission records; Bill Peltz, e-mail message, February 26, 2009. 
104 Bill Peltz, e-mail message, February 26, 2009. 
105 Marty Racine, “Common Sense Campaign: Economic Democracy, Wisconsin Key State for 

PBC,” The Bugle American, January 28, 1976, 24-25. 



 32 

supporting economic democracy as 1,000 to 1.106  With election coverage often focused 

on the horse-race aspect of political races, it is not surprising that a group trying to 

interject an issue into the primaries was lost in the shuffle.  Although there was some 

initial discussion about the Common Sense campaign extending to primaries other than 

New Hampshire and Wisconsin, it does not appear that the National Office was involved 

in any other primaries. 

 Even though the Peoples Bicentennial Commission was not able to attract much 

press attention to the subject of corporations during the primary season, its next publicity 

stunt, Campaign Corporate Exposure, would hit the PBC with almost unanimous 

criticism from the mainstream press.  For Campaign Corporate Exposure, which was 

planned to mark the bicentennial of the publishing of Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations, 

the PBC sent letters to the wives and secretaries of the Fortune 500 companies about 

corporate corruption.  One thousand wives received an audio cassette which told them 

about the rash of corporate malfeasance and asked them to start a discussion with their 

husbands about corporate corruption.  The PBC followed up the audio tapes with letters 

to 8,000 corporate wives informing them about corporate corruption.107  During National 

Secretaries Week (which started on April 19, 1976), the PBC mailed letters to 10,000 

secretaries offering a $25,000 reward for information that led to the conviction and 

imprisonment of a CEO of a Fortune 500 company.108  The PBC received publicity by 

mailing the offer to 13,000 journalists as well.   
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 The condemnation of these letters was swift.  The Peoples Bicentennial 

Commission received replies from wives that were, as co-director Ted Howard described 

it, “written on obviously expensive, grainy, engraved stationery with expletives that I’ve 

only seen on a men’s room wall telling us what they thought of our idea.”109  According 

to the PBC, around eighty percent of the responses were negative and twenty percent 

positive, although the positive letters surely could not have showed the same intensity as 

the letters from the wives denouncing the Campaign showed.  One enraged wife 

answered: “How dare you inflict your insidious ideas in the sanctity of my home?  How 

dare you presume on my relationship with my husband that is a private affair?”110  The 

responses of secretaries to the offer apparently did not worry the press as much, although 

one executive secretary wrote into the Chicago Tribune calling the scheme a “Hitlerian 

doctrine of spying on peers and associates.”111   

The newspapers themselves did not simply let the recipients of the letters 

condemn Campaign Corporate Exposure, criticizing the scheme both implicitly in the 

stories and explicitly in editorials.  In the stories about the letters, the papers called it a 

“tattletale offer” as well as noted the “patronizing tone” of the audio tape that was mailed 

to the wives.112  Editorially, the Chicago Tribune argued that the PBC offered rewards to 

“squealers.”  They also thought that while eradicating corruption was an important goal, 

“[i]f there is any corruption in this picture, it is corruption by the PBC of the principles of 

free enterprise which we are supposedly observing on this bicentennial.”113  This could 
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certainly be expected from the conservative Tribune, but the New York Times was even 

harsher than the Tribune.  The Times, which had previously reported favorably on the 

PBC, now saw the PBC as a “pseudo-liberal organization [that] has now stooped to that 

oldest of totalitarian subversions – the organizing of internal spy systems in family, 

business or community.”  Furthermore, “the P.B.C. has now totally destroyed whatever 

credibility it had left as social critic of the Bicentennial.  Which is too bad, as there’s 

plenty left to criticize.”114  Ann Landers even got into the act.  In responding to a letter 

soliciting her views on Campaign Corporate Exposure, she stated that it “smell[ed] like a 

barrel of lost herring,” and she was “[d]isgusted.”115 

 While the media’s criticism was so dedicated to the idea of informing and reward 

money as being reminiscent of the Gestapo, the Peoples Bicentennial Commission did 

have defenders and did a decent job of defending the offering for a reward for 

information.  In Chicago, Peter Collins from WDAI Radio responded to the Tribune’s 

editorial by pointing out that both the information sought, as well as the methods, were 

not markedly different than what the Justice department should do.  Collins was not a 

diehard supporter of PBC, viewing the concept of “economic democracy” as “highly 

impractical in the United States,” although he saw the value in attempting to get business 

to respond to more than its self interest.116   

The PBC itself was not silent in regards to the harsh criticism made against the 

campaign.  Rifkin, in response to the Times, pointed out that banks offer cash rewards for 

robbers, and they were only doing the same thing for the criminals who might run the 

banks.  He also pointed out that anyone who concealed such criminal information anyway 
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could be charged as an accomplice.  Not content merely to point out the absurdity of 

calling informing “totalitarian subversions,” Rifkin also pointed out that since “[t]he 

Times is big business, run by big-business executives,” the PBC understood why they 

were so upset over the offer (implying that it hit too close to home).117 

 The New York Times should not have been so worried about the PBC’s offer 

turning every secretary or wife into a spy.  In the end, no secretaries (wives were not 

actually offered a reward or asked to inform) stepped up with information that led to 

them claiming the reward.  On the other hand, Campaign Corporate Exposure was not 

entirely fruitless.  The Center for the Social Action of the United Church of Christ came 

to the PBC, and they held a joint press conference with documents that purportedly 

showed that the Mobil Oil Company was selling oil to Rhodesia in violation of UN and 

U. S. sanctions.  At the press conference, Jeremy Rifkin announced that the Center for 

Social Action would receive $10,000 as reward with the other $15,000 coming after the 

conviction, which they quickly declined.118  The Center for Social Action had received 

the documents from Okhela, a clandestine organization in South Africa.119  The charges 

were substantial enough to provoke a Treasury Department investigation, but after 10-

months Mobil was cleared because the authenticity of all of the documents could not be 

established.120 

 Despite the lack of convictions or actual exposures in regards to Campaign 

Corporate Exposure, the Peoples Bicentennial Commission regarded it as, at least in 
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some ways, a success.  They thought that “it did evoke an unprecedented public dialogue 

around the question of crime in the suites and the issue of business ethics in general.”121  

The issue also was not necessarily to convict a CEO; the PBC did not have the money in 

the bank to pay the reward. Although they thought that they could have come up with the 

money, it certainly would have not have been easy for a group that was not that flush 

with cash.122 

Instead, the offer was another public-relations spectacle.  While the 

announcement did in fact receive a lot of attention, it also, unfortunately for them, was 

overwhelmingly negative attention and perhaps lost whatever goodwill they had left with 

the press.123  Still, along with the Hart Poll and the Common Sense campaign, Campaign 

Corporate Exposure was an attempt to extend the PBC’s life past the bicentennial.124  A 

group known as the Peoples Bicentennial Commission obviously had a dilemma once the 

actual bicentennial passed.125  The increased focus on the corporate themes, as opposed to 

strictly American Revolution motifs, was as an attempt to shift the energy that the group 

had built up with the bicentennial into a longer-lasting movement. 

 Even though the Peoples Bicentennial Commission was attempting to make the 

transition into a post-bicentennial world, the actual bicentennial on July 4th, 1976 should 

have been a grand moment for the PBC.  The PBC had already shown that they were 
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capable of drawing a large number of people to protests for the Boston Tea Party and the 

anniversary of Lexington-Concord.  As a result they planned for a demonstration that 

would overshadow both of those protests.   

The bicentennial July 4th was ripe for spectacle; parts of the government, 

however, were worried about spectacle of another kind, terrorism.  Senator Strom 

Thurmond of South Carolina held a hearing of the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee 

on this topic.  The PBC, having already been the target of a report from this committee 

(which will be discussed below) decided to approach this hearing in a satirical way.  A 

group of around sixty or seventy PBC members went to the hearing wearing tri-corner 

hats, playing Yankee Doodle on kazoos, and reciting the Declaration of the Independence 

until they were thrown out.126  While the PBC effectively showed their contempt for the 

hearing, the hearing itself was more focused on a different July 4th demonstration in 

Philadelphia which brought together much more radical groups.  A witness at the hearing 

concluded that the PBC’s Washington protest would not exceed the “rowdiness and 

disruption” that occurred at the Concord protest.127  The White House, having already 

experienced a PBC protest at Concord, also kept an eye on the protest; a copy of the 

PBC’s application for a permit to protest on the National Mall was sent to Jack Marsh, 

the counselor to President Ford, although it was noted that they specifically would not get 

involved.128 
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 With their previous protest planning experience behind them, the Peoples 

Bicentennial Commission planned for a protest that would bring in 250,000.  Continuing 

with their non-typical (for the left) inclusion of religion into their political program, the 

day started off with an interfaith religious service that focused on the biblical theme of 

Jubilee at the Jefferson Memorial “beside the silver-grey waters of the Potomac River, as 

the sun broke through cottony clouds.”129  After the service had ended, the protestors 

marched to the east side of the mall, between 1st and 7th Streets Northwest, blocks from 

the Capitol.  In that space on the mall, the company that had done the stage at Woodstock 

had erected a huge stage, which was festooned with the PBC’s favorite “Don’t Tread on 

Me” flag and other banners.130  On that stage appeared a who’s who of speakers for the 

left and progressive movements, including Jane Fonda, Tom Hayden, Jonathan Kozol, 

and Ruben “Hurricane” Carter, as well as the folk musician Peter Yarrow.   

Despite the PBC’s hosting of the event, with such a wide array of speakers, the 

messages were obviously not solely on the need for “economic democracy.”  For 

example, Marion Barry, a District of Columbia council member, gave a speech in support 

of blacks in South Africa.  Like the autonomy granted to the different PBC branches, part 

of the draw for the event was its mixture of speakers who appealed to a wide variety of 

people.  The “economic democracy” theme was still evident, however, as the PBC gained 

signatures for its “Declaration of Economic Independence,” as well as gave speeches in 

that vein. 
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 Even though all of these elements should have combined for a successful protest, 

the July 4th, 1976 protest ended the Peoples Bicentennial Commission’s bicentennial 

campaign with a comparative whimper rather than a bang.  Overall, only around 5,000 

people showed up, not only well below what the PBC had hoped for but also even below 

the numbers the National Park Service had predicted days before.131  The protests in the 

sixties still served as a reference point in judging the PBC’s July 4th rally, and this 

amount of people was far below many of the protests during the sixties.  The rally itself 

was said to look “like a central casting staging of the 1960s anti-war protest.”132  While 

the rally participants may have had the “look” of the Sixties down, there was one 

difference.  The crowd was far “mellower” and less bitter.133  This change in the tone of 

the protests was again showing that it was a different time than the “turbulent” sixties. 

 Why did the protest on the bicentennial Fourth of July draw such a small crowd?  

It had all of the makings of major protest.  The Peoples Bicentennial Commission had 

shown their ability to draw people to a less centrally located place (Concord), and it was 

filled with star speakers on the left.  Yet, in the end, it fizzled.  The primary reason for 

such a small attendance was that there was another protest in Philadelphia that drew 

attendance away from the PBC’s event.  A group called the July 4th Coalition that was a 

combination of groups on the left including the American Indian Movement and the 

Prairie Fire Organizing Committee, the aboveground arm of the Weather Underground, 

held this event in Philadelphia. 
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 Interestingly, one of the ways that the July 4th coalition ended up attracting people 

away from the main PBC rally was that it attracted the support of local PBC branches 

over the main PBC rally.  The Chicago branch, one of the more active local PBC 

branches, dropped out of active support for the D. C. rally and instead urged people to go 

to Philadelphia, because the National PBC had rejected the slogan “A Bicentennial 

without Colonies” without, according to them, consulting other PBCs.134  The National 

PBC did not necessarily disagree with this message of anti-colonialism, but it was not 

their focus.  They had been organizing around the bicentennial for years, and this issue 

about colonialism only appeared late in the planning stages; they were not about to lose 

the focus on “economic democracy” after all the years of organizing around that issue.135  

The PBC was also still trying to appeal to a much wider audience than the July 4th 

coalition; the issue of Puerto Rico and colonialism would not have had the same 

popularity with mainstream America that it would have had on the left.   

Furthermore, the PBC, as individuals and as a group, was tired by the time the 

Bicentennial actually rolled around.  They had been organizing around this issue for four 

years. By the time it actually arrived they had exhausted a lot of their resources, both 

physical and financial.136  Despite focusing on the bicentennial, the PBC ended up 

peaking before it even reached July of 1976. 

 The actual bicentennial rally turned out to be disappointing to the Peoples 

Bicentennial Commission.  The PBC, however, sought to continue their fight for 
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“economic democracy” past the bicentennial.  They continued to be in the public eye as 

they fought against a series of Ad Council advertisements that sought to explain the 

United States economic system in what Jeremy Rifkin described as from “almost a 

chamber of commerce perspective.”137  Only NBC agreed to run the ads, while the Ad 

Council decided to revise them in the ways that CBS and ABC had asked them to, due to 

the pressure of the PBC.138   

After the bicentennial, with its increased focus in anti-corporate agitation, the 

Peoples Bicentennial Commission changed its name to the Peoples Business Commission 

in late 1976, thus allowing it to keep the initials of “PBC.”  The PBC continued to 

advocate for various causes, eventually getting into protesting the patenting of genetic 

material.  Rifkin remained the leading force behind the organization and in the early 

1980s the Peoples Business Commission ceased to exist.  In its place was an organization 

called the Foundation on Economic Trends which was specifically geared to supporting 

Jeremy Rifkin’s work and research.  Still, even with the name changes, the Peoples 

Bicentennial Commission’s influence can still be seen in the Foundation on Economic 

Trends as Rifkin’s protestors in 1984 carried signs that read “Don’t Tread on My 

Genes.”139  

 As the Peoples Bicentennial Commission was increasingly successful in 

spreading its message emphasizing the revolutionary aspects of the American Revolution, 

it became a target of criticism not only from their political right but also from their 
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political left.140  The right saw them as an outgrowth of the New Left and a group that 

was set on remaking the United States in the image of Cuba.  The leftist opposition, on 

the other hand, disliked the patriotism the PBC showed, as well as its deviation from 

standard leftist rhetoric.  While the right criticized the PBC as being part of the far-left, 

the far-left criticized the PBC for straying from leftist principles.  These conflicting 

criticisms help to show how much the National PBC was attempting to forge a new way 

to look at progressive politics. 

 While conservative criticism of the Peoples Bicentennial Commission had existed 

since they had appeared in the public eye through the release of the Bicentennial Papers, 

it hit a fevered pitch in 1975 and 1976.  During these two years such conservative 

luminaries as Ronald Reagan, James Kilpatrick, and the American Conservative Union 

each attacked the PBC as an affront to America and the bicentennial.141  The Senate 

Subcommittee to Investigate the Administration of the Internal Security Act also held a 

hearing and published a report attacking the Peoples Bicentennial Commission.   

 In general, the conservative attacks on the PBC ran toward connecting the group 

with the far-left and the New Left’s fetishization of Mao and other Communists.  

Conservatives repeatedly labeled the PBC as “neo-Marxist”142 or as straight-up 

communists practically “urging the formation of workers’ soviets.”143  When the right 

was not focusing on the PBC’s constructive program for what conservatives viewed as 
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PBC’s socialistic demand for “economic democracy,” the PBC was also attacked for 

attempting to “sow seeds of discord.”144  Despite putting forward a constructive plan and 

platform, their materials were accused of simply trying to tear down the country or as 

having “a destructive spirit toward ’76.”145  

 The attacks from conservatives were not only in the right-wing press.  The 

Peoples Bicentennial Commission also drew enough attention to itself that it was 

eventually the subject of a hearing by the Senate Subcommittee to Investigate the 

Administration of the Internal Security Act (abbreviated SISS) chaired by Mississippi 

Senator James Eastland.146  By this time, the SISS was a relic of the McCarthy era and 

would soon be shuttered for good, but not before investigating the Peoples Bicentennial 

Commission.  Its hearing consisted of testimony from two self-proclaimed experts on the 

Peoples Bicentennial Commission (they will be discussed below), without any rebuttal 

from the PBC itself.  In the end, the SISS’ report tarred the PBC as a “small group of 

new-left political extremists whose pantheon of political heroes include such Marxist 

luminaries as Fidel Castro, Mao Tsetung, Che Guevara, and Regis Debray, and who seek 

to exploit the meaning of the American Revolution and to exploit the bicentennial 

celebration in order to further their own revolutionary goals.”147  Furthermore, when the 

                                                 
144 “About that Other Bicentennial Commission,” Paul Harvey News, March 23, 1976.  This 

commentary was included in the American Revolution Bicentennial Administration Records, along with a 
handwritten letter from the director, John Warner, to Paul Harvey about the commentary complimenting 
Harvey being “right on target with your commentary on the P.B.C.”  Letter from John W. Warner to Paul 
Harvey, April 5, 1976, Paul Harvey, General Office Records 1974-1976, Records of the Office of the 
Administrator, RG 452, NACP. 

145 Clifford M. Michaels, “The People’s Bicentennial Commission: A Destructive Spirit Toward 
’76,” Nation’s Business, July 1974, 65. 

146 While the SISS was the major report on the PBC put out by the government, the PBC also was 
denounced several times on the floor of congress and, according to a former member, were tailed by a FBI 
agent on at least one occasion.  Leonard, interview. 

147 Senate Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee to Investigate the Administration of the 
Internal Security Act and Other Internal Security Laws,  The Attempt to Steal the Bicentennial: Peoples 
Bicentennial Commission: Report of the Subcommittee to Investigate the Administration of the Internal 



 44 

PBC talked about “revolutionary nationalism,” the Subcommittee termed it 

“‘doublespeak’ for what most people would call a Communist takeover.”148  The PBC 

itself called it “an action-packed 30 pages that’s bound to keep the avid attention of 

commie-haters all over America.”149  

Despite the fact that the PBC was not given a chance to rebut the charges against 

them, as well as the fact that only one Senator (Eastland) was present,150 the 

Subcommittee’s report received a significant amount of attention in the press.151  The 

PBC quickly responded to the charges made by the SISS.  Rifkin denounced the hearing 

and report as “a real throwback to the height of the McCarthy hysteria in this country.”152  

They also deemed Eastland’s attempt to “link P.B.C. with every foreign revolution of the 

last 50 years [as] too transparent to take seriously.”153  Not taking the report seriously 

themselves, they also offered signed copies of the report to PBC members for $10, thus 

attempting to use the report in a satirical way to raise funds by advertising that “you, too, 

can become a coconspirator in the theft of the nation’s 200th birthday.”154     

 The other big charge made by SISS was related to John Rossen.  The Attempt to 

Steal the Bicentennial claimed that John Rossen and not Jeremy Rifkin was the true 

founder of the PBC.  This may seem like an unimportant claim since Rifkin was really 

the driving force behind the PBC, but Rossen was somebody that the conservatives could 
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actually point to as being part of the “red terror.”  Rossen had an immense track record on 

the left, so that if they could tie the entire formation of the PBC to him, it would show 

Communist influence in the group.  Rossen had been a member of the Communist Party, 

had served in the Abraham Lincoln brigade during the Spanish Civil War, had been 

involved with the Fair Play for Cuba committee, as well as with SDS and its Weatherman 

faction.155  Although he had rejected Communism years before and had focused on 

promoting radicalism in an American context, his previous associations would have 

raised red flags even to some liberal Americans.  Rossen was actually a member of the 

Peoples Bicentennial Commission and was extremely active in the Chicago branch of the 

group, but he wasn’t involved in the national establishment or administration of the PBC, 

although his promotion of radicalism in an American context most likely strongly 

influenced Rifkin. 

 The SISS report would not have been possible without the PBC having two 

dedicated individuals keeping a close eye on what they saw as their “subversive” 

influence: Mary Walton and Francis Watson.  Mary Walton was a housewife and a 

mother of two who was not only a “student of communism and all forms of totalitarian 

socialism which include[d] Nazism and Fascism” but had also “worked for many years 

on the problems of student radicalism and drug abuse.”156  The Peoples Bicentennial 

Commission seems to have become a pet project of hers, as she tried to spread the 

message about this “insidious” organization.157  She had tried to relay information to the 

                                                 
155 For a timeline of his interesting life, see: Marjorie Cross Witty, “Life history studies of 
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ARBA itself, but she just received a form letter answer back.  She viewed the PBC as 

being more “in common philosophically with the pro-socialist Marxist architects of all 

the world’s terror-ridden revolutions.”158  She also had pressed bookstores to move all of 

the PBC’s books into the political activism category in the store, apparently with some 

success.   

 Along with Mrs. Walton, Francis Watson provided the information that the SISS 

used in their report of the Peoples Bicentennial Commission.  He was a former army 

officer who had experience in propaganda and counterinsurgency.  Similar to Mrs. 

Walton, he also registered his disgust with the PBC’s leftist origins.  He, however, ties 

the PBC to a much more violent political approach, political terrorism.  The PBC’s 

“propaganda,” is, to him, “the kind we have found terrorists using.”159  He is careful not 

to claim the Peoples Bicentennial Commission are terrorists, themselves, but does say 

that their actions “frequently fall just short of [terrorism],”160 which was hardly the case 

at all.  While some of the PBC’s protest can be said to have been a little “rowdy,” they 

were never anywhere near even the loosest definition of terrorism. 

 While they right-wing critics did throw out such terms as “insidious” or 

“terrorism,” some of their complaints about the Peoples Bicentennial Commission 

weren’t necessarily always that far off the mark.  The language that the PBC used did 

shift from being closer to the leftist paradigm to language that would appeal to a wider 

audience.  But, while they did still hold fairly radical beliefs, the right did not realize that 

they were not the same as the New Left or the Old Left.  They were trying to disseminate 
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their ideas by using America’s traditions. Perhaps this is what scared them.  The PBC 

was “encroaching on the right-wing’s emotional center,”161 which was patriotism and the 

flag, and they were unsure about how to attack them so instead reverted back to red-

baiting techniques. 

 This use of patriotic imagery was one of the major criticisms that the Peoples 

Bicentennial Commission received from the left.  The radical American left in the 

twentieth century, with important exceptions, traditionally has not used patriotism to 

promote their ideas.  The Old Left considered themselves internationalists and looked 

toward the Soviet Union for guidance, while the New Left was fighting against the U. S. 

government to end a war and ended up looking to the third-world liberation struggles for 

inspiration.  Thus, the PBC’s unique type of patriotism and promoting American heroes 

was anathema to some on the radical left.  While promoting the PBC in a small town in 

Appalachia, one PBC organizer had a Old Leftist deride the PBC for having “so much 

goddamn blue and white” on the American flag he was carrying, rather than the all red, 

communist flag.162   

Andrew Kopkind, deemed by Newsweek a “counter-culturnik,”163 found that the 

PBC’s use of the comparison of the 1770s with the 1970s were “forced analogies at best” 

since “there are enough ironic connections between the two eras to fill any rhetorician’s 

copybook.”  Instead, he simply sees folly in trying to use the American Revolution since 

it is “as dormant as a dinosaur’s egg.”164  Even though the PBC wasn’t universally 

supported on the radical left (which itself was quite fractious anyway), the bulk of the 

                                                 
161 Leonard, interview. 
162 Leonard, interview. 
163 Tom Matthews, “Up-to-the-Minutemen,” Newsweek, May 19, 1975, 29. 
164 Andrew Kopkind, “The Spirit of ’76,” New York Review of Books, May 15, 1975, 30  



 48 

criticism did in fact come from the conservatives, who saw them as perverting American 

history.  

 A small paper in Arizona described the PBC this way:  “The ‘people’ of the PBC 

are on a par with or below those who steal from little old ladies, rape six-year old girls, 

shoot officers in the back and profit from the miseries of others in all sorts of ways, 

including by getting them hooked on hard drugs.”165  For an activist group to get this sort 

of attention, as well as vitriol, they were doing something correctly.  The Peoples 

Bicentennial Commission provided a foil and a challenge to the government’s official 

plans.  They worked to criticize the commercialization of the bicentennial, as well as 

remind the American citizens about their revolution past.  Through the wide 

dissemination of their materials, they were able to bring to many citizens a new 

understanding of the American Revolution that focused on its radical aspects.  This 

counter-narrative did not instill revolutionary fervor in Americans, as the PBC may have 

hoped, but it did provide an effective alternative to the official bicentennial’s celebration. 

Even though their own bicentennial plans ended up fizzling, the Peoples Bicentennial 

Commission showed that with a little publicity savvy, a small core group of people could 

counter the government’s plans. 

 The Peoples Bicentennial Commission also had a much larger goal, which was to 

revitalize the left through the use of patriotism and to implement “economic democracy.”  

The nation obviously did not follow their lead, as the left kept withering away.  The PBC, 

though, shows that the New Left and its influence did not die with the 1960’s.  By 

mobilizing around the bicentennial, the PBC was able to rally people around radical 

leftist goals.  In the end, though, with the coming conservative victories in the 1980s, 
                                                 

165  “The PBC Perversion,” Casa Grande Dispatch, September 30, 1975. 
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their influence was rather limited.  They still showed that there was an alternative for the 

left to pursue during the seventies that worked, if only briefly.  Like the actual 

bicentennial, the PBC’s influence was fleeting and all but forgotten today. 
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