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can- from airplanes, it drops incendiary bombs over pn
'nch cities; and through gas warfare the aura is abol- Ye
tiful ished in a new way. po
fthe “Fiat ars—pereat mundus”, says Fascism, and, pa
1:2; as Marinetti admits, expects war to supply the fw

artistic gratification of a sense perception that —

em- has been changed by technology. This is ev-

the manicured lawns of Oxbridge, like the female

;ei:: idently the consummation of “l'art pour l'art. A‘]
Mankind, which in Homer'’s time was an object e
of contemplation for the Olympian gods, now is Bu

J. Its one for itself. Its self-alienation has reached such w(

lalec- a degree that it can experience its own destruc- wi

day's tion as an aesthetic pleasure of the first order. w

ation This is the situation of politics which Fascism fic

Jrop- is rendering aesthetic. Communism responds by ga

lices, politicizing art. :j m:
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. . Virginia Woolf (1882-1941), the English nov- .
ature elist, biographer, and literary critic, is one of i ab
rgan, s the most important writers of the twentieth Ge

il | | century. Her fiction includes The Voyage Out Jr | i

iety. ' (1915), Mrs. Dalloway (1925), and To the Light- ser

rfare house (1927). “A Room of One's Own” (1929) is I - tic

ITe possibly her most famous essay. As the text i m

. indicates, it began as a series of lectures on m

e women and fiction. This essay became one of the | i+

| the most widely used points of reference for post- | Wi

ebel- war feminism, particularly among academic and | o

form literary feminists who had to balance the de- i ge

i ‘ | mands of family and work with those of the : lig

adf_ e ——— creative life. Woolf’s delicately powerful, though ! th

red | SEEEEEES fictional, description of a woman'’s experience on : iri
H
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over protagonist’s plight in Charlotte Gilman's “The st

abol- Yellow Wallpaper” (1892), is a fictionalized but st

powerful attack on the not-so-subtle forces of _ st
and, patriarchal culture. It is theory that requires no ' af
y the further explanation. to
that ar
s.ev- A Room of One's Own* . de
I'art. = - p¢
bject Virginia Woolf (1929) of
W is But, you may say, we asked you to speak about ' yc
such women and fiction—what has that got to do ne
truc- with a room of one's own? [ will try to explain. ' ur
irder. When you asked me to speak about women and co
icism fiction I sat down on the banks of a river and be- .- ar
1s by | gan to wonder what the words meant. They | SO

might mean simply a few remarks about Fanny ’ an

Burney; a few more about Jane Austen; a tribute ; hc

to the Brontés and a sketch of Haworth Parson- ? i th
NOV: age under snow; some witticisms if possible ' | en
1€ of about Miss Mitford; a respectful allusion to i l th
=il George Eliot; a reference to Mrs. Gaskell and one § la;
',.Out ¥ ! would have done. But at second sight the words +th
"g;' e } seemed not so simple. The title women and fic- ,_ : be
-7/ 18 tion might mean, and you may have meant it to an
text mean, women and what they are like; or it might . an
s on mean women and the fiction that they write; or | hc
L it might mean women and the fiction that is | on
sy written about them; or it might mean that 5 ho
zand somehow all three are inextricably mixed to- ; ch
e de- gether and you want meto consider themin that I : ob
J th_e 1 light. But when I began to consider the subject in , sy
:: e | this last way, which seemed the most interest- 1 co

ot e b v b Ay
vt el s S G 8 b b

ing, I soon saw that it had one fatal drawback. I -’ po
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should never be able to come to a conclusion. I
should never be able to fulfil what is, I under-
stand, the first duty of a lecturer—to hand you
after an hour’s discourse a nugget of pure truth
to wrap up between the pages of your notebooks
and keep on the mantel-piece for ever. All I could
do was to offer you an opinion upon one minor
point—a woman must have money and a room
of her own if she is to write fiction; and that, as
you will see, leaves the great problem of the true
nature of woman and the true nature of fiction
unsolved. I have shirked the duty of coming to a
conclusion upon these two questions—women
and fiction remain, so far as [ am concerned, un-
solved problems. But in order to make some
amends [ am going to do what [ can to show you
how I arrived at this opinion about the room and
the money. I am going to develop in your pres-
ence as fully and freely as 1 can the train of
thought which led me to think this. Perhaps if |
_ lay bare the ideas, the prejudices, that lie behind
- this statement you will ind that they have some
bearing upon women and some upon fiction. At
any rate, when a subject is highly controversial—
and any question about sex is that—one cannot
hope to tell the truth. One can only show how
one came to hold whatever opinion one does
hold. One can only give one's audience the
chance of drawing their own conclusions as they
observe the limitations, the prejudices, the idio-

s b syncrasies of the speaker. Fiction here is likely to
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. contain more truth than fact. Therefore I pro-
' pose, making use of all the liberties and licences
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of a novelist, to tell you the story of the two days
that preceded my coming here—how, bowed
down by the weight of the subject which you
have laid upon my shoulders, | pondered it, and
made it work in and out of my daily life. I need
not say that what | am about to describe has no
existence; Oxbridge is an invention; so is Fern-
ham; “I"” is only a convenient term for somebody
who has no real being. Lies will flow from my
lips, but there may perhaps be some truth mixed
up with them; it is for you to seek out this truth
and to decide whether any part of it is worth
keeping. If not, you will of course throw the
whole of it into the wastepaper basket and forget
all about it.

Here then was I (call me Mary Beton, Mary
Seton, Mary Carmichael or by any name you
please—it is not a matter of any importance)
sitting on the banks of a river a week or two
ago in fine October weather, lost in thought.
That collar 1 have spoken of, women and fic-

a subject that raises all sorts of prejudices and
passions, bowed my head to the ground. To the
right and left bushes of some sort, golden and
crimson, glowed with the colour, even it seemed
burnt with the heat, of fire. On the further bank
the willows wept in perpetual lamentation, their
hair about their shoulders. The river reflected
whatever it chose of sky and bridge and burning
tree, and when the undergraduate had oared his
boat through the reflections they closed again,
completely, as if he had never been. There one
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days might have sat the clock round lost in thought. all
>wed Thought—to call it by a prouder name than it the
L you deserved—had let its line down into the stream. gai
,and It swayed, minute after minute, hither and fac
need thither among the reflections and the weeds, be
as no letting the water lift it and sink it, until—you w3
Fern- know the little tug—the sudden conglomeration thi
body of an idea at the end of one's line: and then the mi
1 my cautious hauling of it in, and the carefullaying of thi
1ixed it out? Alas, laid on the grass how small, how in- su
ruth significant this thought of mine looked; the sort ing
orth of fish that a good fisherman puts back into the
! the water so that it may grow fatter and be one day —
srget worth cooking and eating. I will not trouble you AI
with that thought now, though if you look care- .
Mary fully you may find it for yourselves in the course ‘:}
you of what | am going to say. t;:
ance) But however small it was, it had, nevertheless, .
two the mysterious property of its kind—put back Jot
ight. into the mind, it became at once very exciting, lec
1 fic- and important; and as it darted and sank, and | , ba
wmen +—— flashed hither and thither, set up such a wash L .fax
 and and tumult of ideas that it was impossible to T n
o the sit still. It was thus that I found myself walk- | ! en
1 and ing with extreme rapidity across a grass plot. ::;
:med Instantly a man's figure rose to intercept me.
bank Nor did I at first understand that the gesticula- ﬂ‘l_
their tions of a curious-looking object, in a cut-away
acted coat and evening shirt, were aimed at me. His In
ning face expressed horror and indignation. Instinct Ar
dhis | E rather than reason came to my help; he was a AL
ga|_ ]  Beadle; I was a woman. Thus was the turf; there b
: ci . was the path. Only the Fellows and Scholars are _! irlli

- e | Lotmas v
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aght. allowed here; the gravel is the place for me. Such W
an it thoughts were the work of a moment. As I re- ani
eam. gained the path the arms of the Beadle sank, his _ ity

and face assumed its usual repose, and though turf is the
eeds, better walking than gravel, no very great harm th:
-you was done. The only charge I could bring against ; the
ation the Fellows and Scholars of whatever the college ' wt
1 the might happen to be was that in protection of wa
ngof their turf, which has been rolled for 300 years in th:
w in- succession, they had sent my little fish into hid- on
rsort ing.... no
o the tio
2 day Antonio Gramsci (1891-1937) was born in Sar- , ela
2 you o X S . aly
care- dinia. He studied at _the. Umversn:.y of T}u'}n, er
Jurse where he became active in the Italian Socialist hu

Party. By 1924 he became a founder and leader of

the Italian Communist Party. Gramsci's literary, - =
eless, . .. . e s | cal
back journalistic, and political activities eventually | m
. led to his arrest in 1926. He spent most of the ‘ y
iting, o : ] | ca
balance of his life in prison, where he wrote his )
, and | ) ) , is,
h famous Prison Notebooks, from which the follow- ’ i
le to | : ing selections are taken. Gramsci greatly broad- | ' ;m
valk- ened Marxist thinking on the role of intellectuals | th
plot ' in the political process and the social hegemony, | th
_ | both of which would influence later social and '
: Me ' ultural theo LI
cula- ‘ ¢ . It
away j_ in'
. His ‘ Intellectuals and Hegemony* ; ta
i | Antonio Gramsci (1929-1936) n, ra
All men are intellectuals, one could therefore say: ._ in
but not all men have in society the function of 4 arf

intellectuals.**

i
S —




Such
I re-
k, his
urf is
larm
ainst
llege
m of

irs in
v hid-

SOCIAL THEORY: THE. ...

When one distinguishes between intellectuals
and non-intellectuals, one is referring in real-
ity only to the immediate social function of
the professional category of the intellectuals,
that is, one has in mind the direction in which
their specific professional activity is weighted,
whether towards intellectual elaboration or to-
wards muscular-nervous effort. This means
that, although one can speak of intellectuals,
one cannot speak of non-intellectuals, because
non-intellectuals do not exist. But even the rela-
tionship between efforts of intellectual-cerebral
elaboration and muscular-nervous effort is not
always the same, so that there are varying de-
grees of specific intellectual activity. There is no
human activity from which every form of intel-
lectual participation can be excluded: homo faber
cannot be separated from homo sapiens. Each
man, finally, outside his professional activity,
carries on some form of intellectual activity, that
is, he is a “philosopher,” an artist, a man of taste,
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world, has a conscious line of moral conduct, and
therefore contributes to sustain a conception of
the world or to modify it, that is, to bring into
being new modes of thought...

It is worth noting that the elaboration of
intellectual strata in concrete reality does not
take place on the terrain of abstract democ-
racy but in accordance with very concrete tra-
ditional historical processes. Strata have grown
up which traditionally “produce” intellectuals
and these strata coincide with those which have
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specialised in “saving,” i.e. the petty and mid-
dle landed bourgeoisie and certain strata of the
petty and middle urban bourgeoisie. The vary-
ing distribution of different types of school
(classical and professional) over the “economic”
territory and the varying aspirations of differ-
ent categories within these strata determine, or
give form to, the production of various branches
of intellectual specialisation. Thus in Italy the
rural bourgeoisie produces in particular state
functionaries and professional people, whereas
the urban bourgeoisie produces technicians for
industry. Consequently it is largely northern
Italy which produces technicians and the South
which produces functionaries and professional
men.

The relationship between the intellectuals and
the world of production is not as direct as it is
with the fundamental social groups but is, in
varying degrees, “mediated” by the whole fab-
ric of society and by the complex of superstruc-

the “functionaries.” It should be possible both
to measure the “organic quality” [organicita] of
the various intellectual strata and their degree
of connection with a fundamental social group,
and to establish a gradation of their functions
and of the superstructures from the bottom
to the top (from the structural base upwards).
What we can do, for the moment, is to fix two
major superstructural “levels”: the one that can
be called “civil society,” that is the ensemble of
organisms commonly called “private,” and that
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of “political society” or “the State.” These two
levels correspond on the one hand to the func-
tion of “hegemony” which the dominant group
exercises throughout society and on the other
hand to that of “direct domination” or command
exercised through the State and “juridical” gov-
ernment. The functions in question are precisely
organisational and connective. The intellectuals
are the dominant group’s “deputies” exercising
the subaltern functions of social hegemony and
political government....

The philosophy of praxis does not tend to leave
the “simple” in their primitive philosophy of
common sense, but rather to lead them to a
higher conception of life. If it affirms the need
for contact between intellectuals and the simple,
it is not in order torestrict scientific activity and
preserve unity at the low level of the masses,
but precisely in order to construct an intellec-
tual moral bloc which can make politically possi-
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only of small intellectual groups.

The active man-in-the-mass has a practical
activity, but has no clear theoretical conscious-
ness of his practical activity, which nonetheless
involves understanding the world in so far as it
transforms it. His theoretical consciousness can
indeed be historically in opposition to his activ-
ity. One might also say that he has two theoret-
ical consciousnesses (or one contradictory con-
sciousness): one which is implicit in his activity
and which in reality unites him with all his fel-
low-workers in the practical transformation of
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two the real world; and one, superficially explicit or cor
func- verbal, which he has inherited from the past and gol
Toup uncritically absorbed. But this verbal conception onl
sther is not without consequences. It holds together H
nand a specific social group, it influences moral con- the
gov- duct and the direction of will, with varying effi- fin
risely cacity but often powerfully enough to produce an
tuals a situation in which the contradictory state of sti.
ising consciousness does not permit of any action, any | ple
rand decision or any choice, and produces a condition ' “ac
of moral and political passivity. Critical under- pr:
standing of self takes place therefore through a toc
leave struggle of political “hegemonies” and of oppos- the
iy of ing directions, first in the ethical field and then ica
to a in that of politics proper, in order to arrive at the po
need working out at a higher level of one's own con- ; als
nple, ception of reality. Consciousness of being part of | do
7and '_ a particular hegemonic force (that is to say, po- F i wi
isses, | litical consciousness) is the first stage towards a = an
ellec- ! further progressive self-consciousness in which | | als
Y088i- theory and practice will finally be one. Thus the 1 ; ot)
dnnt : . F ] ! . . . { | ]
' of mechanical fact, but a part of the historical !. co;
‘tical process, whose elementary and primitive phase | ple
ious- is to be found in the sense of being “different” | els
sele§s and “apart,” in an instinctive feeling of indepen- ! int
as it | dence, and which progresses to the level of real tio
s can ? possession of a single and coherent conception of 5 gr
ictiv- the world. This is why it must be stressed that ' oft
oret- the political development of the concept of hege- ;
con- . mony represents a great philosophical advance | | E
vl ——————1  aswellasapolitico-practical one. For it necessar- | o
5 € i ily supposes an intellectual unity and an ethic in ‘ f::
)nﬁ 1
|
| |
| I i _—
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tit or conformity with a conception of reality that has 19
tand gone beyond common sense and has become, if Ch
stion only within narrow limits, a critical conception. tes
sther However, in the most recent developments of cia
con- the philosophy of praxis the exploration and re- . to
1 effi- finement of the concept of the unity of theory nis
duce and practice is still only at an early stage. There in
te of still remain residues of mechanicism, since peo- He
L, any ple speak about theory as a “complement” or an Prc
ition “accessory” of practice, or as the handmaid of ' res
ader- practice. It would seem right for this question an
1igh a too to be considered historically, as an aspect of . m:
Ypos- the political question of the intellectuals. Crit- | 19
then ical self-consciousness means, historically and , re
it the politically, the creation of an élite of intellectu- = He
con- als. A human mass does not “distinguish” itself, of
it of does not become independent in its own right kn
1, po- ' without, in the widest sense, organising itself; Pe
rds a and there is no organisation without intellectu- m
/hich als, that is without organisers and leaders, in inf
s the other words, without the theoretical aspect of | lec
3 : ! the theor vy pid tior preods bediy distinguiched a to
»rical ' concretely by the existence of a group of peo- Ct
»hase ple “specialised” in conceptual and philosophical wi
rent” elaboration of ideas. But the process of creating l —
pen- intellectuals is long, difficult, full of contradic- ' d
f real tions, advances and retreats, dispersals and re- : E
onof groupings, in which the loyalty of the masses is
that - often sorely tried. |
nege- i ex
S ] Mao Tse-tung [Zedong] (1893-1976) was a | | e

SIS founding leader of the Chinese Communist : th
Party. After completing his formal studies in '

— BathO '___ B
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t has 1918 at the First Teachers' Training School in ' hu
ne, if Changsha, Mao began a long career as writer, | pai
tion. teacher, journalist, political organizer, and politi- : mc
its of cian. He was one of the original twelve delegates are
d re- to the First Congress of the Chinese Commu- all
\eory nist Party. In 1927, he led the peasant uprising _ the
“here in Hunan, after which he retreated into hiding. | B
peo- He then led the famous “long march” to Shensi | - or
or an Province. Thus began his role in the long Chinese un
id of revolution that culminated in the defeat of Chi- T
stion ang Kai-shek in 1949. After that, Mao was chair- no
xt of man of the People's Republic until his death in : pe
Crit- 1976. “ldentity, Struggle, Contradiction” (1937) the
and reveals Mao the theorist at his most brilliant. an
ectu- Here, he joins a sharp philosophical rendering -' | of
tself, of Marxist-Leninist philosophy with his direct ! ; ex
right _ knowledge of China's revolutionary situation. | . be
tself; | Perhaps more than anyone, including Lenin, Mao i _._ be
ectu- managed to unite theory and political practice ' “b
's, in | into a coherent philosophy of life. In the se- no
ct of i . lection, one can see the fresh meaning given no
wshed—to Marx's idea of contradiction in reference to 3
peo- '. | China’s place in the world conflicts of the inter- ity
‘hical '_ war period. cu
ating ', 2 lar
adie- | | Identity, Struggle, Contradiction® W
ses is | Mao Tse-tung (1937) | be
; .... The contradictory aspects in every process ‘ A
i exclude each other, struggle with each other . ist
o | | and are opposed to each other. Such contradic- | co
'a% - 1 tory aspects are contained without exception in se
2:1 sesmiamis: | | the processes of all things in the world and in | or

| z

| |
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C"-"“; The
I:;Ym?a - PART THREE worl
| | ters

neei,Q | The Golden Moment: 1945-1963 relat
t, Lon- | [ Unit:
e fries | real «
cessar ! [ knov
L | i At the end of World War [1, no one was left ' lectu

, Mao | | . . |

tional | | standing—except the United States. Wherever - ' war
! the war had been fought, there was ruin. Ger- ' Ift
: many, England, Russia, Japan, France, Italy, parts i migt
of Africa, most of Europe, and much of Asia lay the |
wasted. Their industries were either destroyed inth

| or exhausted in the war. Their economies had Hiro

! long since overspent real wealth. Their people worl
were devastated, physically and spiritually. The ers v
Soviet Union alone had lost 20 million people, litica

compared to fewer than 300,000 by the United that
States. Such was the magnitude of loss and con- whet

fusion, ever ywhere but in America. was
The one power still standing stood taller than tima
before, taller than any other in the modern era. genit

Where the war had crushed others, the USA othe
was lifted. Before the war, the US gross national clain
product had not yet recovered from the collapse posst

of 1929. But in 1945, it had more than dou- who
bled pre-Depression levels. After the war, steel kill it

production alone was four times greater than sign
during the Depression, while the other steel-pro- said !
ducing giants (Japan, Germany, Western Europe) men

were crippled. By one estimate, at the end of the was

war, the average American enjoyed an income war
fifteen times greater than that of any foreigner. to de
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The United States produced half or more of the
world’s steel, oil, and electricity and three-quar-
ters of the automobiles. In production sectors
related to the war effort, no rivals existed. The
United States possessed wealth of every kind—
real capital and income, industrial capacity and
know-how, spiritual self-confidence, and intel-
lectual and technical capital developed in the
war effort.

If there could be a single symbol of American
might in 1945, it might be the bomb. When
the United States unleashed the atomic bomb
in the summer of 1945, it did more than level
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. It signaled that the
world had changed definitively. The older pow-
ers were lesser. The USA was greater. The po-
litical and economic globe was restructured. At
that moment, only one nation had succeeded
where others had tried. Only the United States
was able to invent, produce, and deploy the ul-
timate weapon. Scientific knowledge, inventive
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genius, productive capacity, and moralforce—no
other nation but the United States could then lay

claim to such wonderful national strengths—
possessed all at once and demonstrated. To those
who then admired America, its willingness to
kill in such great numbers was, itself, a perverse
sign of moral power. In 1945, it could have been
said that the United States was the perfect fulfill-
ment of the modern world. Knowledge set free
was power. Power unleashed freed the world of
war and evil. The bitter horror of those burned
to death was, as always, the price of progress.
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There was only one flaw. The war had taught

juar- that it was too late to pretend the destructive
N . . TTT) »
ctors side of progress would disappear. Still, millions '
. The pretended. Goute
nd— = o
r and Timeline: 1942-1870 Ny
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and moons in the Western sky had aligned— an

pulling the waters high, making the land shine. bu

= In this respect, the United States finally seemed in-

to have fulfilled the poetic prophecies of George itc

Berkeley, in 1752: col

Ge:

' Westward the course of empire takes its way; .

":" The four first acts already past, ' we

- A fifth shall close the drama with the day;

h Time’s noblest offspring is the last. i

. . Y

a For two centuries, Europeans in great numbers ‘

had seen in America the realization of their I

et own dreams and cultures. From the first Eng- A

: lish settlers who had preceded Berkeley by a 1

I century, through Alexis de Tocqueville a century w
later and the millions of European immigrants

through the nineteenth century, to the final re- I

eregeeesl | liance of the last European powers on the United sp

s ! States in the war, Europe had increasingly, if , of

- ; warily, looked to the West. It is easily forgotten m:

e that the United States had been, and had in- m

s r vented itself as, a new race of European people. i set

2 . The historical idealization of the West was, in ,- T

ot , . part, an effort to redefine European culture to in- 1 th

Hlemre clude its Western diaspora. ' | Ul

:"‘m Thus, the triumphs of the United States at the | 11

'. end of World War 1l were, in some basic sense, i I

a European triumph. It was at least possible to j I at

dream, even as Europe itself lay in tatters, that ke

the original values of modern culture, born in i er

- i —La} Europe, were proven in and by the Americans. . or

N [ — | Not all Europeans liked this idea. Nor should ] : an

st === ’ they have. But as the sutnmer of 1945 ended ! | th

| |
-—lBackto T =
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red— and Europeans had to look about for help to re- in
hine. build, there were not many choices. It was clear, ph
>med in those months, to whom they must turn, like for
orge it or not. Americans in great numbers liked it, of Fr:
course. But as Walter Russell Mead rightly says, on
George Berkeley's eighteenth-century vision of So’
time's noblest offspring is better read against the roj
words of a twentieth-century American skeptic, ha
Robinson Jeffers: Th
\bers Y:):yr;naking haste haste on decay; not blamewor- gl]
their life is good, be it stubbornly long or suddenly fe
Eng- A mortal splendor: meteors are not needed less tw
by a than as
tury mountains: shine, perishing republic. no
rants bu
a] re- If, at the end of the war, America seemed the cu
nited splendid mountain built on the achievements | to
ly, if of European culture, observers of the night sky | ot!
stten _ might be forgiven for having failed to detect the - ha
d in- ; , meteors among the stars. They were there to be in
ople. i i seen. Tt
s, in ' The brilliant Golden Age of European culture in po
to in- the West was to last but a moment. American na
triumphs were real, but their exceptional qual- isr
t the : ities were exaggerated by the leveling of every to
ense, !- rival. Economically, US industry was humming m
le to at full speed; the rest of the world was its mar- -‘ 19
that ketplace. Morally, America had triumphed; oth- fai
min | ers, even the Allies, were beaten down, one way m
cape | or another. But these conditions were artificial ets
ol . and passing. In March 1946, only months after ,_ aft
nd | 2 the end of the war, Winston Churchill, speaking pu

s B B sl s 4l o ety
ol e 8 b 6 e
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‘o re- in the heartland of America, made public the “n
clear, phrase that would help define Western politics to
, like for nearly half a century: the Iron Curtain. With sC
it, of Franklin Roosevelt dead (he died the year before), ev
says, only Churchill knew as well what Stalin and the jo
n of Soviets intended. The fragile partitioning of Eu- I
it the rope at Yalta in February 1945 is often said to la:
ptic, have come about due to FDR's mortal illness. se
The more likely cause was a world distracted by . wi

Hitler and war—a world that failed to realize the _ to

o= full implications of its own internal divisions. i wi
It was not even the deep ideological rivalry be- ! Ar

‘ tween the United States and the USSR—between, In
as they said, “freedom” and communism. We ' So

now know that the two Cold War powers were : th

built on ideologies composed out of a common I f in

1the culture that included modernity's willful refusal I | co
ents to look at itself. Each system looked to the | | co
t sky other in order to account for the evil. Neither .. th
t the | had the courage to consider its own complicity ' co
to be | in the destructive forces of the modern world. | Ca
: The iron Curtain stretched taut between the two ] w

powers was a prophylactic against self-exami- ful

nation. The Soviets attacked American imperial- | set

ism and promised, in Nikita Khrushchev's word, | Ur

to “bury” the United States. The Americans did é By

much the same. Just weeks before Churchill’s 1 ' de

1946 speech, US diplomat George Kennan, in his . So

famous long telegram from Moscow, defined the ica

moral basis for US Cold War policy. The Sovi- | pr

A ets were possessed of a “neurotic view of world : the

| affairs” that drove their own imperialist im- _r the

pulses. In response, he said, the United States | ab)
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“must have courage and self-confidence to cling
to our own methods and concepts of human
society.” This was on February 22, 1946—not
even two years after Americans and Soviets had
joined hands over Hitler’s defeat.

How brief that golden moment had been. In
late summer and early autumn 1945, nothing
seemed impossible to the Americans. Now, they
were advised to have courage enough to “cling”
to their own ways. For good reason. Soon, they
would learn that the Soviets, too, had the bomb.
America was no longer the manifest exception.
In 1948, Berlin was blockaded, cementing the
Soviet hold on Eastern Europe. By the end of
the decade, communist parties were organized
in Western Europe, China had fallen to Mao's
communist forces, and no part of the world was
considered “safe” from communism. By 1950,
the United States was at war again, now against
communism in Korea, and Senator Joseph Mc-
Carthy had begun his crusade of domestic terror.

Within a decade;, in 1957, the Soviets success
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fully launched the first earth satellites. Sputnik
seemed proof that the Soviets had surpassed the
United States in the area of its greatest strength.
By 1959, the year Cuba fell to Castro, Vice Presi-
dent Richard Nixon was in Moscow arguing with
Soviet President Nikita Khrushchev that Amer-
ica’s washing machines were the true signs of
progress, that they should rather compete over
the quality of their domestic economies, not
their military technologies. It seemed reason-
able. Today, it is evident that the Soviet system
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was, indeed, unable to satisfy the divergent de-
mands of military and domestic needs. But then,
at the height of the Cold War, Nixon's argument
was a pathetic reminder of just how far America
had fallen—and how fast.

Senator McCarthy's reign of terror lasted nearly
five years. He was censured by the US Senate
in 1954. Still, nothing so represents the frustra-
tions of America in its Golden Age. Somehow—
no one could quite say how—this splendid world
society, the perfection of modern dreams, was
unable to prevent communism from winning
the world, abroad or at home. So, Americans
attacked themselves. McCarthyism was able to
exercise its threats at home because the Amer-
icans, like the Soviets, were unable to look
honestly at themselves. When they did, they
saw only the outsider lurking within, not their
own capacity for destruction. Both nations were
postwar states built squarely on the moral psy-
chology of modernity: progress conquers the evil

The Cold War, in its way, was no less a form de-
stroying eruption of the good than was Hitler.
We now know that as many died in Stalin’s Gu-
lags as in Hitler's Holocaust. No one has ever
thought to count those who died in McCarthy’s
terrorism. But everyone who lived through it
knew someone whose life was taken, or ruined,
by the American fear of its own capacity for evil.
In different ways, both systems destroyed their
own to avoid facing what lay within. Today, the
one has collapsed; the other struggles on, trying
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it de- in its way torecapture its Golden Age. I
then, The Cold War was a world struggle between an
ment two systems still clinging to the most elemen- etl
erica tal of nineteenth-century doctrines. Though so- hi:
cial theorists since World War 1, at least, had | Ar
early begun to rethink the founding ideas of moder- ' de
>nate nity, the Cold War effectively wiped out much | for
.stra- of what was gained. In the public discourse in | fac
ow— the United States, the Cold War was seen as a th
vorld struggle between the basic truths of mankind: be
was freedom versus slavery. Better dead than Red! sti
ning Nineteenth-century Enlightenment and Marxist Di
icans philosophies had changed by the middle of the tic
le to twentieth century, but in the popular mind— fai
mer- and to a large extent in public policy—thinking Ar
look had regressed. Then popular social theory took | Wi
they | its rawest form and must be taken seriously as ; th
their such. ‘ th
were . ' In some ways, the debate during and after Mc- . So
psy- Carthy’s “Red Scare” could hardly be considered ' to
eevil a serious version of the original political philoso- :'- etl
thin. + - phies themselves. Rather, at least in the United " At
n de- = States, the debate was much more the attempt of | th
litler. | _ ordinary people to make some sense of the most est
5 Gu- | overwhelming social fact of the day. America _ pe
ever | was supposed to have it all, but in fact, it had bu
thy's | only a quarter section of the world's moral terri- wi
gh it ; tory. Apart from the facts of Soviet brutality in , he
ined, Eastern Europe, what must have most distressed wt
-evil. ! the American mind was the Socialist boast of st1
their | _ moral superiority. Americans considered them- me
AT B selves exceptional, most of all because they were th
'yi ' the moral superiors. . th.
| |
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in its way to recapture its Golden Age.

The Cold War was a world struggle between
two systems still clinging to the most elemen-
tal of nineteenth-century doctrines. Though so-
cial theorists since World War 1, at least, had
begun to rethink the founding ideas of moder-
nity, the Cold War effectively wiped out much
of what was gained. In the public discourse in
the United States, the Cold War was seen as a
struggle between the basic truths of mankind:
freedom versus slavery. Better dead than Red!
Nineteenth-century Enlightenment and Marxist
philosophies had changed by the middle of the
twentieth century, but in the popular mind—
and to a large extent in public policy—thinking
had regressed. Then popular social theory took
its rawest form and must be taken seriously as
such.

In some ways, the debate during and after Mc-
Carthy's “Red Scare” could hardly be considered
a serious version of the original political philoso-
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States, the debate was much more the attempt of
ordinary people to make some sense of the most
overwhelming social fact of the day. America
was supposed to have it all, but in fact, it had
only a quarter section of the world’s moral terri-
tory. Apart from the facts of Soviet brutality in
Eastern Europe, what must have most distressed
the American mind was the Socialist boast of
L. moral superiority. Americans considered them-
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selves exceptional, most of all because they were
the moral superiors.

est




SOCIAL THEORY: THE... ()

In 1941, Henry Luce, then publisher of Life | ei
ween and Time magazines, proclaimed the twenti- ' ’.
men- eth century the American Century. He began at
h so- his editorial: “In general, the issues which the . te
. had American people champion revolve around their : w
xder- determination to make the society of men safe ' _ m
nuch for the freedom, growth and increasing satis- | ' ju
se in faction of all individual men.” America served ' be
as a the moral good of humankind' This was 1941, . uy
kind: before the Cold War. As Gunnar Myrdal would ! :
Red! state in 1944, at the beginning of An American th
irxist Dilemma, the Americans were always a moralis- to
fthe tic people. Indeed, he argued, this is why their ' su
nd— failures in race relations could be considered ; to
iking America’s unique moral dilemma. Such a people | dc
took were likely to be unnerved when others whom ur
ly as they considered bullies proclaimed themselves th

! the true champions of the world’s oppressed. '
r Mc- , Socialism'’s moral claims were, of course, central Tl
lered to Marx’s sodal theory. But in the mid-twenti- | W

loso- | eth century, they were particularly troubling to |
i ' i i act | In
1pt of | . that, indeed, communism was making its deep- ur
most est inroads among the poorer, most oppressed 1 | mi
erica people of the world—not just in China and Cuba | Bu
- had but also in Africa and the Middle East. In 1956, | frc
terri- when Egypt’s Abdel Nasser seized the Suez Canal, { ;' stc
ty in he struck at American wallets. Two years later, | Le
assed when he accepted a loan from the USSR for con- | * me
st of struction of the Aswan Dam, he struck their '; f jus
moral hearts. This was but the most dramatic of :‘ hu

the moral and diplomatic struggles throughout
the Third World in which the Communists were | life
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" Life either winning or drawing even. all
enti- The Cold War was far from a debate over ple
egan abstracts, or a debate over who had the bet- be
1 the ter rockets and kitchen tools. It reflected a deep He
their wrenching in the guts of ordinary people. In the | scl
\ safe mid- 1950s in America, many men and women Re
satis- just settling back into a normal life had likely ; ha
rved been born in the early 1920s and thus brought it
1941, up through the Depression. Very probably, they w
rould had either fought in World War I or worked in wt
rican the war effort at home. Their deepest need was _ th
ralis- to enjoy the fruits of those years of courageous 1n¢
their suffering. People thought they had good reason . v
Jered to believe in the moral value of what they had tr
eople done, especially in war. They believed, even more al
‘hom urgently, in their right to enjoy the abundant life I joi
elves they had earned. | dic
ssed. . . Sp
ntral The Other America and the Coming N =
enti- e er Americaan ecoming iNnew Wi
| World
ng to : . no
2 fact | In fact, many enjoved a new life of relative lux- | | 4y
leep- | ury. Life in the 1950s was good for working and ; th
assed | middle-class white people in the United States. SO
Cuba ! But not for everyone. American Blacks returned Re
1956, from military service to encounter the same old 5 wi
anal, l story. Many suburban wives stuck out in the ? to
later, g' Levittowns and other new suburban develop- | An
con- | ments, far from friends and family, wondered ! pe
their | just what happiness really was. Yes, they had th
tic 7, A [ i husbands and kids and those new kitchens, but ' int
Ml something was wrong. Yet on the surface of the Re
w | S=EEsies life photographed for Life and Time magazines, l I
!
| [
| I .
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all was good. Except for those Communists. Peo- gle

over ple living luxuriously middling lives could not lor
bet- be blamed for buying Senator McCarthy's line. Lu

deep He told them the Reds were right there, in their he)
nthe schools and churches, even in the army. The me
ymen Reds were the enemy within. To people who had ala
ikely had enough of disruption in their personal lives, | lat
ught it must have seemed at least a plausible claim. | ani
they Whatever they thought, they surely felt that ! fai.
ed in what was wrong was not far away. Then, later, for
| was - there was Elvis. Clearly, something was wrong firs
‘eou s indeed. . th:
ason What was wrong was that the culturethey had . the¢
r had trusted to give them the good society excised . T
more a hidden tax. Everyone had to pay the price of str
1t life joining the enforced silence. Evil in the world | bel
did not die with Hitler. There was enough to ; | of

spare. Better to think it was the commies in the | Ke

W schools and churches than to face the half-truth | . pe:
Western culture had been built on. Progress was ]| ; It

| |

not a necessary condition of modern life. There

it | | was plenty of the good life to go around, but 5 st
rand | this could never suffice for a people taught that, N
. . . ] t1
-ates. t soon enough, all social evil would recede. The : ki
irned Red Scare was real The Soviets did intend to ;‘ at
e old win. They did their own evil to their people and . n.
1 the f to those they tried to crush with tanks. But for | Vi
elop- ' Americans, then the standard-bearers of Euro- br
lered - pean culture, it was simply too much to consider |

" had | the notion that social evil was deeply structured ‘ K
ybut 1 | intothe American way of life. Better toblame the Gy
nft{_ | Reds, or Elvis’s gyrating pelvis. E An
'mi ! In early December 1955, the civil rights strug- . th

. .i BaCk to i_ B R S ] -
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. Peo- gle began in Montgomery, Alabama. The year- ap.
I not long Montgomery bus boycott made Martin ful
line. Luther King Jr. and Rosa Parks American cultural co)
their heroes. More fundamentally, the social move- frc
The ments that followed Montgomery sounded an ' Bl:
»had alarm that no one could fail to hear a decade ' tio
lives, later. Though it could be said that, between 1955 - mi
laim. and 1963, the American Civil Rights Movement . to
that failed to achieve the full social equality it sought ; co'
later, for Blacks, it cannot be denied that this was the ; st1
TONE first and most shocking of a series of events . me
that changed, perhaps forever, how Americans th
/had thought about their society. mi
cised Through the 1950s, those Americans with a of
ce of strong determination to see the best could still f lac
vorld believe in the virtues of their way of life. One all
th to of the most remarkable passages in Ambassador : re:
n the Kennan's 1946 telegram conveyed the attitude ' m
ruth perfectly: Tt
; was ' Eis
*here | It was no coincidence that Marxism, which had o
Bk ; smoldered ineffectively for half a centuryin West- -
'that " em E_urope, Faught h_old gnd blazed_for [the]| first | Wi
! time in Russia. Only in this land which had never |
The known a friendly neighbor or indeed any toler- | . of
Wd to 1 ant equilibrium of separate powers, either inter- . Ay
and nal or international, could adoctrine thrive which | Wi
it for viewed economic conflicts of society as insoluble E ?- S
uro- by peaceful means. j go
sider | wi
red Kennan was no McCarthy. He was a learned of
ethe | | and cultured man. In 1946, he brought the best | | in;
‘ 1 American wisdom to bear on the reality behind | lit
try i el Ly the fantasy of the Soviet menace. Still, he was | Ag

| absolutely sure that what set the American way |
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year- apart was its capacity to solve conflict by peace- sor
artin ful means. This was the West's hedge against the
tural communism—again, its moral superiority. But Le
1ove- from 1955 onward, as the struggle of American up
d an Blacks moved quickly toward open confronta- an
xcade tion, it gradually dawned that the United States i Jol
1955 might be among those world societies unable : the
mnent to solve conflict by peaceful means. Here, of fal'
ught course, lay the power of Martin Luther King Jr.'s ' eas
s the strategy, taken from Gandhi. The early move- Pe:
/ents ment used the force of nonviolence to expose ab!
icans the violence in the oppressor. But the move- '_ . sol
ment eventually forced more than the hands | A
ith a of Bull Connor, Ross Barnett, and George Wal- | an
| still lace. The Southern, white segregationists used . Civ
One all the violence of their disposition—hoses, ar- ! rec
sador rest and detention, beatings, bombs, dogs, and | me
itude murder. Then, force came from another quarter. | | Bu
- The problem was not regional. When President | of
Eisenhower, then presidents Kennedy and John- t : Pri
'::tcf ;_ son, reluctantly brought the force of federal law | Spt
| | and troops down on the side of the oppressed, it ' sel
. was natural to hope that this would be the end | be
ever : ) . . . !
R of it. Again, the thought was: put the visible evil : ye:
\teri away and progress would assert its righteous co!
hich way. It was not to be. In
uble Still, this was the reasonable hope of people of X
goodwill in the United States and around the Ni
world when John F. Kennedy took up the reins -: dir
wrned of world power after the 1960 elections. In pass- | lat
'bet il | ing the torch to a younger and different po- ' sti
’hﬁ 1 litical leader, people believed that their Golden ' sat
.- Age would recover its luster. It seemed, as if by | th
- pore et I .
= » "'-. [
< =g | |
ATt Lotecsw T i |
|
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some improbable miracle, that JFK had brought
the stars back into line. He, the Beatles, John
Lennon, Pope John XXIII, and Dr. King conjured
up the vision of a new day dawning. Little did
anyone imagine then that Dr. King and all three
Johns would be dead before their time or that
the sweeping changes they represented would
falter, weaken, or reverse themselves. But it is
easy to see why people would go with the times.
Perhaps the ugly contradictions of the 1950s—
abundance marred by frustration—would be re-
solved. They were not.

After early gains culminating in the Civil Rights
and Voting Rights acts of 1964 and 1965, the
Civil Rights Movement turned in a different di-
rection. Martin Luther King Jr. took the move-
ment beyond the South, beyond voting rights.
But when he turned his eye to broader issues
of social justice in a speech accepting the Nobel
Prize in late 1964, he was told to keep to his
specialty. The war in Vietnam started in earnest
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severalmonthslater, inFebruary 1965, just days
before another hero would be assassinated. One
year earlier, white people began to notice Mal-
colm X, who took a very different line from King.
In one of his most memorable speeches, Malcolm
X declared the American Dream his American
Nightmare. There were those—]. Edgar Hoover,
director of the FBI, and others—who tried at that
late date to explain away the Black uprisings as
still another communist plot. Though the accu-
sations did damage, they did not have the force
they once had. When young people who had
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ught marched with King turned in other directions— S
John Blacks often to Black Power, whites to the anti- the
jured war movement—the crisis spread far and wide. - gir
e did No one could quite be convinced, however much ica
three he or she wanted to believe it, that the world and - SOK
that America would have been saved from the trou- an
rould bles of the 1960s had the Kennedys and King not \F
it is been killed. ch
imes. What happened between 1963 and 1968 inthe ble
yOs— United States was but part of a world drama. in
e re- What was wrong in the United States was struc- | ing
tural, as Myrdal, Niebuhr, and others had been Cu
ights saying. What was wrong in the world was struc- = Ca
, the tural, too. In the latter years of the 1950s, begin- oV
it di- ning with the uprisings in Kenya, then Ghana's th:
1ove- independence from Britain in 1957 and the Alge- ! . As
ghts. _ rian revolt against French rule in 1958, African E m
ssues - people threw off European colonial rule. In 1959, ' on
Jobel ~ Fidel Castro threw out America’s lackey, Fulgen- int
o his cio Batista—just a decade after Gandhi and Mao |
rnest : turned India and China away from Western con- ' Af
—days : trol But the most telling years were 1954 and |
. One i 1955, when McCarthy was ruined and Rosa Parks | Be
Mal- | : refused to move any more and the French lost ' ‘ SO
King. | " their colonial grip on Vietnam in a humiliating 5 en
colm defeat at Dien Bien Phu. If only the Americans an
rican ‘ had learned the lesson from the French defeat. | th
over, But-then, they were still struggling with their | th
:that | own frustrations. They were still hoping for a i | I
gs as return to the Golden Age. As it turned out, JFK | +| in!
e ——T not the beginning of a new day but the last | i nc
foi [==—=—="""1  bright glow of a meteor falling red through thick ‘ ja
h| & || i l |
~ { { pc
|
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ns— Soon after the bright days of the early 1960s in wWe
anti- the West, a long-building global quake was be- hig
wvide. ginning to make itself felt on the surface. Amer- wt
nuch ica’s ill-considered venture into Vietnam would rio
land soon emerge as a major national crisis that was Fo
trou- anything but confined to the United States. It ga'
g not was in fact another warning that the world was ' pe
changing even more so than it had in the trou- ye.

nthe bled times of world war and economic collapse th
ama. in the first half of the century. The decoloniz- ert
truc- ing struggles in India and much of Africa, the to«
been Cuban rejection of American imperialism in the _ un
truc- Caribbean, and the victory of Mao’s communists _ St:
egin- over nationalism in China were numbered with re:
ana's the failures of Western interventionin Southeast | tet
Alge- Asia. Soon enough, it was easy to feel the global | th:
rican movements that by 1968 would turn back again i mi
1959, onthe core states in the West, rocking them with ‘ ine
lgen- international as well as domestic challenges. to
.Mao ' | th
con- Affirmation and Doubt in Social Theory [ D
—and = L ' i
Parks | Between 1945 and 1963—the Golden Age—the ; = St:
| lost social theories that exerted the greatest influ- ! _ in
ating ence fell into three categories: those affirming ' Wi
icans and developing the principles of the Golden Age; ! ret
sfeat. those reflecting the doubts and reservations of | W,
their the time; and those openly objecting. l | Tt
for a In the 1950s, the social sciences were brought 5 At
, JFK | into full partnership with the political and eco- _ , to
s last e nomic powers that were. Notwithstanding the : ' In
. jarring effects of the decade’s contradictions, leg

professional social scientists in all fields took up en

positions at or near the reins of power. These
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were the years when the American system of
higher education grew by leaps and bounds;
when the promise of a college education was se-
riously extended to nearly all qualified students.
Following suit, European societies loosened the
gates of their elite university systems to young
people of working-class origins. These were the
years in which, in the new universities and
the research centers allied with them, the mod-
ern social sciences took the shape we recognize
today. Though the emergence of the modern
university goes back to the 1860s in the United
States, it took a full century for that modern
research university to become what it is, for bet-
ter or worse, today. Only in the Golden Age was
there sufficient public support for a full govern-
mental investment in building so many costly
institutions of higher learning, devoted equally
to teaching the young and mastering the world
through science. Between the 1940s and the
1960s, the number of Americans going to college

States spent $500 million on higher education;
in 1970 the figure was nearly $16 billion! There
was, obviously, a happy coincidence. Veterans
returning from World War Il and the Korean
War used the GI Bill to pay their tuition bills.
The demand for college education rose sharply.
At the same time, the need for social knowledge
to build the postwar society was felt to be great.
In real terms, however, the actual need for col-
lege graduates was artificial. There were never
enough positions in US or European economies
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to occupy all the newly educated elite.

The ideal of higher education as a necessity and
a right was, no doubt, encouraged by the boost
in intellectual self-confidence gained in the war.
Many academics, like Ruth Benedict, had been
active in the planning, administering, and in-
forming of the war machine. After the war, there
was a widespread and reasonable belief that sci-
entific knowledge about social reality was much
more than a nicety. It worked. So, in the 1950s,
particularly in the United States, it was widely
believed that social knowledge was the most
power ful weapon. The social sciences stepped to
the fore, for a while, as professional social theory
enjoyed its own Golden Age, financed by the so-
cial hopes of most Americans. George Kennan's
idea that the West—the United States—was able
to solve its problems without conflict was an
early version of the thinking that predominated
for a short while in the late 1950s and early
1960s. Daniel Bell was one of those who elo-
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en
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had already won the struggle with Marxism,
which had somehow become synonymous with
the East or at least with other-than-the-West—
the “uncivilized.” Proponents of the end of ide-
ology in the West made a strong theoretical
claim: ideology’s day was past because social
knowledge’s day had come. Bell announced the
day of the scholar—the man of scientific objec-
tivity, freed from the passion of the ideologue.
Though Daniel Bell, like George Kennan, was a
man of superior culture and refined intellectual
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tastes, his vision of the end of ideology was a
quite thickly veiled version of the popular view
that politically passionate intellectuals were,
after all, essentially Marxists—or worse. Earlier,
in his 1952 campaign against Adlai Steven-
son, Dwight Eisenhower had pronounced intel-
lectuals “eggheads.” Either way, among those in
power in politics and the university, room had to
be made for the trustworthy use of knowledge—
by scientists and scholars, not intellectuals and
ideologues. The line between was that between
objectivity and passion.

The writings of Daniel Bell were just one exam-
ple of the conviction that social science could be
the basis for better explaining the social world
in order to make it better. The key was keeping
it all objective. W. W. Rostow's theory of mod-
ernization's five stages was the most influential
applied version of this world theory. To all ap-
pearances, Rostow's analysis of human economic
history is scientific economics at its best. The
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elaboration of Weber's ideas is obvious: Societies
can be shown to move from traditionalism to a
period of readiness for change. If the conditions
are right, take-off, maturity, and something like
old age follow. The argument was persuasive
because it was logical, comprehensive, and em-
pirically valid—or so it seemed. The idea behind
it seemed self-evident in the late 1950s. Was it
not obvious that there were “mature” modern
societies {of which the United States was the
standard) and others that were less mature, just
taking off or getting ready or still stuck in tradi-
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vas a ‘tion? As a social scientific classification, the the- un
view ory was one thing. As a master philosophy of _ C
wvere, human history, it was another. It was presented its
irlier, and received—for the most part in its former pe
wen- guise—as science. Today, one wonders if no one as
ntel- stopped to ask how such a philosophy might in
se in look to the African colonial people then in revolt ' ing
ad to against modernized rulers. Nor, in 1966, when co
lge— Rostow was one of President Lyndon Johnson's pr
; and advisers, did anyone seriously wonder how an 19
ween uncritical application of a philosophy that de- sti
fined America as the end of history might pro- | ily
xam- mote the passions that led to Vietnam. The line ' ca)
ld be between science and ideology, between objective sci
vorid truth and political passion, was blurred—and in
ping not just in the Kremlin. ' in
mod- Social science, in its finest hour, moved with a co
'ntial bold confidence. Nothing less could explain the isr
il ap- theoretical self-confidence of Talcott Parsons, f C
omic | i who, in the age d'or of sociology, felt himself is
The utterly free to pursue his theory of the social tu
_ieties | . system into every minute detail of thinkable so- | th
1to a cial space. He thus felt himself authorized to say '; Jal
tions whatever followed from the theory. One mea- th
g like ! sure of just how different things are today is that | Tt
asive it would be hard to find anyone willing to make | wi
| em- : the statements Parsons made about “dependent” to:
thind and “neurotic” women in his 1943 “Sex Roles” on
Jas it article. People still think this way, but fewer say ' ps
dern what they think, and fewer still would make a Su
s the . - social theory out of gratuitous observations. But da
JU . .————1  Parsons was not a man of evil intent. He was | sal
ral | ==5525002 || writing good sociological theory, following the | kn
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