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June 10, 2016

Hello,

As you are well aware, we are fast approaching this year’s Summer Institute, when we’ll be retraining
for ETS 181 and 192. On July 11-15 our upstate teachers will be retraining on campus at SU, and on
August 8-12 we’ll be retraining at Lubin House in New York City. Hopefully everyone’s travel plans
are made or in motion. If you have any travel questions you can contact Jill Scarson in the SUPA
office. Any other inquiries can be sent to me.

Attached with this letter is a packet of materials that will form a substantial part of your binder for
ETS 181 when you get to campus. If you could, please put them in a temporary binder or folder and
keep them in order as you read through them. You will find a copy of the syllabus template for ETS
181 and all the required readings for the Summer Institute. All of the materials for ETS are posted on
Blackboard and can be accessed there as well, if needed.

On top of preparing these materials prior to arrival, if you are not already a member of the
Blackboard organization “SU Project Advance English,” you’ll need to join prior to arriving to
campus. (If you are new to SUPA, you will need to acquire your NetlD prior to logging on to
Blackboard as per instructions sent a couple weeks back.) To join the group please follow these steps:

. Go to https://blackboard.syr.edu

. Login using the exact same NetlD and password that you use to login to PASS

. Once logged in, click on the link in the top banner that says “Organizations”

. Enter “SU Project Advance English” in the box marked “Organization Search”

. A list with the organization ID and name should come up.

. Mouse over where it says “503.0r¢g”” under “Organization ID and click on the down arrow

that appears.
. Click on “Enroll"
. On the next screen enter “orange” as the access code.

This will enroll you in the organization.

Regarding preparations for 181, I will be in touch soon via email about how we will be using
Blackboard to post responses to readings prior to the Summer Institute, but for now I ask that you
do two main things in regard to 181 training preparation:

1. Please begin reading the anchor texts for 181, especially those that we’ll be covering earlier in
the week from Unit 1 (Monday) and Unit 2 (Tuesday). Printouts of all the anchor texts for
ETS 181 are in the packet included here as well as the literary texts that will accompany them
during training. There is a table of contents at the beginning and a page dividing each unit’s
materials. If everyone could have most of the materials read prior to arrival, it will
substantially lessen your work load that week.
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2. Please view and take notes on the following films prior to arrival:

Children of Men (dir. Alfonso Cuarén’, 2000)
Marwencol (dir. Jeff Malmberg, 2010)
“Generation Like,” Frontine (PBS. Available free online. 2014)

Again, we will be in touch with more information on how we will be using Blackboard to post our
readings responses prior to the Institute. For now, if you could start reading and watching the films,
you’ll be in good shape. I hope your semester is winding down well and that you’re looking forward

to retraining as much as we are.

Until then,

=

Sean M. Conrey
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ETS 181: Class and Literary Text Syllabus Template

Anchor Texts for Unit One:

Fussell, Paul. “A Touchy Subject” and “An Anatomy of the Classes.” Class: A Guide through the
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Sept. 2014.

Other Texts for Summer Institute Unit One:

Article: Peggy Mclntosh, “White Privilege: Unpacking the Invisible Knapsack”
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Game: Spent, got to playspent.org to play online for free
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Anchor Texts for Unit Three:

Andersen, Margaret L., and Patricia Hill Collins. “Why Race, Class, and Gender Still
Matter.” Race, Class, and Gender: An Anthology. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Cengage Learning, 2013.
1-15. Print.

hooks, bell. “Feminism: A Movement to End Sexist Oppression.” Feminist Theory: From Margin to
Center. Cambridge, MA: South End, 2000. 18-33. Print.

Other Texts for Summer Institute Unit Three:

Theory: Collins and Anderson, hooks
Stories: Bambara “The Lesson,”
Poems: Hughes

Film: Children of Men

Anchor Texts for Unit Four:

Adorno, Theodor W., and Max Horkheimer. Trans. Andy Blunden. “The Culture Industry:
Enlightenment as Mass Deception.” Marxists.org. Web. 21 Jan. 2015.

(Optional) Storey, John. Cultural Theory and Popular Culture: An Introduction 6% Edition. “What Is
Popular Culture?” New York: Routledge, 2012. Print.

Other Texts for Summer Institute Unit Three:

Poems: “Rearmament” by Robinson Jeffers, “America” by Allen Ginsberg
Films: Frontline: Generation Like (available online at PBS), Marwencol
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SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY
ETS 181: CLASS & LITERARY TEXTS

Spring 20xx

Instructor: Office hours:
Office: Contact:

You load sixteen tons, and what do you get? Another day older and deeper in debt. Saint Peter don’t
you call me, cause I can’t go...I owe my soul to the company store.
— Merle Travis

When the minted gold in the vault smiles like the night-watchman's daughter,
When warrantee deeds loafe in chairs opposite and are my friendly companions,
I intend to reach them my hand, and make as much of them as I do of men
and women like you.

— Walt Whitman

Course Overview

From Shakespeare’s portrayal of characters across a range of social strata, Dickens’ descriptions of
living conditions in Victorian England, James Agee’s stories of tenant farmers during the Depression,
to Barbara Ehrenreich’s more recent explorations of living on minimum wage, questions of social
class have long been a focus of novelists’, poets’ and essayists’ work. Parallel to the ways that writers
affect and engage social class, critical readers can engage with the concepts of social class as they
read. Concerned with the social divisions of privilege, wealth, power and status, these concepts
provide a set of lenses through which to read the world of work, home and community in a range of
literary and other texts. This course provides an introduction to these concepts and exposes students
to key texts in literature, film and other media as a way of fostering critical engagement and
developing richer social responsibility through textual interpretation.

As with race and gender, class is a social construction that is imposed on, and performed by, all of us
as a way of stratifying and defining who we are. Though the restraints of social class readily subject
us to the power of others, these restraints may also, when well understood, provide a springboard for
advocacy and direct social action. Concepts such as social stratification, inequality, and the
relationship among wealth, privilege and power provide critical lenses though which to interpret texts
and foster a richer understanding of students’ own implication within these systems of power.

Invested in theoretical and historical frames of reading, the course takes as its starting point these
concepts of social class and engages with literary texts ranging from the eatly modern period through
the Industrial Revolution and into the present moment, when digital technology is dramatically
shifting the way we work, live and communicate. Accordingly, as participants in a writing-intensive
course, students will respond and engage with texts by writing short and long-form papers as a way
of critically and personally engaging with the texts from class. The concerns of social class in
Renaissance England or during the Great Depression were not entirely those of today, but texts from
those times and places still speak to our present moment. Students in this course will learn to read
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analytically and, through their writing, demonstrate a critical faculty for understanding how these
texts can be vital markers of the ways that social class, and the struggles that come with it, stratify,
divide and define us today.

ETS 181 Course Learning Outcomes:

* Recognize how meanings are created through acts of critical reading.

* Analyze the ways texts construct categories of difference, including differences of race,
ethnicity, nationality, gender, sexuality, and class.

¢ Formulate sustained interpretive, analytical, or conceptual arguments based on evidence
drawn from texts.

* Develop a basic understanding of core concepts of social class, including stratification,
inequality, privilege, capitalism and labor.

General Skills Learning Outcomes:

*  Otrganize ideas in writing

* Use clear and appropriate prose

¢ Express ideas and information orally

* Engage in analytical and critical dialogue orally
* Evaluate arguments

¢ Identify and question assumptions

NOTE: ETS 181 is a University-designated writing-intensive course that fulfills Syracuse
University’s College of Arts & Sciences Liberal Arts core curriculum and skills requirement. As such,
it is intended to familiarize students with the thought processes, structures, and styles associated with
writing in the liberal arts.

Required Course Texts:

* Required set of anchor texts for each unit (pdfs and printouts supplied by SUPA)

* Literary texts and secondary resoutces, selected by coutse instructor and reviewed/approved
by the faculty coordinator, representing a range of historical periods and cultures

¢ Instructors are encouraged, but not required, to incorporate at least one full-length novel
and/or play to help develop students’ reading skills across a range of texts
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Required Assignments

Beyond reading, students are required to do shorter, prompt-driven textual responses as well as four
major writing assignments.

Reading Responses

These can take any form the teacher chooses, but a certain number must be collected for a grade.
Instructors are encouraged to use writing prompts for these responses that help students stage their
work on larger writing assignments when possible as well as to have students reflect on earlier written
wortk (in the form of reflections).

Major Assignments
There will be four major writing assignments in ETS 181. Each is tied loosely to a Course Unit.

Close Reading: This writing assignment must be at least 1500+ words in length and must involve a
close reading of a particular literary text through the lens of a concept introduced in class.

Bibliography: The focus of this project is to gather, summarize, evaluate and synthesize materials
that can be used for later projects. The texts will be chosen and organized around a guiding research
question that is developed by the student and the student will write a list of at least five claims that
can be made based on the evidence found in the texts explored. The materials gathered for this
project may be any kind of text (images, film, video, music, etc), but at least one text must be
theoretical in nature (though this text can come from in-class materials). In compiling and analyzing
these texts, this assignment will take the form of an extensive annotated bibliography of at least 1500
words. Beyond the text of the bibliography, there must be a short reflection on how the student
intends to proceed with developing the ideas into future work.

Research Paper: Taking concepts and texts from the bibliography that merit further attention,
students will write an 8-10 page paper that extends those ideas to include material from the third unit
(on the intersection of race, class and gender). This paper must include extensive close reading of a
text through a critical/theoretical frame and must make a cleat, thesis-focused argument. All sources
discussed/cited in the final paper must follow MLA style citation.

Public Presentation: For this assignment, students will interpret a text through the lens of a central
concept and present that interpretation to the class. A variety of media can be used, but there must
be a live, spoken component to the presentation.

Grade Distribution

Grades will be based on three things: participation (contributing respectfully and productively to in-
class discussion), reading responses, and major assignments. The grade breakdown is as follows: 70% for
major projects (15% each for two of the major writing assignments and the presentation, and 25%
for the longer major writing assignment), 20% for reading responses, 10% for
patticipation/attendance.
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Course Unit Overview

The calendar for ETS 181 is divided into four “units.” Criteria for the four units are below.
“Suggested texts” are recommendations (rather than requirements) that fit the various criteria for the
unit. Teachers are encouraged to choose 1-2 suggested texts for each unit or substitute equivalent
texts.

Unit One: Introduction to Social Class (~4 weeks)

In unit one, students will be exposed generally to the historical threads, major themes and concepts
of the course. Paul Fussell’s Class: A Guide through the American Status System, which serves to connect
concepts to current student experience, will provide an introduction to core concepts, and the work
of Marx and Weber will provide theoretical anchors for this unit, though literary texts may be drawn
from a range of historical periods. Concepts glossed in this unit: class, privilege, bourgeoisie,
proletariat, labor, inequality, status, and stratification.

Anchor Texts for Unit One:

Fussell, Paul. “A Touchy Subject” and “An Anatomy of the Classes.” Class: A Guide through the
American Status System. New York: Simon & Schuster, 1992. 15-50. Print.

Weber, Max. “Class, Status and Party.” The Inequality Reader: Contemporary and Foundational Readings
in Race, Class, and Gender. Boulder, CO: Westview, 2011. 56-67. Print.

Marx, Katl. “Preamble” and “Chapter One: Bourgeois and Proletarians” Marx/ Engels Selected
Works. Vol. 1. Moscow: Progress, 1969. 98-137. Manifesto of the Communist Party. 2000. Web. 16
Sept. 2014.

Suggested Literary Texts and Films for this Unit:

William Blake, excerpts from Songs of Innocence and Songs of Experience
Geoffrey Chaucer, “The Wife of Bath’s Tale” or “The Miller’s Tale”
Kate Chopin, “A Pair of Silk Stockings”

Daniel Defoe, Mo/l Flanders

Samuel Taylor Coleridge and William Wordsworth, Lyrical Ballads (including preface)
Charles Dickens, “A Walk in the Workhouse”

Shitley Jackson, “The Lottery”

Henry James, “Daisy Miller”

Denis Johnson, “Work”

Ben Jonson, “To Penshurst”

Mary Paul, “The Lowell Factory Girl”

Jacob Riis, excerpts from How the Other Half Lives

Gangs of New York, (2002, director: Martin Scorsese)

Excetpts from The Tatler and /ot The Spectator

John Updike, “A&P”

Walt Whitman, “A Song for Occupations”
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Unit Two: Stratification and Inequality (~5 weeks)

In unit two we get a more in-depth exploration of how the concepts of inequality and stratification
are inscribed in and constructed through texts. Here students will explore the ways that certain
literary texts position or interpellate readers into particular kinds of class subjects (i.e. “the good
worker,” “the middle class father,” etc). Of particular concern are close reading techniques and
interpretative practices that focus on textual evidence as a basis of literary analysis.

Anchor Texts for Unit Two:

Davis, Kingsley, and Wilbert E. Moore. “Some Principles of Stratification.” The Inequality Reader:
Contemporary and Foundational Readings in Race, Class, and Gender. Boulder, CO: Westview, 2011. 16-
19. Print.

Mills, C. Wright. “The Power Elite.” The Inequality Reader: Contemporary and Foundational Readings in
Race, Class, and Gender. Boulder, CO: Westview, 2011. 100-11. Print.

Suggested Literary Texts and Films for this Unit:

James Agee and Walker Evans, Lez Us Now Praise Famous Men

Maggie Anderson, “Among Elms and Maples, Morgantown, WV, August 1935” and “Mining
Camp Residents, West Virginia, July 1935”

Matthew Arnold, selections from Culture and Anarchy

Sholem Asch, “The Triangle Fire” (paired with Rose Schneiderman’s “Memorial Speech,” and
Robert Pinsky’s “Shirt”)

Rebecca Harding Davis, Life in the Iron Mills

Stuart Dybek, “Blight”

F. Scott Fitzgerald, The Great Gatsby

Philip Roth, “Goodbye, Columbus”

Tillie Olsen, “I Stand Here Ironing”

Eugene O’Neill, The Icesman Cometh

Matewan (1987, director: John Sayles)

John Steinbeck “Chrysanthemums”

Jonathan Swift, “A Modest Proposal”
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Unit Three: Race, Class and Gender (~4 weeks)

Unit three emphasizes the intersections of race, class and gender as crucial for understanding
inequality, labor divisions, and modes of resistance. These intersections provide ways for exploring
and expanding students’ understanding of power and agency as performed and inscribed in and
through texts. The focus is on how the act of interpretation itself risks tacitly reinscribing these
power relationships, so an emphasis is placed on how interpretation can itself become a way of
resisting and restructuring gender, race and class relationships.

Anchor Texts for Unit Three:

(Optional) Andersen, Margaret L., and Patricia Hill Collins. “Why Race, Class, and Gender Still
Matter.” Race, Class, and Gender: An Anthology. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Cengage Learning, 2013.
1-15. Print.

hooks, bell. “Feminism: A Movement to End Sexist Oppression.” Feminist Theory: From Margin to
Center. Cambridge, MA: South End, 2000. 18-33. Print.

Suggested Literary Texts and Films for this Unit:

Toni Cade Bambara, “The Lesson”

Aphra Behn, excerpts from Oroonoko

Octavia Butler, Kindred

Lucille Clifton, “My Dream About Being White”

Billy Elliot (2000, director: Stephen Daldry)

Rita Dove, “Daystar”

W.E.B. Dubois, The Souls of Black Folk

Langston Hughes, “I, Too”

Harriet Jacobs, excerpts from Incidents in the Life of a Slave Girl
Flannery O’Connor, “The Artificial Nigger”

Arthur Miller, “Death of a Salesman”

William Shakespeare, Othello

Alice Walker, “Everyday Use”

Phyllis Wheatley, “On Being Brought from Africa to America” and “To S. M. A Young African
Painter, On Seeing His Works”

Tennessee Williams, A Streetcar Named Desire
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Unit Four: Work Culture (~4 weeks)

In unit four, students are exposed to the questions surrounding the culture of work: how does
culture work? How does our work-life imbue culture? How does culture work on and through us?
Drawing on a wide range of written, graphic, filmic and multimedia texts, this unit will engage
students with interpreting the world of work, particularly the aesthetics of high vs. low culture on the
job, and how work is represented and performed in a variety of media.

Anchor Texts for this Unit:

Adorno, Theodor W., and Max Horkheimer. Trans. Andy Blunden. “The Culture Industry:
Enlightenment as Mass Deception.” Marxists.org. Web. 21 Jan. 2015.

(Optional) Storey, John. Cultural Theory and Popular Culture: An Introduction 6% Edition. “What Is
Popular Culture?” New York: Routledge, 2012. Print.

Suggested Literary Texts and Films for this Unit

Raymond Carver, “Neighbors”

John Clare, selected poems

Junot Diaz, “Edison, New Jersey”

Ben Franklin, “Way to Wealth”

Ben Hamper, Rivethead

Jamaica Kincaid, Lucy

Philip Levine, “Detroit Tomorrow,” “What Work Is,” and “The Present”
David Mamet, Glengarry Glen Ross

Herman Melville, Bartleby the Scrivener

Junebug (2005, Phil Morrison, director)

Tillie Olsen, Yonnondio

George Orwell, Down and Out in Paris and London
Henry David Thoreau, “Life Without Principle”
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Course Policies

Special Needs and Accommodations

Syracuse University welcomes people with disabilities and, in compliance with the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973 and the Americans with Disabilities Act, does not discriminate on the basis of

disability. Students who require special consideration due to a learning or physical disability or other
situation should make an appointment to see the course instructor right away.

Use of Student Academic Work

It is understood that registration for and continued enrollment in this course constitutes permission
by the student for the instructor to use for educational purposes any student work produced in the
course, in compliance with the federal Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA). After
the completion of the course, any further use of student work will meet one of the following
conditions: (1) the work will be rendered anonymous through the removal of all personal
identification of the student(s); or (2) written permission from the student(s).

Academic Integrity
The langnage that follows regarding academic integrity is currently under review. An updated version will be sent when
the review is complete.

Syracuse University sets high standards for academic integrity. Syracuse University students are
expected to exhibit honesty in all academic endeavors. Cheating in any form is not tolerated, nor is
assisting another person to cheat. The submission of any work by a student is taken as a guarantee
that the thoughts and expressions in it are the student’s own, except when properly credited to
another.

Those standards are supported and enforced by your instructor, SU faculty and Project Advance
administrators. The presumptive sanction for a first offense is course failure (SU grade of F),
accompanied by the transcript notation “Violation of the Academic Integrity Policy.” Students
should review the Office of Academic Integrity online resource “Twenty Questions and Answers
About the Syracuse University Academic Integrity Policy” and confer with your instructor(s) about
course-specific citation methods, permitted collaboration (if any), and rules for examinations. The
policy also governs the veracity of signatures on attendance sheets and other verification of
participation in class activities. Additional guidance for students can be found in the Office of
Academic Integrity resource: ”What does academic integrity mean?”

For a more detailed description of the guidelines for adhering to academic integrity in the College of
Arts and Sciences, go to: http://academicintegrity.syr.edu.
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Unit One

Introduction to Social Class

Anchor Texts for Unit One:

Fussell, Paul. “A Touchy Subject” and “An Anatomy of the Classes.” Class: A Guide through the
American Status System. New York: Simon & Schuster, 1992. 15-50. Print.

Weber, Max. “Class, Status and Party.” The Inequality Reader: Contemporary and Foundational Readings
in Race, Class, and Gender. Boulder, CO: Westview, 2011. 56-67. Print.

Marx, Katl. “Preamble” and “Chapter One: Bourgeois and Proletarians” Marx/ Engels Selected
Works. Vol. 1. Moscow: Progress, 1969. 98-137. Manifesto of the Communist Party. 2000. Web. 16
Sept. 2014.

Other Texts for Summer Institute Unit One:

Article: Peggy Mclntosh, “White Privilege: Unpacking the Invisible Knapsack”

Story: Kate Chopin, “A Pair of Silk Stockings”

Songs: Florence Reece, “Which Side Are You On,” Bruce Springsteen, “Death to My
Hometown,” The Clash “White Riot.”

Poem: Jerome Rothenberg, “A Poem for the Cruel Majority”
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A Guide Through
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American Status System

PAUL FUSSELL

With illustrations by Martim de Avillez
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Fussell, Paul. “A Touchy Subject” and “An Anatomy of the Classes.” Class: A
Guide through the American Status System. New York: Simon & Schuster, 1992.
15-50. Print.



sean
Text Box
Fussell, Paul. “A Touchy Subject” and “An Anatomy of the Classes.” Class: A Guide through the American Status System. New York: Simon & Schuster, 1992. 15-50. Print.



A Touchy Subject

Although most Americans sense that they live within an ex-
tremely complicated system of social classes and suspect that
much of what is thought and done here is prompted by consid-
erations of status, the subject has remained murky. And always
touchy. You can outrage people today simply by mentioning
social class, very much the way, sipping tea among the aspidistras
a century ago, you could silence a party by adverting too openly
to sex. When, recently, asked what I am writing, I have an-
swered, “A book about social class in America,” people tend first
to straighten their ties and sneak a glance at their cuffs to see how
far fraying has advanced there. Then, a few minutes later, they
silently get up and walk away. It is not just that I am feared as a
class spy. It is as if I had said, “I am working on a book urging
the beating to death of baby whales using the dead bodies of baby
seals.”” Since I have been writing this book I have experienced
many times the awful truth of R. H. Tawney’s perception, in his
book Eguality (1931): “The word ‘class’ is fraught with unpleas-
ing associations, so that to linger upon it is apt to be interpreted
as the symptom of a perverted mind and a jaundiced spirit.”
Especially in America, where the idea of class is n

barrassing. In his book Inequality in an Age of Decline (1980), the
sociologist Paul Blumberg goes so far as to call it “America’s
forzifi%hgight.” Indeed, people often blow their tops if-the
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16 PAUL FUSSELL

subject is even broached. One woman, asked by a couple of in-

terviewers if she thought there were social classes in this country,

answered: “It’s the dirtiest thing I've ever heard of!”’ And a man,
asked the same question, got so angry that he blurted out, “Social
class should be exterminated!”
Actually, you reveal a great deal about your social class by the
amount of annoyance or fury you feel when the subject is brought
up. A tendency to get very anxious suggests that you are middle-
class and nervous about slipping down a rung or two. On the
other hand, upper-class people love the topic to come up: the
more attention paid to the matter the better off they seem to be.
~ Proletarians generally don’t mind discussions of the subject be-
_cause they know they can do little to alter their class identity.

Thus the whole class matter is likely to seem like a joke to them

—the upper classes fatuous in their empty aristocratic preten-
\ tiousness, the middles loathsome in their anxious gentility. It is
‘the middle class that is highly class-sensitive, and sometimes
class-scared to death. A representative of‘that class left his mark
on a library copy of Russell Lynes’s The Tastemakers (1954). Next
to a passage patronizing the insecure decorating taste of the mid-
dle class and satirically contrasting its artistic behavior to that of
some more sophisticated classes, this offended reader scrawled,
in large capitals, “BULL SHIT!” A hopelessly middle-class man
(not a woman, surely?) if I ever saw one.

If you reveal your class by your outrage at the very topic, you
reveal it also by the way you define the thing that’s outraging
you. At the hottom, people tend to believe that class is defined
by the amount of money you have. In the middle, people grant
that money has something to do with it, but think education and
the kind of work you do almost equally important. Nearer the

| top, people perceive that taste, values, ideas, style, and behavior
l are indispensable criteria of class, regardless of money or occu-

ation or education. One woman interviewed by Studs Terkel
for Division Street: America (1967) clearly revealed her class as
middle both by her uneasiness about the subject’s being intro-
duced and by her instinctive recourse to occupation as the essen-
tial class criterion. “We have right on this street almost every
class,” she said. “But I shouldn’t say class,” she went on, “be-
cause we don’t live in a nation of classes.” Then, the occupational
criterion: “But we have janitors living on the street, we have
doctors, we have businessmen, CPAs.”

CLASS 17

Being told that there are no social classes in the place where the
interviewee lives is an old experience for sociologists. *“ ‘We don’t
have classes in our town’ almost invariably is the first remark
recorded by the investigator,” reports Leonard Reissman, author
of Class in American Life (1959). “Once that has been uttered and
is out of the way, the class divisions in the town can be recorded
with what seems to be an amazing degree of agreement among
the good citizens of the community.” The novelist John O’Hara
made a whole career out of probing into this touchy subject, to
which he was astonishingly sensitive. While still a boy, he was
noticing that in the Pennsylvania town where he grew up, “older
people do not treat others as equals.”

Class distinctions in America are so complicated and subtle that
foreign visitors often miss the nuances and sometimes even the
existence of a class structure. So powerful is “the fable of equal-
ity,” as Frances Trollope called it when she toured America in
1832, so embarrassed is the government to confront the subject
—in the thousands of measurements pouring from its bureaus,
social class is not officially recognized—that it’s easy for visitors
not to notice the way the class system works. A case in point is
the experience of Walter Allen, the British novelist and literary
critic. Before he came over here to teach at a college in the 1950s,
he imagined that “class scarcely existed in America, except, per-
haps, as divisions between ethnic groups or successive waves of
immigrants.” But living awhile in Grand Rapids opened his eyes:
there he learned of the snob power of New England and the
pliability of the locals to the long-wielded moral and cultural
authority of old families.

Some Americans viewed with satisfaction the failure of the
1970s TV series Beacon Hill, a drama of high society modeled on
the British Upstairs, Downstairs, comforting themselves with the
belief that this venture came to grief because there is no class
system.here to sustain interest in it. But they were mistaken.
Beacon Hill failed to engage American viewers because it focused
on perhaps the least interesting place in the indigenous class struc-
ture, the quasi-aristocratic upper class. Such a dramatization
might have done better if it had dealt with places where everyone
recognizes interesting class collisions occur—the place where the
upper-middle class meets the middle and resists its attempted
incursions upward, or where the middle class does the same to
the classes just below it.
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If foreigners often fall for the official propaganda of social
equality, the locals tend to know what’s what, even if they feel
some uneasiness talking about it. When the acute black from the
South asserts of an ambitious friend that “Joe can’t class with the
big folks,” we feel in the presence of someone who’s attended to
actuality. Like the carpenter who says: “I hate to say there are
classes, but it’s just that people are more comfortable with people
of like backgrounds.” His grouping of people by “like back-
grounds,” scientifically uncertain as it may be, is nearly as good
a way as any to specify what it is that distinguishes one class from
anotherIIf you feel no need to explicate your allusions or in any
way explain what you mean, you are probably talking with
someone in your class. And that’s true whether you're discussing
the Rams and the Forty-Niners, RVs, the House (i.e., Christ
Church, Oxford), Mama Leone’s, the Big Board, ‘“‘the Vine-
| yard,” “Baja,” or the Porcellian.

In this book I am going to deal with some of the visible and
audible signs of social class, but I will be sticking largely with
those that reflect choice. That means that I will not be considering
matters of race, or, except now and then, religion or politics.
Race is visible, but it is not chosen. Religion"and politics; while
usually chosen, don’t show, except for the occasional front-yard
shrine or car bumper sticker. When you look at a person you
don’t see “Roman Catholic” or “liberal”: you see ‘“hand-painted
necktie” or “crappy polyester shirt”’; you hear parameters or in
regards to. In attempting to make sense of indicators like these, I
have been guided by perception and feel rather than by any
method that could be deemed “scientific,” believing with Arthur
Marwick, author of Class: Image and Reality (1980), that “class
. . . is too serious a subject to leave to the social scientists.”

It should be a serious subject in America especially, because
here we lack a convenient system of inherited titles, ranks, and
honors, and each generation has to define the hierarchies all over
again. The society changes faster than any other on earth, and the
American, almost uniquely, can be puzzled about where, in the
society, he stands. The things that conferred class in the 1930s—
white linen golf knickers, chrome cocktail shakers, vests with
white piping—are, to put it mildly, unlikely to do so today.
Belonging to a rapidly changing rather than a traditional society,
Americans find Knowing Where You Stand harder than do most
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Europeans. And a yet more pressing matter, Making It, assumes
crucial importance here. “How’m I doin’?”” Mayor Koch of New
York used to bellow, and most of his audience sensed that he
was, appropriately, asking the representative American question.
It seems no accident that, as the British philosopher Anthony
Quinton says, “The book of etiquette in its modern form . . . is
largely an American product, the great names being Emily
Post . . . and Amy Vanderbilt.”” The reason is that the United
States is preeminently the venue of newcomers, with a sPecial
need to place themselves advantageously and to get on briskly.
“Some newcomers,” says Quinton, “are geographical, that is,
immigrants; others are economic, the newly rich; others‘again
chronological, the young.”” All are faced with the problem insep-
arable from the operations of a mass society, earning respect. The
comic Rodney Dangerfield, complaining that he don’t get none,
belongs to the same national species as that studied by John
Adams, who says, as early as 1805: “The rewards . . . in this life
are esteem and admiration of others—the punishments are neglect
and contempt. . . . The desire of the esteem of others is as real a
want of nature as hunger—and the neglect and contempt of the
world as severe a pain as the gout or stone. . . . ”’ About the same
time the Irish poet Thomas Moore, sensing the special predica-
ment Americans were inviting with their egalitarian Constitu-
tion, described the citizens of Washington, D.C., as creatures

Born to be slaves, and struggling to be lords.

Thirty years later, in Democracy in America, Alexis de Tocquevj]le
put his finger precisely on the special problem of class aspiration
here. “Nowhere,” he wrote, “‘do citizens appear so insignificant
as in a democratic nation.”” Nowhere, consequently, is there more
strenuous. effort to.achieve—egm would probably not be the right
word—significance. And still later in the nineteenth century,

Walt Whitman, in Democratic Vistas (1871), perceived that in the

United States, where the form of government promotes a condi- -

I

tion (or at least an illusion) of uniformity among the citizens, one
of the unique anxieties is going to be the constant struggle for
individual self-respect based upon social approval. That is, where
everybody is somebody, nobody is anybody: In a recent Louis
Harris poll, “‘respect from others” is what'76 _percent of respon-
dents said they wanted most. Addressing prospective purchasers
of a coffee table, an ad writer recently spread before them this
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most enticing American vision: “Create a rich, warm, sensual
allusion to your own good taste that will demand respect and
consideration in every setting you care to imagine.”

The special hazards attending the class situation in America,
where movement appears so fluid and where the prizes seem
available to anyone who’s lucky, are disappointment, and, fol-

lowing close on that, envy. Because the myth conveys the _

. impression that you can readily eam your way upward, disillu-
sion and bitterness are particularly strong when you find yourself
trapped in a class system you’ve been half persuaded isn’t impor-
tant. When in early middle life some people discover that certain
< limits have been placed on their capacity to ascend socially by
such apparent irrelevancies as heredity, early environment, and
the social class of their immediate forebears, they go into some-
| thing like despair, which, if generally secret, is no less destructive.

3 De Tocqueville perceived the psychic dangers. “In democratic
times,” he granted, “‘enjoyments are more intense than in the ages
of aristocracy, and the number of those who partake in them is
vastly larger.” But, he added, in egalitarian atmospheres “man’s
hopes and desires are oftener blasted, the soul is more stricken
and perturbed, and care itself more keen.”

[ And after blasted hopes, envy. The force of sheer class envy
behind vile and even criminal behavior in this country, the result
in part of disillusion over the official myth of classlessness, should
never be underestimated. The person who, parking his attractive
car in a large city, has returned to find his windows smashed and
his radio aerial snapped off will understand what I mean. Speak-
ing in West Virginia in 1950, Senator Joseph R. McCarthy used
language that leaves little doubt about what he was really getting
at—not so much “Communism” as the envied upper-middle and
upper classes. “It has not been the less fortunate or members of
minority groups who have been selling this nation out,” he said,
“but rather those who have had all the benefits . . . , the finest
homes, the finest college education. . . . ” Pushed far enough,
class envy issues in revenge egalitarianism, which the humorist
Roger Price, in The Great Roob Revolution (1970), dlstlnguxshes
from *“‘democracy” thus: “Democracy demands that all of its cit-
izens begin the race even. Egalitarianism insists that they all finish
even.” Then we get the situation satirized in L. P. Hartley’s novel

I
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pearance are redressed by government plastic surgeons, but the
scalpel isn’t used to make everyone beautiful—it’s used to make
everyone plain.

Despite our public embrace of political and judicial equality, in
individual perception and understanding—much of which we re-
frain from publicizing—we arrange things vertically and insist on
crucial differences in value. Regardless of what we say about
equality, I think everyone at some point comes to feel like the
Oscar Wilde who said, “The brotherhood of man is not a mere
poet’s dream: it is a most depressing and humiliating reality.” It’s
as if in our heart of hearts we don’t want agglomerations but
distinctions. /Analysis and separation we find interesting, synthe-
sis boring.

Although it is disinclined to designate a hierarchy of social
classes, the federal government seems to admit that if in law we
are all equal, in virtually all other ways we are not. Thus the
eighteen grades into which it divides its civil-service employees,
from grade 1 at the bottom (messenger, etc.) up through 2 (mail
clerk), 5 (secretary), 9 (chemist), to 14 (legal administrator), and
finally 16, 17, and 18 (high-level administrators). In the construc-
tion business there’s a social hierarchy of jobs, with “dirt work,”
or mere excavation, at the bottom; the making of sewers, roads,
and tunnels in the middle; and work on buildings (the taller, the
higher) at the top. Those who sell “executive desks’’ and related
office furniture know that they and their clients agree on a rigid

“class” hierarchy. Desks made of oak are at the bottom, and those
of walnut are next. Then, moving up, mahogany is, if you like,
“upper-middle class,” until we arrive, finally, at the apex: teak.
In the army, at ladies’ social functions, pouring the coffee is the
prerogative of the senior officer’s wife because, as the ladies all
know, coffee outranks tea.

There seems no place where hierarchical status-orderings aren’t
discoverable. Take musical instruments. In a symphony orchestra
the customary ranking of sections recognizes the difficulty and
degree of subtlety of various kinds of instruments: strings are on
top, woodwinds just below, then brass, and, at the bottom, per-
cussion. On the difficulty scale, the accordion is near the bottom,

|
violin near the top. Another way of assigning something like ‘

Facial Justice (1960), about “the prejudice against good looks” in “social class” to instruments is to consider the prestige of the
group in which the instrument is customarily played. As the N

a future society somewhat like ours. There, inequalities of ap-
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U.S. Army scene: a senior officer’s wife (note pseudo-
upper-middle~class getup) pours coffee into cups of
subordinates’ wives

composer Edward T. Cone says, “If you play a violin, you can
play in a string quartet or symphony orchestra, but not in a jazz
band and certainly not in a marching band. Among woodwinds,
therefore, flute, and oboe, which are primarily symphonic instru-
ments, are ‘better’ than the clarinet, which can be symphonic,
Jazz, or band. Among brasses, the French horn ranks highest
because it hasn’t customarily been used in jazz. Among percus-
sionists, tympani is high for the same reason.” And (except for
the bassoon) the lower the notes an instrument is designed to
produce, in general the lower its class, bass instruments being
generally easier to play. Thus a sousaphone is lower than a trum-
pet, a bass viol lower than a viola, etc. If you hear “My boy’s
taking lessons on the trombone,” your smile will be a little harder
to control than if you hear “My boy’s taking lessons on the flute.”
On the other hand, to hear “My boy’s taking lessons on the viola
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da gamba” is to receive a powerful signal of class, the kind attach-
ing to antiquarianism and museum, gallery, or “‘educational”
work. Guitars (except when played in “classical”’—that is, archaic
—style) are low by nature, and that is why they were so often
employed as tools of intentional class degradation by young peo-
ple in the 1960s and '70s. The guitar was the perfect instrument
for the purpose of signaling these young people’s flight from the
upper-middle and middle classes, associated as it is with Gypsies,
cowhands, and other personnel without inherited or often even
earned money and without fixed residence.

The former Socialist and editor of the Partisan Review William
Barrett, looking back thirty years, concludes that “the Classless
Society looks more and more like a Utopian illusion. The socialist
countries develop a class structure of their own,” although there,
he points out, the classes are very largely based on bureaucratic
toadying. “Since we are bound . . . to have classes in any case,
why not have them in the more organic, heterogeneous and var-
iegated fashion” indigenous to the West? And since we have
them, why not know as much as we can about them? The subject
may be touchy, but it need not be murky forever.
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An Anatomy
of the Classes

Nobody knows for sure what the word class means. Some people,
like Vance Packard, have tried to invoke more objective terms,
and have spoken about status systems. Followers of the sociologist
Max Weber tend to say class when they’re talking about the
amount of money you have and the kind of leverage it gives_s you;
they say status when they mean your social prestige in rc!anon to
your audience; and they say party when they’re measuring hqw
much political power you have, that is, how much built-in resis-
tance you have to being pushed around by shits. By class I mean
all three, with perhaps extra emphasis on status. I do wish th_e
word caste were domesticated in the United States, because it
nicely conveys the actual rigidity of class lines here, the difficulty
of moving—either upward or downward—out of the place
where you were nurtured. .

How many classes are there? The simplest answer is that there
are only two, the rich and the poor, employer and employed,
landlord and tenant, bourgeois and proletariat. Or, to consider
manners rather than economics and politics, there are gentlemen
and there are cads. Asked by a team of sociologists what’s in-
volved in “social class,” one respondent said, ‘“Whether you have
couth or are uncouth.” And there’s a “social” division distin-
guishing those who “entertain” in their domestic premises and
those who wouldn’t think of it. Paul Blumberg notes ““a funda-

24
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mental class cleavage” today between people who can afford to

buy a house—any house—and people who can’t, a fairly elevated
version of the distinction down below between those who own
cars and those who must depend on public transportation and
who thus spend a great deal of their time waiting around for the
bus to show up. In her book Class (1981), British humorist Jilly
Cooper suggests a bipartite social scene in which the two parties
are the Guilty and the Cross:

On the one side are the middle and upper classes, feeling
guilty and riddled with social concern although they often
earn less money than the workers. On the other are the
working classes, who have been totally brainwashed by tele-
vision and magazine images of the good life, and feel cross
because they aren’t getting a big enough slice of the cake.

Two classes only were in the consciousness of the British Eighth
Army infantryman in North Africa during the Second World War
who delivered this eloquent account of them:

Sir, this is a fine way for a man to spend his fucking life, isn’t
it? Have you ever heard of class distinction, sir? I'll tell you
what it means, it means Vickers-Armstrong booking a profit
to look like a loss, and Churchill lighting a new cigar, and
the Times explaining Liberty and Democracy, and me sitting
on my arse in Libya splashing a fainting man with water out
of my steel helmet. It’s a very fine thing if only you’re in the
right class—that’s highly important, sir, because one class
gets the sugar and the other class gets the shit.

A way of bringing home that soldier’s conclusion is to realize
that all work everywhere is divided into two sorts, safe and dan-
gerous. Every year 100,000 workers are killed or die of work-
related accidents or disease; 400,000 are disabled; 6 million are
hurt at work. In The Working-Class Majority (1974), Andrew Le-
vison says, “All the clichés and pleasant notions of how the old
class divisions . . . have disappeared are exposed as hollow
phrases by the simple fact that American workers must accept
serious injury and even death as part of their daily reality while
the middle class does not.”” And he goes on:

Imagine . . . the universal outcry that would occur if every
year several corporate headquarters routinely collapsed like
mines, crushing sixty or seventy executives. Or suppose that
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all the banks were filled with an invisible noxious dust that
constantly produced cancer in the managers, clerks, and tell-
ers. Finally, try to imagine the horror . . . if thousands of
university professors were deafened every year or lost fin-
gers, hands, sometimes eyes, while on their jobs.

And speaking of death and injury, probably the most awful class
division in America, one that cuts deeply across the center of
society and that will poison life here for generations, is the one
separating those whose young people were killed or savaged in
the Vietnam War and those who, thanks largely to the infamous
S-2 deferment for college students, escaped. Anyone uncertain
about class consciousness in this country should listen to a work-
ing-class father whose son was killed:

I'm bitter. You bet your goddam dollar 'm bitter. It’s people
like us who give up our sons for the country. The business
people, they run the country and make money from it. The
college types, the professors, they go to Washington and tell
the government what to do. . . . But their sons, they don’t
end up in the swamps over there, in Vietnam. No, sir.

And a mother adds: “We can’t understand how all those rich kids
—the kids with beads from the suburbs—how they get off when
my son had to go.”

The two-part division has the convenience of simplicity as well
as usefulness in highlighting injustice and registering bitterness.
A three-part division is popular too, probably because the num-
ber three is portentous, folkloristic, and even magical, being the
number of bears, wishes, and Wise Men. In Britain three has been
popularly accepted as the number of classes at least since the last
century, when Matthew Arnold divided his neighbors and friends
into upper, middle, and lower classes, or, as he memorably
termed them, Barbarians (at the top, notice), Philistines (in the
middle), and Populace. This three-tiered conception is the usual
way to think of the class system for people in the middle, for it
offers them moral and social safety, positioning them equally
distant from the vices of pride and snobbery and waste and care-
lessness, which they associate with those above them, and dirti-
ness, constraint, and shame, the attendants of those below.
Upper, middle, and lower are the customary terms for these three
groups, although the British euphemism working class for lower
class is now making some headway here.
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If the popular number of classes is three, the number sociolo-
gists seem to favor is five:

Upper
Upper middle
Middle
Lower middle
Lower

And trying to count the classes, some people simply give up,
finding, like John Brooks in Showing Off in America (1981), that
“in the new American structure there seem to be an almost infi-
nite number of classes,” or like the man in Boston asked about
class there who said, *“You have too many classes for me to count
and name. . . . Hell! There may be fifteen or thirty.” (He then
added, like a good American, “Anyway, it doesn’t matter a damn
to me.”)

= v
My researches have persuaded me that there are nine classesin

this country, as follows:

Top out-of-sight
Upper
Upper middle

Middle

High proletarian
Mid-proletarian
Low proletarian

Destitute
Bottom out-of-sight

One thing to get clear at the outset is this: it’s not riches alone
that defines these classes. “It can’t be money,” one working man
says quite correctly, ‘“because nobody ever knows that about
you for sure.” Style and taste and awareness are@sj}mportant

as money. “Economically, no doubt, there are only two classes,
the rich and the poor,” says George Orwell, “‘but socially there
is a whole hierarchy of classes, and the manners and traditions
learned by each class in childhood are not only very different
but—this is the essential point—generally persist from birth to
death. . . . Itis . . . very difficult to escape, culturally, from the
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class into which you have been born.”” When John Fitzgerald
Kennedy, watching Richard Nixon on television, turned to his
friends and, horror-struck, said, “The guy has no class,” he was
not talking about money.

Anyone who imagines that large assets or high income confer
high class can take comfort from a little book titled Live a Year
with a Millionaire, written by Cornelius Vanderbilt Whitney and
distributed by him (free) to his friends for Christmas 1981. Not
to put too fine a point on it, the banality, stupidity, complacency,
and witlessness of this author can remind a reader only of char-
acters in Ring Lardner or in such satires by Sinclair Lewis as The
Man Who Knew Coolidge. “They are a cosmopolitan group,” says
Whitney of people he meets at one party. “Come from places all
over the States.” The more he goes on, the more his reader will
perceive that, except for his money, Whitney is a profoundly
middle-class fellow, committed without any self-awareness to
every cliché of that social rank.
~ And down below, the principle still holds: money doesn’t mat-
ter that much. To illustrate the point, John Brooks compares two
families living in adjoining houses in a suburb. One man is “blue-
collar,” a garage mechanic. The other is “white-collar,”” an em-~
ployee in a publishing house. They make roughly the same
amount of money, but what a difference. “Mr. Blue” bought a
small, neat “ranch house.” “Mr. White”” bought a beat-up old
house and refurbished it himself. Mrs. Blue uses the local shops,
especially those in the nearby shopping center, and thinks them
wonderful, “so convenient.” Mrs. White goes to the city to buy
her clothes. The Blues drink, but rather furtively, and usually on
Saturday night with the curtains closed. The Whites drink
openly, often right out in the backyard. *““The Blues shout to each
other, from room to room of their house or from corner to corner
of their lot, without self-consciousness; the Whites modulate their
voices to the point where they sometimes can’t hear each other.”
As household objects, books are a crucial criterion. There’s not a
book in the Blues’ house, while the Whites’ living room contains
numerous full bookshelves. Brooks concludes: ‘“Here, in sum,

are two families with hardly anything in common ..., yet
their . . . incomes are practically identical.” Likewise;~it was
Russell Lynes’s awareness that it’s less money than taste)and
knowledge and perceptiveness that determine class ome

years ago prompted him to set forth the tripartite scheme of
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A high prole regarding a destitute
with disdain, but less for:
his poverty than for his style

highbrow, middlebrow, and lowbrow.

Not that the three classes at the top don’t have money. The
point is that money alone doesn’t define them, for the way they
have their money is largely what matters. That is, as a class
indicator the amount of money is less significant than the source.
The main thing distinguishing three classes from each
other is the amount of money inherited)in relation to the amount
currently earned. The top-out-of=sight class (Rockefellers, Pews,
DuPonts, Mellons, Fords, Vanderbilts) lives on inherited capital
entirely. No one whose money, no matter how copious, comes
from his own work—film stars are an example—can be a mem-
ber of the top-out-of-sight class, even if the size of his income
and the extravagance of his expenditure permit him to simulate
identity with it. Inheritance—*‘old money” in the vulgar phrase
—is the indispensable principle defining the top three classes, and

it’s best if the money’s been in the family for three or four gen- |

erations. There are subtle local. ways to ascertain how long the
money’s been there. Touring middle America, the British traveler
Jonathan Raban came upon the girl Sally, who informed him that
“New Money says Missouri; Old Money says Missoura.”
“When I think of a really rich man,” says a Boston blue-collar,
“I think of one of those estates where you can’t see the house
from the road.” Hence the name of the top class, which could

\




30 PAUL FUSSELL

{ just as well be called “the class in hiding.” Their houses are never
seen from the street or road. They like to hide away deep in the
hills or way off on Greek or Caribbean islands (which they tend
to own), safe, for the moment, from envy and its ultimate atten-
dants, confiscatory taxation and finally expropriation. It was the
Great Depression, Vance Packard speculates, that badly
frightened the very rich, teaching them to be “discreet, almost

| reticent, in exhibiting their wealth.” From the 1930s dates the
flight of money from such exhibitionistic venues as the mansions
of upper Fifth Avenue to hideways in Virginia, upper New York
State, Connecticut, Long Island, and New Jersey. The situation
now is very different from the one in the 1890s satirized by Thor-
stein Veblen in The Theory of the Leisure Class. In his day the rich
delighted to exhibit themselves conspicuously, with costly retain-
ers and attendants much in evidence. Now they hide, not merely
from envy and revenge but from exposé journalism, much ad-
vanced in cunning and ferocity since Veblen’s time, and from an
even worse threat, virtually unknown to Veblen, fo_:uan‘d__g‘tion
mendicancy, with its hordes of beggars in three-piece suits con-
stantly badgering the well-to-do. Showing off used to be the
main satisfaction of being=very rich in America. Now the rich
must skulk and hide.

~ And it’s not just thatthe-individual houses and often the per-
sons of the top-out-of-sights are removed from scrutiny. Their
very class tends to escape the down-to-earth calculations of soci-
ologists and poll-takers and consumer researchers. It’s not studied
because it’s literally out of sight, and a questionnaire proffered to
a top-out-of-sight person will very likely be hurled to the floor
with disdain. Very much, in fact, the way it would be ignored by
a bottom-out-of-sight person. And it’s here that we begin to
perceive one of the most wonderful things about the American

il \ class system~—the curious similarity, if not actual brotherhood,

of the top- and bottom-out-of-sights. Just as the tops are hidden
away on their islands or behind the peek-a-boo walls of their
distant estates, the bottoms are equally invisible, when not put
away in institutions or claustrated in monasteries, lamaseries, or
communes, then hiding from creditors, deceived bail-bondsmen,
and gulled merchants intent on repossessing cars and furniture.
(This bottom-out-of-sight class is visible briefly at one place and
time, muttering its wayward fancies on the streets of New York
in the spring. But after this ritual yearly show of itself it retreats

|
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into invisibility again.) In aid of invisibility, members of both
classes feel an equal anxiety to keep their names out of the papers.
And the bottoms—*‘the lower or spurious leisure class,” Veblen
calls them-—share something more with the top-out-of-sights.
They do not earn their money. They are given it and kept afloat
not by their own efforts or merits but by the welfare machinery
or the correctional system, the way the tops owe it all to their
ancestors. And a further similarity: members of both classes carry
very little cash on their persons. We can say, in summary, that
the virtual identity, in important respects, of top- and bottom-
out-of-sights is a remarkable example of the time-proven princi-
ple that Extremes Meet.

The next class down, the upper class, differs from the top-out-
of-sight class in two main ways. First, although it inherits a lot
of its money, it earns quite a bit too, usually from some attractive,
if slight, work, without which it would feel bored and even
ashamed. It’s likely to make its money by controlling banks and
the more historic corporations, think tanks, and foundations, and
to busy itself with things like the older universities, the Council
on Foreign Relations, the Foreign Policy Association, the Com-
mittee for Economic Development, and the like, together with
the executive branch of the federal government, and often the
Senate. In the days when ambassadors were amateurs, they were
selected largely from this class, very seldom from the top-out-of-
sight. And secondly, unlike the top-out-of-sights, the upper class
is visible, often ostentatiously so. Which is to say that the top-
out-of-sights have spun off and away from Veblen’s scheme of
conspicuous exhibition, leaving the mere upper class to carry on
its former role. When you pass a house with a would-be impres-
sive facade visible from the street or highway, you know it’s
occupied by a member of the upper class. The White House is
probably the best example. Its residents, even on those occasions
when they are Franklin D. Roosevelts or even John F. Kennedys,
can never be designated top-out-of-sight but only upper—class.
The house is simply too showy, being pure white and carefully
positioned on high ground, and temporary residence there usually
constitutes a come-down for most of its occupants. It is a hope-
lessly upper—class place—or even lower than that, as when the
Harry Trumans lived there.

Of course no person is located within one of these class cate-
gories exclusively. Consider William Randolph Hearst and his
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establishment at San Simeon. The location is in a way top-out-
of-sight, for the “house” isn’t visible from the highway, the near-
est public access. But the fagade of the main building, once you
penetrate through the miles of outdoor park and “z00,” is de-
signed to evoke respect, or rather awe, in the breast of the appre-
hender, and that indicates how very un-top-out-of-sight Hearst
remained despite his pseudo-aristocratic airs. He cared too much
what effect he was having on people. His using paper napkins at
his sumptuous and pretentious dinner parties is a promising sign
of a genuine aristocratic eccentricity, but his care that his place
should look impressive from the front—it looks like the Cathe-
dral of Avila, among other similar structures—gives him away.
Merely upper-middle-class stumbling around in a boy’s under-
standing of showing off.

Like all the classes, the upper class has its distinct stigmata. It
will be in the Social Register, for example, whereas the mere
upper-middle class will not be, although it will slaver to get in.
Having streets named after you is a signal that you are probably
upper-class. At least if the street name’s your surname: if it’s your
first name (like Kathy Street), you are middle-class or worse.
Speaking French fluently, even though French is irrelevant to
one’s actual life, business, interests, and the like, is an upper-class
sign, although it’s important not to speak it with anything resem-
bling a correct, or “French,” accent.

Not smoking at all is very upper-class, but in any way calling

e . . . .
attention to one’s abstinence drops one to middle-class immedi-~
ately. The constant coming and going of ‘“houseguests” is an all
but infallible upper-class sign, implying as it does plenty of spare
bedrooms to lodge them in and no anxiety about making them
happy, what with all the drinks, food, games, parties, etc. It is
among members of the upper class that you have to refrain from
uttering c mgliments, which are taken to be rude, possessions

0.
-

there being of course beautiful, expensive, and impressive, with-

out question. The paying of compliments is a middle-class con- ;

vention, for this class needs the assurance compliments provide.
In the upper class there’s never any doubt of one’s value, and it
all goes without saying. A British peer of a very old family was
once visited by an artistic young man who, entering the dining
room, declared that he’d never seen a finer set of Hepplewhite
chairs. His host had him ejected instantly, explaining, “Fellow
praised my chairs! Damned cheek!”” Dining among the uppers,
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one does not normally praise the food, because it goes without
saying that the hostess would put forth nothing short of excellent.
Besides, she’s not cooked it. Likewise, if you spill a glass of wine,
don’t fret: the staff will clean it up.

Although not an infallible sign, because the upper-middle class
has learned to ape it, devotion to horses—owning them, breeding
them, riding them, racing them, chasing small animals while
sitting on them—is, the way backgammon was before it became
popular and lost caste, a fairly trustworthy upper-class mark. But
it is, finally, by a characteristic the American upper class shares
with all aristocracies that ye shall know them: their impervious-
ness to ideas and their total lack of interest in them. (A mark of

e top-out-of-sights too, as Cornelius Vanderbilt Whitney’s lit-
erary performance attests.) Their inattention to ideas is why Mat-
thew Amold calls them Barbarians, and he imputes their serenity
specifically to their “‘never having had any ideas to trouble them.”
Still, they are a nice class, and the life among them is comfortable
and ample and even entertaining, so long as you don’t mind never
hearing anyone saying anything intelligent or original.

We now come to the upper-middle class. It may possess vir-
tually as much as the two classes above it. The difference is that
it has earned most of it, in law, medicine, oil, shipping, real
estate, or even the more honorific kinds of trade, like buying and
selling works of art. Although they may enjoy some inherited
money and use inherited “things” (silver, Oriental rugs), the
upper-middles suffer from a bourgeois sense of shame, a convic-
tion that to live on the earnings of others, even forebears, is not
quite nice.

Caste marks of the upper-middles would include living in a
house with more rooms than you need, except perhaps when a
lot of “overnight guests’ are present to help you imitate upper-
class style. Another sign of the upper-middle class is its chastity
in sexual display: the bathing suits affected by the women here
are the most sexless in the world, Britain and Canada included.
They feature boy-pants legs, in imitation of the boxer shorts
favored by upper-middle-class men. Both men’s and women’s
clothes here are designed to conceal, rather than underline, ana-
tomical differences between the sexes. Hence, because men’s
shoulders constitute a secondary sexual characteristic, the natural-
shoulder jacket. Epaulets emphasize the shoulders. They are thus
associated with the lower classes, whose shoulders are required
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for physical work. The military makes much of epaulets, betray-
ing instantly its prole associations. If you know someone who
voted for John Anderson at the last presidential election, ten to
one she’s (or he’s) upper-middle. This class is also the most “role-
reversed” of all: men think nothing of cooking and doing house-
work, women of working out of the house in journalism, the
theater, or real estate. (If the wife stays home all the time, the
family’s middle-class only.) Upper-middies like to show off their
costly educations by naming their cats Spinoza, Clytemnestra,
and Candide, which means, as you’ll have inferred already, that
it’s in large part the class depicted in Lisa Birnbach and others’
Official Preppy Handbook, that significantly popular artifact of
1980.

And it is the class celebrated also in the 1970 Ivy-idyllic film
Love Story. The vast popularity of these two products suggests
the appeal of the upper-middle style to all Americans who don’t
possess it. Indeed, most people of the middle classes and below
would rather be in the upper-middle class than even the upper or
the top-out-of-sight. A recent Louis Harris poll showed that
when asked what class they’d like to be in, most said the middle
class, and when asked what part of the middle class they’d like to
be in, most said the upper-middle class. Being in the upper-
middle class is a familiar and credible fantasy: its usages, while
slightly grander than one’s own, are recognizable and compass-
able, whereas in the higher classes you might be embarrassed by
not knowing how to eat caviar or use a finger bowl or discourse
in French. It’s a rare American who doesn’t secretly want to be
upper-middle class.

We could gather as much, if in a coarser way, from a glance at
two books by John T. Molloy, Dress for Success (1975) and Mol-
loy’s Live for Success (1981). Molloy, whose talents are not at all
contemptible, designates himself “America’s first wardrobe en-
gineer,” in which capacity he is hired by businesses to advise
them on principles of corporate dress. The ideal is for everyone
in business to look upper-middlie-class, because upper-middle-
class equals Success. As he puts it with significant parallelism,
“Successful dress is really no more than achieving good taste and
the look of the upper-middle class.” Even executives’ offices can
be ered with until they too emit an air of habitual success,
which means, as Molloy says, that “the successful office exudes
the qualities of the upper-middle class.” That is, “It is (or looks)
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spacious and uncrowded. It is rich. It is well kept. It is tasteful. It

| is impressive. It is comfortable. It is private.” And the waiting
| room too: it,.“like the rest of your office, must immediately spell

‘upper-middle class’ to every visitor.”

For Molloy, it’s not just people’s clothes and offices and wait-
ing rooms that can be cosmeticized toward the upper-middle
look. It’s their faces, bodies, gestures, and postures as well. In
Molloy’s Live for Success, by the aid of line drawings he distin-
guishes between the male profile of the prole and the male profile
of the upper-middle class. The prole either has his jaw set in
bitterness and defiance or his mouth open in doltish wonder. The
upper-middle-class male, on the other hand, has his mouth closed
but not too firmly set, and his shoulders avoid the hangdog,
whip-me-again-master slouch Molloy finds characteristic of the
unsuccessful. “Upper-middle-class and lower-middle-class peo-
ple not only stand and sit differently,” Molloy points out, “they
move differently. Upper-middle~class people tend to have con-
trolled precise movements. The way they use their arms and
where their feet fall is dramatically different from lower-middle-
class people, who tend to swing their arms out rather than hold
them in closer to their bodies.”

Upper-middle and prole profiles
(after Molloy)
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There’s little doubt that instructors like Molloy—and Michael
Korda, author of Success! How Every Man and Woman Can Achieve
It (1975)—can teach aspirants to simulate the upper-middle Jlook.
It’s less certain that they can ever teach what goes with it and
might be understood tg cause it,)the upper-middle-class sense of
relaxation, play, and, to = degree, irony. In any other class we
can imagine people contriving euphemisms for “Let’s fuck.” We
can imagine, indeed, members of any other class coming up with
the colorful invitation “Let’s hide the salami.” But it’s unlikely
that any but the upper-middle class would say, as The Official
Preppy Handbook records, “Let’s play hide the salami” and then
affectionately abbreviate salami to salam’, the way it abbreviates
Bloody Marys to Bloodys and gin and tonics to G&T’s. It’s all a
game (in fact, “the game of life”’) with the upper-middle class,
and hence its natural leaning toward frivolities like golf and tennis
and yachting. Who wouldn’t want to be in a class so free, secure,
and amusing?

Before proceeding downward from these three top classes, we
must pause to consider the importance of geographical place in
defining them. People from the middle and prole classes will be
tempted to imagine that place has little to do with class, that you
can belong to the top classes just anywhere. Nothing could be
more wrong.

(“I understand, young man, that you want to join the
Cosmopolitan Club.”

“Yes, sir.”

“Tell me, where do you come from?”

“Truth or Consequences, New Mexico, sir.”

“I see.” [Averts eyes.])

There are tens of thousands of places in the United States grand
enough to have earned a Zip Code number. Given sufficient
knowledge and a fine taste, it would be possible to rank them all
according to their varying degrees of class, from Grosse Point
and Watch Hill down to Needles and Pikesville. The best places
socially would probably be found to be those longest under oc-
cupation by financially prudent Anglo-Saxons, like Newport,
Rhode Island; Haddam, Connecticut; and Bar Harbor, Maine.
Los Angeles would rank low less because it’s ugly and banal than
because it was owned by the Spanish for so long. A similar fact
explains why St. Louis outranks San Antonio, Texas.
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It’s ultimately impossible to specify exactly what gives a place
class. Fifty years ago H. L. Mencken, in The American Mercury,
tried to create a trustworthy gauge by developing a hundred *“so-
cial indicators” like the number of people in a given place who
are listed in Who’s Who, or who subscribe to The Atlantic, or who
use up lots of gasoline. Today one would probably want to rank
well up there a place that has experienced no dramatic increase in
population since Mencken’s time. This, at least, we can infer as a
criterion from the fact that since 1940, the population of so awful
a place as Miami has increased from 172,000 to 343,000; of Phoe-
nix, from 65,000 to 683,000; and of San Diego, from 200,000 to
840,000. Another sign of class desirability might be the absence
of facilities for bowling. I say that because Richard Boyer and
David Savageau, in their Places Rated Almanac (1981), have found
that the following places provide the best access to bowling al-
leys, and we can’t fail to note what regrettable places they are:

Billings, Montana
Owensboro, Kentucky
Midland, Texas
Peoria, Illinois
Dubuque, lowa
Odessa, Texas
Alexandria, Louisiana

As I've just shown, it’s probably easier to tell what makes a
place socially impossible than to indicate why it’s desirable. An-
other way to estimate a place’s undesirability is to measure the
degree to which religious fundamentalism is identified with it.
Akron, Ohio (a dump, to be sure, by other criteria), is fatally
known as the home of the Rex Humbard Ministry, the way
Greenville, South Carolina, is known as the seat of Bob Jones
University, and Wheaton, Illinois, 1s identified with Wheaton
College and remembered thus as the forcing ground of the great
Billy Graham. Likewise Garden Grove, California, locus of the
Rev. Robert Schuller, famous for his automatic smile and his
cheerful Cathedral of Glass. Can a higher-class person live in
Lynchburg, Virginia? Probably not, since that town is the origin
of Dr. Jerry Falwell’s radio emissions, the site of his church, and
the mailing address for free-will offerings. Indeed, it seems a
general principle that no high-class person can live in any place
associated with religious prophecy or miracle, like Mecca, Beth-
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lehem, Fatima, Lourdes, or Salt Lake City. It's notable that the
most civilized places—London, Paris, Antibes, and even New
York—pass safely through this test, although by the strictest
application of the rule, Rome is a little doubtful. Still, classier
than Jerusalem.

One signal of desirability is the quality of a city’s best news-
paper. The class inferiority of Washington, despite all its preten-
ses to high status, with its embassies and all, can be sensed the
minute you open the Washington Post, which on Sunday provides
its readers (high proles?) with not just a horoscope but lengthy
plot summaries of the TV soaps, together with the advice of Ann
Landers. In the same way, you can infer that Inc"!anapolis carries
little class clout by noticing that the Indianapolis Star offers its
readers all these features, plus “Today’s Prayer” on the front
page. Both Florida (except perhaps for Palm Beach) and Southern
California (except perhaps for Pasadena) have been considered
socially disastrous for decades. As if the facts were well known,
the vilest nightclubs abroad, especially in gotten-up new places
like West Germany, are likely to be named Florida. One reason
no civilized person could think of living near Tampa is that dur-
ing the 1970s this sign was visible there, advertising nearby
Apollo Beach: “Guy Lombardo Wants You as a Neighbor.” In
the same way, retired persons are solicited to share some of the
magic of their musical hero by buying into the Lawrence Welk
Country Club Mobile Estates in Escondido, California. In the
classified section of a recent issue of the prole National Enquirer
there were four ads offering fraudulent university degrees: all four
listed California addresses. And some events seem class perfect:
how right that the derelict Queen Mary should end as a piece of
junk in precisely so witless a place as Long Beach, California, or
that St. Petersburg, Florida, should find itself the site of the Dali
Museum, or that Fort Lauderdale should be the headquarters of
the STP Corporation.

In the face of this, the question arises, “Where then may a
member of the top classes live in this country?”” New York first
of all, of course. Chicago. San Francisco. Philadelphia. Balti-
more. Boston. Perhaps Cleveland. And deep in the countryside
of Connecticut, New York State, Virginia, North Carolina,
Pennsylvania, and Massachusetts. That’s about it. It’s not con-
sidered good form to live in New Jersey, except in Bernardsville
and perhaps Princeton, but any place in New Jersey beats Sun-
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nyvale, Cypress, and Compton, California; Canton, Ohio; Reno,
Nevada; Cheyenne, Wyoming; Albuquerque, New Mexico; Co-
lumbus, Georgia, and similar Army towns; and Parma, Ohio, a
city of 100,000 without a daily newspaper, bus system, hotel, or
map of itself. Impossible also are Evergreen, Colorado, because
John Hinckley came from there, and Dallas, because—among
many other good reasons—Lee Harvey Oswald lived there. It is
said that experts on the subject regard Las Vegas as “the world
capital of tacky,” and I suppose you could get some idea of the
height of your social class by your lack of familiarity with it. And

Acapulco as well?
Back, now, to the classes. The middle class is distinguishablc

more by its earnestness and psychic insecurity than by its middle
income. T have known some very rich people who remain stub-
bornly middle—class, which is to say they remain terrified at what
others think of them, and to avoid criticism are obsessed with
‘doing everything right. The middle class is the place where table |

{ manners assume an awful importance and where net curtains

flourish to conceal activities like hiding the salam’ (a phrase no
middle-class person would indulge in, surely: the fatuous making
love is the tmddle-class equivalent). The middle class, always anx-
ious about o is the main market for “mouthwashes,”

and if it disappeared the whole ‘“deodorant” business would fall
to the ground.

perience frightful status anxieties when introduced socially to
“physicians’—as dentists like to call them. (Physicians call them-
selves doctors, and enjoy doing this in front of dentists, as well as
college professors, chiropractors, and divines.)

“Status panic”: that’s the affliction of the middle class, accord-
ing to C. Wright Mills, author of White Collar (1951) and The
Power Elite (1956). Hence the middles’ need to accumulate credit
cards and take in The New Yorker, which it imagines registers
upper-middle taste. Its devotion to that magazine, or its ads, is a
good example of Mills’s description of the middle class as the one
that tends ‘“‘to borrow status from higher elements.’”’ New Yorker

advertisers have always known this about their audience, and
some of their pseudo-upper-middle gestures in front of the mid-
dles are hilarious, like one recently flogging expensive stationery,
here, a printed invitation card. The pretentious Anglophile spell-
ing of the second word strikes the right opening note:

- physicians tend to be upper-middle-class, den-
tists are gloomily aware that they’re middle, and are said to ex-
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In honour of . John, who is now 22, is in his first year at the Dental School
Dr and Mrs Leonard Adam Westman, of Wayne State University.
Dr and Mrs Jeffrey Logan Brandon Caroline has a fine position as an executive secretary for a
request the pleasure of your company for prestigious firm in Boise, Idaho.
[at this point the higher classes might say cocktails, or, if
thoroughly secure, drinks. But here, “Dr.” and Mrs. Bran- ; Sometimes these letters really wring the heart, with their proud
don are inviting you to consume specifically—] ' lists of new “‘affiliations” achieved during the past year: “This
, Champagne and Caviar year Bob became a member of the Junior Chamber of Commerce,
on Friday, etc., etc. the Beer Can Collectors League of North America, the Alumni
Valley Hunt Club, Council of the University of Evansville, and the Young Repub-
Stamford, Conn., etc. licans of Vanderburgh County.” (Cf. Veblen: “Since conserva-
The only thing missing is the brand names of the refreshments. tism is a characteristic of the wealthier and therefore more
If the audience for that sort of thing used to seem the most 1reputable portion of the community, it has acquired a certain (I
deeply rooted in time and place, today it seems the class that’s the honorific or decorative value.”) Nervous lest she be considered 4
| most rootless. Members of the middle class are not only the sort nobody, the middle-class wife is careful to dress way up when
of people who buy their own heirlooms, silver, etc. They’re also she goes shopping. She knows by instinct what one middle-class :
the people who do most of the moving long-distance (generally woman told an inquiring sociologist: “You know there’s class ;-
to very unstylish places), commanded every few years to pull up when you’re in a department store and a well-dressed lady gets .
stakes by the corporations they’re in bondage to. They are the treated better.”
geologist employed by the oil company, the computer program- _ “One who makes birth or wealth the sole criterion of worth™: :
mer, the aeronautical engineer, the salesman assigned a new ter- that'’s a conventional dictionary definition of a snob, and the place 7
ritory, and the “marketing”’ (formerly sales) manager deputed to to look for the snob is in the middle class. Worried a lot about 7
keep an eye on him. These people and their families occupy the } their own taste and about whether it’s working for or against
suburbs and developments. Their “Army and Navy,” as William them, members of the middle class try to arrest their natural gl
H. Whyte, Jr., says, is their corporate employer. IBM and Du- tendency to sink downward by associating themselves, if ever so o
Pont hire these people from second-rate colleges and teach them tenuously, with the imagined possessors of money, power, and '
that they are nothing if not members of the team. Virtually no taste. “Correctness”’ and doing the right thing become obses- A
latitude is permitted to individuality or the milder forms of eccen- sions, prompting middle—class people to write thank-you notes 0
tricity, and these employees soon learn to avoid all ideological after the most ordinary dinner parties, give excessively expensive i
statements, notably, as we’ll see, in the furnishing of their living or correct presents, and never allude to any place—Fort Smith, ﬂ
rooms. Terrified of losing their jobs, these people grow passive, Arkansas, for example—that lacks known class. It will not sur- by
their humanity diminished as they perceive themselves mere parts prise readers who have traveled extensively to hear that Neil Vi
of an infinitely larger structure. And interchangeable parts, too. Mackwood, a British authority on snobbery, finds the greatest
“The training makes our men interchangeable,” an IBM execu- \ ' snobs worldwide emanating from Belgium, which can also be
tive was once heard to say. considered world headquarters of the middle class.
It’s little wonder that, treated like slaves most of the time, the The desire to belong, and to belong by some mechanical act
‘middle class lusts for the illusion of weight and consequence. One like purchasing something, is another sign of the middle class.
sign is their quest for heraldic validation (“This beautiful em- Words like club and guild (as in Book-of-the-Month Club and

Literary Guild) extend a powerful invitation. The middle class is
thus the natural target for developers’ ads like this:

bossed certificate will show your family tree”). Another is their
custom of issuing annual family newsletters announcing the most
recent triumphs in the race to become “professional”:
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Prole coat of arms

You Belong
in Park Forest!

The moment you come to our town you know:
You’re Welcome.
You’re part of a big group. . . .

Oddity, introversion, and the love of privacy are the big enemies,
a total reversal of the values of the secure upper orders. Among
the middles there’s a convention that erecting a fence or even a
tall hedge is an affront. And there’s also a convention that you
may drop in on neighbors or friends without a telephone inquiry
first. Being naturally innocent and well disposed and aboveboard,
a member of the middle class finds it hard to believe that all are
not. Being timid and conventional, no member of the middle
class would expect that anyone is copulating in the after-
noon instead of the evening, clearly, for busy and well-behaved
corporate personnel, the correct time for it. When William
H. Whyte, Jr., was poking around one suburb studying the resi-
dents, he was told by one quintessentially middle-class woman:

—

|
I
|
|
|
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“The street behind us is nowhere near as friendly. They knock
on doors over there.”

If the women treasure “friendliness,”” the men treasure having
a genteel occupation (usually more important than money), with
emphasis on the word (if seldom the thing) executive. (As a matter
of fact, an important class divide falls between those who feel
veneration before the term executive and those who feel they want
to throw up.) Having a telephone-answering machine at home is
an easy way of simulating (at relatively low cost) high profes-
sional desirability, but here you wouldn’t think of a facetious or
eccentric text (delivered in French, for example, or in the voice of
Donald Duck or Richard Nixon) asking the caller to speak his bit
after the beeping sound. For the middle-class man is scared. As
C. Wright Mills notes, “He is always somebody’s man, the cor-
poration’s, the government’s, the army’s. . . .”” One can’t be too
careful. One “management adviser” told Studs Terkel: *“Your
wife, your children have to behave properly. You've got to fit in
the mold. You've got to be on guard.” In Coming Up for Air
(1939) George Orwell, speaking for his middle-class hero, gets it
right:

There’s a lot of rot talked about the sufferings of the working
class. I'm not so sorry for the proles myself. . . . The prole
suffers physically, but he’s a free man when he isn’t working.
But in every one of those little stucco boxes there’s some
poor bastard who's never free except when he’s fast asleep.

Because he is essentially a salesman, the middle-class man de-
velops a salesman’s style. Hence his optimism and his belief in
the likelihood of self-improvement if you’ll just hurl yourself into
it. One reason musicals like Annie and Man of La Mancha make so
much money is that they offer him and his wife songs, like “To-
morrow’’ and “The Impossible Dream,” that seem to promise
that all sorts of good things are on their way. A final stigma of
the middle class, an emanation of its social insecurity, is its habit
of laughing at its own jests. Not entirely certain what social effect
he’s transmitting, and yet obliged, by his role as “salesman,” to
promote goodwill and optimism, your middle-class man serves
as his own enraptured audience. Sometimes, after uttering some
would-be clever formulation in public, he will look all around to
gauge the response of the audience. Favorable, he desperately
hopes.
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The young men of the middle class are chips off the old block.
If you want to know who reads John T. Molloy’s books, hoping
to break into the upper-middle class by formulas and mecha-
nisms, they are your answer. You can see them on airplanes
especially, being forwarded from one corporate training program
to another. Their shirts are implausibly white, their suits are ex-
cessively dark, their neckties resemble those worn by undertak-
ers, and their hair is cut in the style of the 1950s. Their talk is of
the bottom line, and for no they are likely to say no way. Often their
necks don’t seem long enough, and their eyes tend to be too much
in motion, flicking back and forth rather than up and down. They
will enter adult life as corporate trainees and, after forty-five faith-
ful years, leave it as corporate personnel, wondering whether this
is all.

So much for the great middle class, to which, if you innocently
credit people’s descriptions of their own status, almost 80 percent
of our population belongs. Proceeding downward, we would
normally expect to meet next the lower-middle class. But it
doesn’t exist as such any longer, having been pauperized by the

inflation of the 1960s and 1970s and transformed into the high-

roletarian class. What’s the difference? A further lack of freedom
and self-respect. Our former lower-middle class, the new high
proles, now head “the masses,”” and even if they are positioned at

the top of the proletarian classes, still they are identifiable as_

people things are done ta They are in bondage—to monetary
fpolicy, rip-off advertising, crazes and delusions, mass low cul-
ture, fast foods, consumer schlock. Back in the 1940s there was
still a real lower-middle class in this country, whose solid high-
school education and addiction to “saving” and “planning’’ main-~
tained it in a position—often precarious, to be sure—above the
working class. In those days, says C. Wright Mills,

there were fewer little men, and in their brief monopoly of
high-school education they were in fact protected from many
of the sharper edges of the workings of capitalist progress.
They were free to entertain deep illusions about their individ-
ual abilities and about the collective trustworthiness of the
system. As their number has grown, however, they have
become increasingly subject to wage-worker conditions.

Their social demotion has been the result.{_These former low-

i
|
|
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white-collar people are now simply working machines, and the {-

wife usually works as well as the husband.

The kind of work performed and the sort of anxiety that besets
one as a result of work are ways to divide the working class into
its three strata. The high proles are the skilled workers, crafts-
men, like printers. The mid-proles are the operators, like Ralph
Kramden, the bus driver. The low proles are unskilled labor, like
longshoremen. The special anxiety of the high proles is fear about
loss or reduction of status: you’re proud to be a master carpenter,
and you want the world to understand clearly the difference be-
tween you and a laborer. The special anxiety of the mid-proles is
fear of losing the job. And of the low proles, the gnawing percep-
tion that you’re probably never going to make enough or earn
enough freedom to have and do the things you want.

The kind of jobs high-prole people do tempt them to insist that
they are really “professionals,” like “‘sanitation men” in a large
city. A mail carrier tells Studs Terkel why he likes his work:
*“They always say, ‘Here comes the mailman.’ . . . I feel it is one
of the most respected professions there is throughout the nation.”’
Prole women who go into nursing never tire of asserting how
professional they are, and the same is true of their daughters who
become air stewardesses, a favorite high-prole occupation. Al-
though Army officers, because they are all terrified of the boss,
are probably more middle-class than high-prole, they seem the
lower the more they insist that they are “professionals,” and since
their disgrace in Vietnam, and their subsequent anxiety about
their social standing, that insistence has grown more mechanical.
An Army wife says, “Some like to speak of doctors, lawyers,
etc., as professionals. All [Army] officers are professionals.”” And
then, a notable deviation from logic: ‘““Who could be more profes-
sional than the man who has dedicated his whole life to the de-
fense of his country?”’

One way to ascertain whether a person is middle-class or high-
prole is to apply the principle that the wider the difference be-
tween one’s working clothes and one’s “best,”” the lower the
class. Think not just of laborers and blue—collar people in general,
but of doormen and bellboys, farmers and railway conductors
and trainmen, and firemen. One of these once said: *“I wish I was
a lawyer. Shit, I wish I was a doctor. But I just didn’t have it.
You gotta have the smarts.”

But high proles are quite smart, or at least shrewd. Because

enm—
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often their work is not closely supervised, they have pride and a|
conviction of independence, and they feel some contempt for
those who have not made it as far as they have. They are, as the
sociologist E. E. LeMasters calls them and titles his book, Blue-
Collar Aristocrats (1975), and their disdain for the middle class is
like the aristocrat’s from the other direction. One high prole says:
“If my boy wants to wear a goddamn necktie all his life and bow
and scrape to some boss, that’s his right, but by God he should
also have the right to earn an honest living with his hands if that
is what he likes.” Like other aristocrats, says LeMasters, these
“have gone to the top of their social world and need not expend
time or energy on ‘social climbing.’ >’ They are aristocratic in
other ways, like their devotion to gambling and their fondness‘
for deer hunting. Indeed, the antlers with which they decorate
their interiors give their dwellings in that respect a resemblance
to the lodges of the Scottish peerage. The high prole resembles
the aristocrat too, as Ortega y Gasset notes, in “his propensity to
make out of games and sports the central occupation of his life,”
as well as in his unromantic attitude toward women.

Since they’re not consumed with worry about choosing the
correct status emblems, these people can be remarkably relaxed
and unself-conscious. They can do, say, wear, and look like
pretty much anything they want without undue feelings of
shame, which belong to their betters, the middle class, shame
being largely a bourgeois feeling. John Calvin, observes Jilly
Cooper, is the prophet of the middle class, while Karl Marx is
the prophet of the proles, even if most of them don’t know it.

There are certain more or less infallible marks by which you
can identify high proles, They’re the ones who “belong” to
Christmas and Channukah Clubs at banks, and they always buy
big objects on installments. High proles are likely to spend money
on things like elaborate color TVs, stereos, and tricky refrigera—‘
tors, unlike the middles, who tend to invest in furniture of “good
taste’ to display in the living and dining room. Riding in sedans,
high-prole men sit in front, with their wives planted in back. (As
you move up to the middle class, one couple will be in front, one
in back. But among upper-middles, you’re likely to see a man
and woman of different couples sharing a seat.) High proles arrive
punctually at social events, social lateness of twenty minutes or
so being a mark of the higher orders. If you're in a bar and you
want to estimate the class of a man, get him, on some pretext, to
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take out his wallet. The high-prole wallet always bulges, not just
with snaps of wife, children, and grandchildren to exhibit when
the bearer grows maudlin, but with sentimental paper memora-
bilia like important sports-ticket stubs and letters and other doc-
uments which can be whipped out to “prove” things. The
definitive high-prole wallet has a wide rubber band around it.
All proles have a high respect for advertising and brand names.
By knowing about such things you can display smartness and up-
to-dateness, as well as associate yourself with the success of the
products advertised. Drinking an identifiable bottle of Coca-Cola
outside on a hot day is not just drinking a Coke: it’s participating
in a paradigm deemed desirable not just by your bettefs—the
Cola-Cola Company—but by your neighbors, who perceive that

you are doing something all-American and super-wonderful.
John Brooks has observed that the graffiti inscribers in the New
York subway cars tend to write everywhere but on the adver.tls-
ing cards, “as if advertising were the one aspect of . . . society
that the writers can respect.” Philip Roth’s Sophie Portnoy hov-
ers between middle-class and high-prole. If her habit of vigorous
self-praise is middle, her respect for advertised brand names and

,her acute knowledge of prices is high-prole. “I'm the only one
who’s good to her,” she tells her son, referring to the black
cleaning woman. “I'm the only one who gives her a whole can
of tuna for lunch, and I'm not talking dreck either, 'm talking
Chicken of the Sea, Alex . .. 2 for 49! True Story, aimed at
“blue-collar women,’” assures its advertisers, doubtless correctly,
that its readers are “the most brand-loyal group there is.” If
you’re a high prole you do the things a commercial society has
decreed you’re supposed to do. In the Southwest, a p.lace whose
usages all of us are apparently expected to embrace in orqer to
avoid “elitism,” a popular high-prole family entertainment in the
evening is going out to the car wash, with a stop-in at the lpcal
franchised food establishment on the way home. Or you might
go to the Ice Show, titled, say, “Bugs Bunny in Space.”

High proles are nice. It’s down among the mid- and low proles
that features some might find offensive begin to show them-
selves. These are the people who feel bitter about their work,
often because they are closely supervised and regulated and gen-

lerally treated like wayward children. “It’s just like the Army,
says an auto-assembly-plant worker. “No, it's worse. . . . You
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Just about need a pass to piss.” Andrew Levison, author of The
Working-Class Majority (1974), invites us to imagine what it would
be like to be under the constant eye of a foreman, “a figure who
has absolutely no counterpart in middle-class society. Salaried
professionals do often have people above them, but it is impossi-
ble to imagine professors or executives being required to bring a
i doctor’s note if they are absent a day or having to justify the

’ number of trips they take to the bathroom.”” Mid- and low proles

D

are perceived to be so because they perform the role of the victim

in that ‘““coercive utilization of man by man” that Veblen foun

so objectionable. (Imposing the coercion, instead of having it
imposed on you, is the prerogative of the more fortunate: man-
agers, teachers, writers, journalists, clergy, film directors.)

The degree of supervision, indeed, is often a more eloquent
class indicator than mere income, which suggests that the whole
class system is more a recognition of the value of freedom than a
proclamation of the value of sheer cash. The degree to which
your work is overseen by a superior suggests your real class more

accurately than the amount you take home from it. Thus the
reason why a high-school teacher is “lower” than a tenured uni-
versity professor. The teacher is obliged to file weekly “lesson
plans” with a principal, superintendent, or “curriculum coordi-
nator,” thus acknowledging subservience. The professor, on the
other hand, reports to no one, and his class is thus higher, even
though the teacher may be smarter, better-mannered, and richer.
(It is in public schools, the postal service, and police departments
that we meet terms like supervisor and inspector: the prole hunter
will need to know no more.) One is a mid- or low prole if one’s
servitude is constantly emphasized. Occupational class depends
very largely on doing work for which the consequences of error
or failure are distant or remote, or better, invisible, rather than
immediately apparent to a superior and thus instantly humiliating
to the performer.

Constantly demeaned at work, the lower sorts of proles suffer
from poor morale. As one woman worker says, “Most of us . . .
have jobs that are too small for our spirit.” A taxi driver in St.
Louis defended the Vietnam War by saying, “We can’t be a piti-
ful, helpless giant. We gotta show ’em we’re number one.” “Are
you number one?” Studs Terkel asked him. Pause. “I’'m number
nothin’,” he said. There’s a prole tendency to express class dis-
appointment by self-simplification, and when examining proles
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it’s well to be mindful of the observation of British critic Richard
Hoggart: “There are no simple people. The ‘ordinary’ is complex
too.” Robert Bly would agree, as his poem “Come with Me”
suggests:

Come with me into those things that have felt this
despair for so long—

Those removed Chevrolet wheels that howl with a
terrible loneliness,

Lying on their backs in the cindery dirt, like men
drunk, and naked,

Staggering off down a hill at night to drown at last
in the pond.

Those shredded inner tubes abandoned on the
shoulders of thruways,

Black and collapsed bodies, that tried and burst,

And were left behind;

And the curly steel shavings, scattered about on
garage benches,

Sometimes still warm, gritty when we hold them,

Who have given up, and blame everything on the
government,

And those roads in South Dakota that feel around in
the darkness . . .

“A click”: that’s who runs things, say mid- and low proles, re-
treating into their private pursuits: home workshops and house-
hold repairs, washing and polishing the car; playing poker;
fishing, hunting, camping; watching sports and Westerns on TV
and identifying with quarterback or hero; visiting relatives (most
upper-middles and uppers, by contrast, are in flight from their

relatives and visit friends instead); family shopping at the local 1

mall on Saturday or Sunday.

At the bottom of the working class, the low prole is identifiable |

#by the gross uncertainty of his employment. This class would
include illegal aliens like Mexican fruit pickers as well as other
migrant workers. Social isolation is the norm here, and what
Hoggart says of the lower working class in Britain applies else-
where as well: “Socially . . . each day and each week is almost
unplanned. There is no diary, no book of engagements, and few
letters are sent or received.” Remoteness and isolation, as in the
valleys of Appalachia, are characteristics, and down here we find
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people who, trained for nothing, are likely out of sheer wayward
despair to join the Army.

Still, they’re better off than the destitute, who never have even
seasonal work and who live wholly on welfare. They differ from
the bottom-out-of-sights less because they’re much better off
than because they’re more visible, in the form of Bowery bums,
bag ladies, people who stand in public places lecturing and deliv-
ering harangues about their grievances, people who drink out of
paper bags, people whose need for some recognition impels them
to “act” in front of audiences in the street. When delinquency and
distress grow desperate, you sink into the bottom-out-of-sight
class, staying all day in your welfare room or contriving to get
taken into an institution, whether charitable or correctional
doesn’t matter much.

Thus the classes. They are usefully imagined as a line of theaters
running side by side down a long street. Each has a marquee and
lots of posters on the front. Plays about self-respect are running
constantly in all of them, from the most comfortable to the barest
and meanest. But the odd thing is that there’s no promotion from
one theater to the next one up. And the important point is this:
there’s no one playing in any of these theaters, no matter how
imposing, who isn’t, much of the time, scared to death that he’s
going to stumble, muff his lines, appear in the wrong costume,
or otherwise bomb. If you find an American who feels entirely
class-secure, stuff and exhibit him. He’s a rare specimen.

III

Appearance Counts

How is it that if you’re sharp, you're generally able to estimate a
person’s class at a glance? What caste marks do you look for?

Good looks, first of all, distributed around the classes pretty
freely, to be sure, but frequently a mark of high caste. Prudent
natural selection is the reason, as Jilly Cooper perceives. She notes
that if upper-class people marry downward, they tend to choose
beauty only, and concludes: “In general, good-looking people
marry up . . . and the insecure and ugly tend to marry down.”
Smiling is a class indicator—that is, not doing a lot of it. On the
street, you’ll notice that prole women smile more, and smile
wider, than those of the middle and upper classes. They like
showing off their pretty dentures, for one thing, and for another,
they’re enmeshed in the “have a nice day” culture and are busy
effusing a defensive optimism much of the time. And speaking of
dentures, I witnessed recently an amazing performance in which
a prole man in a public place dropped his top plate into a position
where he could thrust it forward with his tongue until, pink and
yellow, it protruded an inch or so from his mouth. The intent
seemed to be to “air” it. Now one simply can’t imagine the
middle or upper-middle classes doing that sort of thing, although
you’d not be surprised to see an upper-class person, utterly care-
less of public opinion as he’d be, doing it.

Sheer height is a more trustworthy sign of class in England
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Class, Status, Party

MAX WEBER

Economically Determined Power
and the Social Order

Law exists when there is a probability that an
order will be upheld by a specific staff of
men who will use physical or psychical com-
pulsion with the intention of obtaining con-
formity with the order, or of inflicting
sanctions for infringement of it.! The struc-
ture of every legal order directly influences
the distribution of power, economic or oth-
erwise, within its respective community.
This is true of all legal orders and not only
that of the state. In general, we understand
by ‘power’ the chance of a man or of a num-
ber of men to realize their own will in a com-
munal action even against the resistance of
others who are participating in the action.
‘Economically conditioned’ power is not,
of course, identical with ‘power’ as such. On
the contrary, the emergence of economic
power may be the consequence of power ex-
isting on other grounds. Man does not strive
for power only in order to enrich himself
economically. Power, including economic
power, may be valued ‘for its own sake.” Very

frequently the striving for power is also con-
ditioned by the social ‘honor’ it entails. Not
all power, however, entails social honor: The
typical American Boss, as well as the typical
big speculator, deliberately relinquishes so-
cial honor. Quite generally, ‘mere economic’
power, and especially ‘naked’ money power,
is by no means a recognized basis of social
honor. Nor is power the only basis of social
honor. Indeed, social honor, or prestige, may
even be the basis of political or economic
power, and very frequently has been. Power,
as well as honor, may be guaranteed by the
legal order, but, at least normally, it is not
their primary source. The legal order is
rather an additional factor that enhances the
chance to hold power or honor; but it can-
not always secure them.

The way in which social honor is distrib-
uted in a community between typical
groups participating in this distribution we
may call the ‘social order.” The social order
and the economic order are, of course, sim-
ilarly related to the ‘legal order.” However,
the social and the economic order are not
identical. The economic order is for us

Weber, Max. “Class, Status and Party.” The Inequality Reader: Contemporary and
Foundational Readings in Race, Class, and Gender. Boulder, CO: Westview, 2011. 56-67.

Print.

56

Class, Status, Party 57

merely the way in which economic goods
and services are distributed and used. The
social order is of course conditioned by the
economic order to a high degree, and in its
turn reacts upon it.

Now: ‘classes,” ‘status groups,” and ‘par-
ties’ are phenomena of the distribution of
power within a community.

Determination of Class-Situation
by Market-Situation

In our terminology, ‘classes’ are not commu-
nities; they merely represent possible, and
frequent, bases for communal action. We
may speak of a ‘class’ when (1) a number of
people have in common a specific causal
component of their life chances, in so far as
(2) this component is represented exclu-
sively by economic interests in the posses-
sion of goods and opportunities for income,
and (3) is represented under the conditions
of the commodity or labor markets. [These
points refer to ‘class situation,” which we
may express more briefly as the typical
chance for a supply of goods, external living
conditions, and personal life experiences, in
so far as this chance is determined by the
amount and kind of power, or lack of such,
to dispose of goods or skills for the sake of
income in a given economic order. The
term ‘class’ refers to any group of people
that is found in the same class situation.]

It is the most elemental economic fact
that the way in which the disposition over
material property is distributed among a
plurality of people, meeting competitively
in the market for the purpose of exchange,
in itself creates specific life chances. Ac-
cording to the law of marginal udility this
mode of distribution excludes the non-
owners from competing for highly valued

goods; it favors the owners and, in fact,
gives to them a monopoly to acquire such
goods. Other things being equal, this mode
of distribution monopolizes the opportuni-
ties for profitable deals for all those who,
provided with goods, do not necessarily
have to exchange them. It increases, at least
generally, their power in price wars with
those who, being propertyless, have noth-
ing to offer but their services in native form
or goods in a form constituted through
their own labor, and who above all are com-
pelled to get rid of these products in order
barely to subsist. This mode of distribution
gives to the propertied a monopoly on the
possibility of transferring property from the
sphere of use as a ‘fortune,’ to the sphere of
‘capital goods’s that is, it gives them the en-
trepreneurial function and all chances to
share directly or indirectly in returns on
capital. All this holds true within the area
in which pure market conditions prevail.
‘Property’ and ‘lack of property’ are, there-
fore, the basic categories of all class situa-
tions. It does not matter whether these two
categories become effective in price wars or
in competitive struggles.

Within these categories, however, class sit-
uations are further differentiated: on the one
hand, according to the kind of property that
is usable for returns; and, on the other hand,
according to the kind of services that can be
offered in the market. Ownership of domes-
tic buildings; productive establishments;
warehouses; stores; agriculturally usable
land, large and small holdings—quantitative
differences with possibly qualitative conse-
quences—ownership of mines; cattle; men
(slaves); disposition over mobile instruments
of production, or capital goods of all sorts,
especially money or objects that can be ex-
changed for money easily and at any time;
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disposition over products of one’s own labor
or of others’ labor differing according to
their various distances from consumability;
disposition over transferable monopolies of
any kind—all these distinctions differentiate
the class situations of the propertied just as
does the ‘meaning’ which they can and do
give to the utilization of property, especially
to property which has money equivalence.
Accordingly, the propertied, for instance,
may belong to the class of rentiers or to the
class of entrepreneurs.

Those who have no property but who
offer services are differentiated just as much
according to their kinds of services as ac-
cording to the way in which they make use
of these services, in a continuous or discon-
tinuous relation to a recipient. But always
this is the generic connotation of the con-
cept of class: that the kind of chance in the
market is the decisive moment which pre-
sents a common condition for the individ-
ual’s fate. ‘Class situation’ is, in this sense,
ultimately ‘market situation.” The effect of
naked possession per se, which among cattle
breeders gives the nonowning slave or serf
into the power of the cattle owner, is only 2
forerunner of real ‘class’ formation. How-
ever, in the cattle loan and in the naked
severity of the law of debts in such commu-
nities, for the first time mere ‘possession’ as
such emerges as decisive for the fate of the
individual. This is very much in contrast to
the agricultural communities based on
labor. The creditor-debtor relation becomes
the basis of ‘class situations’ only in those
cities where a ‘credit market,” however prim-
itive, with rates of interest increasing ac-
cording to the extent of dearth and a factual
monopolization of credits, is developed by a
plutocracy. Therewith ‘class struggles’ begin.

Those men whose fate is not determined
by the chance of using goods or services for

themselves on the market, e.g. slaves, are
not, however, a ‘class’ in the technical sense
of the term. They are, rather, a ‘status group.’

Communal Action Flowing
from Class Interest

According to our terminology, the factor
that creates ‘class’ is unambiguously eco-
nomic interest, and indeed, only those in-
terests involved in the existence of the
‘market.” Nevertheless, the concept of ‘class-
interest’ is an ambiguous one: even as an
empirical concept it is ambiguous as soon as
one understands by it something other than
the factual direction of interests following
with a certain probability from the class sit-
uation for a certain ‘average’ of those people
subjected to the class situation. The class sit-
uation and other circumstances remaining
the same, the direction in which the indi-
vidual worker, for instance, is likely to pur-
sue his interests may vary widely, according
to whether he is constitutionally qualified
for the task at hand to a high, to an average,
or to a low degree. In the same way, the di-
rection of interests may vary according to
whether or not a communal action of a larger
or smaller portion of those commonly af-
fected by the ‘class situation,” or even an as-
sociation among them, e.g. a ‘trade union,’
has grown out of the class situation from
which the individual may or may not expect
promising results. [Communal action refers
to that action which is oriented to the feeling
of the actors that they belong together. Soci-
etal action, on the other hand, is oriented to
a rationally motivated adjustment of inter-
ests.] The tise of societal or even of commu-
nal action from a common class situation is
by no means a universal phenomenon.

The class situation may be restricted in its
effects to the generation of essentially similar
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reactions, that is to say, within our terminol-
ogy, of ‘mass actions.” However, it may not
have even this result. Furthermore, often
merely an amorphous communal action
emerges. For example, the ‘murmuring’ of
the workers known in ancient oriental
ethics: the moral disapproval of the work-
master’s conduct, which in its practical sig-
nificance was probably equivalent to an
increasingly typical phenomenon of pre-
cisely the latest industrial development,
namely, the ‘slow down’ (the deliberate lim-
iting of work effort) of laborers by virtue of
tacit agreement. The degree in which ‘com-
munal action’ and possibly ‘societal action,’
emerges from the ‘mass actions’ of the mem-
bers of a class is linked to general cultural
conditions, especially to those of an intellec-
tual sort. It is also linked to the extent of the
contrasts that have already evolved, and is es-
pecially linked to the transparency of the con-
nections between the causes and the
consequences of the ‘class situation.” For
however different life chances may be, this

fact in itself, according to all experience, by
no means gives birth to ‘class action’ (com-

munal action by the members of a class).

The fact of being conditioned and the re-

sults of the class situation must be distinctly
recognizable. For only then the contrast of
life chances can be felt not as an absolutely
given fact to be accepted, but as a resultant

from either (1) the given distribution of
property, or (2) the structure of the concrete

economic order. It is only then that people

may react against the class structure not only

through acts of an intermittent and irra-

tional protest, but in the form of rational as-

sociation. There have been ‘class situations’

of the first category (1), of a specifically

naked and transparent sort, in the urban

centers of Antiquity and during the Middle
Ages; especially then, when great fortunes

were accumulated by factually monopolized
trading in industrial products of these local-
ities or in foodstuffs. Furthermore, under
certain circumstances, in the rural economy
of the most diverse periods, when agriculture
was increasingly exploited in a profit-making
manner. The most important historical ex-
ample of the second category (2) is the class
situation of the modern ‘proletariat.’

Types of ‘Class Struggle’

Thus every class may be the carrier of any
one of the possibly innumerable forms of
‘class action,’ but this is not necessarily so:
In any case, a class does not in itself consti-
tute a community. To treat ‘class’ conceptu-
ally as having the same value as ‘community’
leads to distortion. That men in the same
class situation regularly react in mass actions
to such tangible situations as economic ones
in the direction of those interests that are
most adequate to their average number is an
important and after all simple fact for the
understanding of historical events. Above
all, this fact must not lead to that kind of
pseudo-scientific operation with the con-
cepts of ‘class’ and ‘class interests’ so fre-
quently found these days, and which has
found its most classic expression in the
statement of a talented author, that the in-
dividual may be in error concerning his in-
terests but that the ‘class’ is ‘infallible’ about
its interests. Yet, if classes as such are not
communities, nevertheless class situations
emerge only on the basis of communaliza-
tion. The communal action that brings
forth class situations, however, is not basi-
cally action between members of the identi-
cal class; it is an action between members of
different classes. Communal actions that di-
rectly determine the class situation of the
worker and the entrepreneur are: the labor
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market, the commodities market, and the
capitalistic enterprise. But, in its turn, the
existence of a capitalistic enterprise presup-
poses that a very specific communal action
exists and that it is specifically structured to
protect the possession of goods per se, and
especially the power of individuals to dis-
pose, in principle freely, over the means of
production. The existence of a capitalistic
enterprise is preconditioned by a specific
kind of ‘legal order.” Each kind of class situ-
ation, and above all when it rests upon the
power of property per se, will become most
clearly efficacious when all other determi-
nants of reciprocal relations are, as far as
possible, eliminated in their significance. It
is in this way that the utilization of the
power of property in the market obtains its
most sovereign importance.

Now ‘status groups™ hinder the strict car-
rying through of the sheer market princi-
ple. In the present context they are of
interest to us only from this one point of
view. Before we briefly consider them, note
that not much of a general nature can be
said about the more specific kinds of antag-
onism between ‘classes’ (in our meaning of
the term). The great shift, which has been
going on continuously in the past, and up
to our times, may be summarized, although
at the cost of some precision: the struggle in
which class situations are effective has pro-
gressively shifted from consumption credit
toward, first, competitive struggles in the
commodity market and, then, toward price
wars on the labor market. The ‘class strug-
gles’ of antiquity—to the extent that they
were genuine class struggles and not strug-
gles between status groups—were initially
carried on by indebted peasants, and per-
haps also by artisans threatened by debt
bondage and struggling against urban cred-
itors. For debt bondage is the normal result

of the differentiation of wealth in commer-
cial cities, especially in seaport cities. A sim-
ilar situation has existed among cattle
breeders. Debt relationships as such pro-
duced class action up to the time of
Cataline. Along with this, and with an in-
crease in provision of grain for the city by
transporting it from the outside, the strug-
gle over the means of sustenance emerged.
It centered in the first place around the pro-
vision of bread and the determination of
the price of bread. It lasted throughout an-
tiquity and the entire Middle Ages. The
propertyless as such flocked together
against those who actually and supposedly
were interested in the dearth of bread. This
fight spread until it involved all those com-
modities essential to the way of life and to
handicraft production. There were only in-
cipient discussions of wage disputes in an-
tiquity and in the Middle Ages. But they
have been slowly increasing up into mod-
ern times. In the earlier periods they were
completely secondary to slave rebellions as
well as to fights in the commodity market.

The propertyless of antiquity and of the
Middle Ages protested against monopolies,
pre-emption, forestalling, and the with-
holding of goods from the market in order
to raise prices. Today the central issue is the
determination of the price of labor.

This transition is represented by the fight
for access to the market and for the determi-
nation of the price of products. Such fights
went on between merchants and workers in
the putting-out system of domestic handi-
craft during the transition to modern times.
Since it is quite a general phenomenon we
must mention here that the class antago-
nisms that are conditioned through the mar-
ket situation are usually most bitter between
those who actually and directly participate as
opponents in price wars. It is not the rentier,
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the share-holder, and the banker who suffer
the ill will of the worker, but almost exclu-
sively the manufacturer and the business ex-
ecutives who are the direct opponents of
workers in price wars. This is so in spite of the
fact that it is precisely the cash boxes of the
rentier, the share-holder, and the banker into
which the more or less ‘unearned’ gains flow,
rather than into the pockets of the manufac-
turers or of the business executives. This sim-
ple state of affairs has very frequently been
decisive for the role the class situation has
played in the formation of political parties.
For example, it has made possible the vari-
eties of patriarchal socialism and the frequent
attempts—formerly, at least—of threatened
status groups to form alliances with the pro-
letariat against the ‘bourgeoisie.”

Status Honor

In contrast to classes, status groups are nor-
mally communities. They are, however,
often of an amorphous kind. In contrast to
the purely economically determined ‘class
situation” we wish to designate as ‘status sit-
uation’ every typical component of the life
fate of men that is determined by a specific,
positive or negative, social estimation of
honor. This honor may be connected with
any quality shared by a plurality, and, of
course, it can be knit to a class situation:
class distinctions are linked in the most var-
ied ways with status distinctions. Property
as such is not always recognized as a status
qualification, but in the long run it is, and
with extraordinary regularity. In the subsis-
tence economy of the organized neighbor-
hood, very often the richest man is simply
the chieftain. However, this often means
only an honorific preference. For example,
in the so-called pure modern ‘democracy,
that is, one devoid of any expressly ordered

status privileges for individuals, it may be
that only the families coming under ap-
proximately the same tax class dance with
one another. This example is reported of
certain smaller Swiss cities. But status
honor need not necessarily be linked with a
‘class situation.” On the contrary, it nor-
mally stands in sharp opposition to the pre-
tensions of sheer property.

Both propertied and propertyless people
can belong to the same status group, and
frequently they do with very tangible con-
sequences. This ‘equality’ of social esteem
may, however, in the long run become
quite precarious. The ‘equality’ of status
among the American ‘gentlemen,’ for in-
stance, is expressed by the fact that outside
the subordination determined by the differ-
ent functions of ‘business,” it would be con-
sidered strictly repugnant—wherever the
old tradition still prevails—if even the rich-
est ‘chief,” while playing billiards or cards in
his club in the evening, would not treat his
‘clerk’ as in every sense fully his equal in
birthright. It would be repugnant if the
American ‘chief” would bestow upon his
‘clerk’ the condescending ‘benevolence’
marking a distinction of ‘position,” which
the German chief can never dissever from
his attitude. This is one of the most impor-
tant reasons why in America the German
‘clubby-ness’ has never been able to attain
the attraction that the American clubs have.

Guarantees of Status
Stratification

In content, status honor is normally ex-
pressed by the fact that above all else a spe-
cific style of life can be expected from all
those who wish to belong to the circle.
Linked with this expectation are restrictions
on ‘social’ intercourse (that is, intercourse
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which is not subservient to economic or
any other of business ‘functional’ pur-
poses). These restrictions may confine nor-
mal marriages to within the status circle
and may lead to complete endogamous clo-
sure. As soon as there is not a mere individ-
ual and socially irrelevant imitation of
another style of life, but an agreed-upon
communal action of this closing character,
the ‘status’ development is under way.
In its characteristic form, stratification by
‘status groups’ on the basis of conventional
styles of life evolves at the present time in the
United States out of the traditional democ-
racy. For example, only the resident of a cer-
tain street (‘the street’) is considered as
belonging to ‘society; is qualified for social
intercourse, and is visited and invited. Above
all, this differentiation evolves in such a way
as to make for strict submission to the fash-
jon that is dominant at a given time in soci-
ety. This submission to fashion also exists
among men in America to a degree un-
known in Germany. Such submission is con-
sidered to be an indication of the fact that a
given man pretends to qualify as a gentleman.
This submission decides, at least prima facie,
that he will be treated as such. And this
recognition becomes just as important for
his employment chances in ‘swank’ estab-
lishments, and above all, for social inter-
course and marriage with ‘esteemed’
families, as the qualification for dueling
among Germans in the Kaiser’s day. As for
the rest: certain families resident for a long
time, and, of course, correspondingly
wealthy, e.g. ‘E E V., i.e. First Families of
Virginia, or the actual or alleged descen-
dants of the ‘Indian Princess’ Pocahontas, of
the Pilgrim fathers, or of the Knickerbock-
ers, the members of almost inaccessible sects
and all sorts of circles setting themselves
apart by means of any other characteristics

and badges . . . all these elements usurp ‘sta-
tus’ honor. The development of status is es;
sentially a question of stratification resting
upon usurpation. Such usurpation is the
normal origin of almost all status honor. But
the road from this purely conventional situ-
ation to legal privilege, positive or negative,
is easily traveled as soon as a certain stratifi-
cation of the social order has in fact been
‘ived in’ and has achieved stability by virtue

of a stable distribution of economic power.

‘Ethnic’ Segregation and ‘Caste’

Where the consequences have been realized
to their full extent, the status group evolves
into a closed ‘caste.” Status distinctions are
then guaranteed not merely by conventions
and laws, but also by rituals. This occurs in
such a way that every physical contact with
a member of any caste that is considered to
be ‘lower’ by the members of a ‘higher’
caste is considered as making for a ritualis-
tic impurity and to be a stigma which must
be expiated by a religious act. Individual
castes develop quite distinct cults and gods.
In general, however, the status structure
reaches such extreme consequences only
where there are underlying differences which
are held to be ‘ethnic.” The ‘caste’ is, indeed,
the normal form in which ethnic communi-
ties usually live side by side in a ‘societalized’
manner. These ethnic communities believe
in blood relationship and exclude exoga-
mous marriage and social intercourse. Sucha
caste situation is part of the phenomenon of
‘pariali’ peoples and is found all over the
wortld. These people form communities, ac-
quire specific occupational traditions of
handicrafts or of other arts, and cultivate a
belief in their ethnic community. They live
in a ‘diaspord strictly segregated from all per-
sonal intercourse, except that of an unavoid-
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able sort, and their situation is legally precar-
jous. Yet, by virtue of their economic indis-
pensability, they are tolerated, indeed,
frequently privileged, and they live in inter-
spersed political communities. The Jews are
the most impressive historical example.

A ‘status’ segregation grown into a ‘caste’
differs in its structure from a mere ‘ethnic’
segregation: the caste structure transforms
the horizontal and unconnected coexis-
tences of ethnically segregated groups into a
vertical social system of super- and subordi-
nation. Correctly formulated: a compre-
hensive societalization integrates the
ethnically divided communities into spe-
cific political and communal action. In
their consequences they differ precisely in
this way: ethnic coexistences condition a
mutual repulsion and disdain but allow
each ethnic community to consider its own
honor as the highest one; the caste structure
brings about a social subordination and an
acknowledgment of ‘more honor’ in favor
of the privileged caste and status groups.
This is due to the fact that in the caste
structure ethnic distinctions as such have
become ‘functional’ distinctions within the
political societalization (warriors, priests,
artisans that are politically important for
war and for building, and so on). But even
pariah people who are most despised are
usually apt to continue cultivating in some
manner that which is equally peculiar to
ethnic and to status communities: the belief
in their own specific ‘honor.” This is the

case with the Jews.

Only with the negatively privileged sta-
tus groups does the ‘sense of dignity’ take a
specific deviation. A sense of dignity is the
precipitation in individuals of social honor
and of conventional demands which a pos-
itively privileged status group raises for the
deportment of its members. The sense of

dignity that characterizes positively privi-
leged status groups is naturally related to
their ‘being’ which does not transcend it-
self, that is, it is to their ‘beauty and excel-
lence.” Their kingdom is ‘of this world.’
They live for the present and by exploiting
their great past. The sense of dignity of the
negatively privileged strata naturally refers
to a future lying beyond the present,
whether it is of this life or of another. In
other words, it must be nurtured by the be-
lief in a providential ‘mission’ and by a be-
lief in a specific honor before God. The
‘chosen people’s’ dignity is nurtured by a
belief either that in the beyond ‘the last will
be the first,’ or that in this life a Messiah
will appear to bring forth into the light of
the world which has cast them out the hid-
den honor of the pariah people. This sim-
ple state of affairs, and not the ‘resentment’
which is so strongly emphasized in Nietz-
sche’s much admired construction in the
Genealogy of Morals, is the source of the re-
ligiosity cultivated by pariah status groups.
In passing, we may note that resentment
may be accurately applied only to a limited
extent; for one of Nietzsche’s main exam-
ples, Buddhism, it is not at all applicable.
Incidentally, the development of status
groups from ethnic segregations is by no
means the normal phenomenon. On the
contrary, since objective ‘racial differences’
are by no means basic to every subjective
sentiment of an ethnic community, the ulti-
mately racial foundation of status structure
is rightly and absolutely a question of the
concrete individual case. Very frequently a
status group is instrumental in the produc-
tion of a thoroughbred anthropological
type. Certainly a status group is to a high
degree effective in producing extreme types,
for they select personally qualified individu-
als (e.g. the Knighthood selects those who
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are fit for warfare, physically and psychi-
cally). But selection is far from being the
only, or the predominant, way in which sta-
tus groups are formed: political membership
or class situation has at all times been at
least as frequently decisive. And today the
class situation is by far the predominant fac-
tor, for of course the possibility of a style of
life expected for members of a status group
is usually conditioned economically.

Status Privileges

For all practical purposes, stratification by
status goes hand in hand with a monopoliza-
tion of ideal and material goods or opportu-
nities, in a manner we have come to know as
typical. Besides the specific status honor,
which always rests upon distance and exclu-
siveness, we find all sorts of material monop-
olies. Such honorific preferences may consist
of the privilege of wearing special costumes,
of eating special dishes taboo to others, of
carrying arms—which is most obvious in its
consequences—the right to pursue certain
non-professional dilettante artistic practices,
e.g. to play certain musical instruments. Oof
coutse, material monopolies provide the
most effective motives for the exclusiveness
of a status group; although, in themselves,
they are rarely sufficient, almost always they
come into play to some extent. Within a sta-
tus circle there is the question of intermar-
riage: the interest of the families in the
monopolization of potential bridegrooms is
at least of equal importance and is parallel to
the interest in the monopolization of daugh-
ters. The daughters of the circle must be pro-
vided for. With an increased inclosure of the
status group, the conventional preferential
opportunities for special employment grow
into a legal monopoly of special offices for
the members. Certain goods become objects

for monopolization by status groups. In the
typical fashion these include ‘entailed estates’
and frequently also the possessions of serfs or
bondsmen and, finally, special trades. This
monopolization occurs positively when
the status group is exclusively entitled to
own and to manage them; and negatively
when, in order to maintain its specific way
of life, the status group must 70z own and
manage them.

The decisive role of a ‘style of life’ in sta-
tus ‘honor’ means that status groups are the
specific bearers of all ‘conventions.” In what-
ever way it may be manifest, all ‘stylization’
of life either originates in status groups or is
at least conserved by them. Even if the prin-
ciples of status conventions differ greatly,
they reveal certain typical traits, especially
among those strata which are most privi-
leged. Quite generally, among privileged
status groups there is a status disqualifica-
tion that operates against the performance
of common physical labor. This disqualifi-
cation is now ‘setting in’ in America against
the old tradition of esteem for labor. Very
frequently every rational economic pursuit,
and especially ‘entrepreneurial activity, is
looked upon as a disqualification of status.
Artistic-and literary activity is also consid-
ered as degrading work as soon as it is €x-
ploited for income, or at least when it is
connected with hard physical exertion. An
example is the sculptor working like a
mason in his dusty smock as over against
the painter in his salon-like ‘studio’ and
those forms of musical practice that are ac-
ceptable to the status group.

Economic Conditions and
Effects of Status Stratification

The frequent disqualification of the gain-
fully employed as such is a direct result of

Class, Status, Party 65

the principle of status stratification peculiar
to the social order, and of course, of this
principle’s opposition to a distribution of
power which is regulated exclusively
through the market. These two factors op-
erate along with various individual ones,
which will be touched upon below.
We have seen above that the market and
its processes ‘knows no personal distinc-
tions”: ‘functional’ interests dominate it. It
knows nothing of ‘honor.” The status order
means precisely the reverse, viz.: stratifica-
tion in terms of ‘honor’ and of styles of life
peculiar to status groups as such. If mere
economic acquisition and naked economic
power still bearing the stigma of its extra-
status origin could bestow upon anyone
who has won it the same honor as those
who are interested in status by virtue of
style of life claim for themselves, the status
order would be threatened at its very root.
This is the more so as, given equality of sta-
tus honor, property per se represents an ad-
dition even if it is not overtly acknowledged
to be such. Yet if such economic acquisition
and power gave the agent any honor at all,
his wealth would result in his attaining
more honor than those who successfully
claim honor by virtue of style of life. There-
fore all groups having interests in the status
order react with special sharpness precisely
against the pretensions of purely economic
acquisition. In most cases they react the
more vigorously the more they feel them-
selves threatened. Calderon’s respectful
treatment of the peasant, for instance, as
opposed to Shakespeare’s simultaneous and
ostensible disdain of the canaille illustrates
the different way in which a firmly struc-
tured status order reacts as compared with a
status order that has become economically
precarious. This is an example of a state of
affairs that recurs everywhere. Precisely be-

cause of the rigorous reactions against the
claims of property per se, the ‘parvenu’ is
never accepted, personally and without
reservation, by the privileged status groups,
no matter how completely his style of life
has been adjusted to theirs. They will only
accept his descendants who have been edu-
cated in the conventions of their status
group and who have never besmirched its
honor by their own economic labor.

As to the general effect of the status order,
only one consequence can be stated, but it
is a very important one: the hindrance of
the free development of the market occurs
first for those goods which status groups di-
rectly withheld from free exchange by mo-
nopolization. This monopolization may be
effected either legally or conventionally. For
example, in many Hellenic cities during the
epoch of status groups, and also originally
in Rome, the inherited estate (as is shown
by the old formula for indication against
spendthrifts) was monopolized just as were
the estates of knights, peasants, priests, and
especially the clientele of the craft and mer-
chant guilds. The market is restricted, and
the power of naked property per se, which
gives its stamp to ‘class formation, is
pushed into the background. The results of
this process can be most varied. Of course,
they do not necessarily weaken the con-
trasts in the economic situation. Frequently
they strengthen these contrasts, and in any
case, where stratification by status perme-
ates a community as strongly as was the
case in all political communities of antig-
uity and of the Middle Ages, one can never
speak of a genuinely free market competi-
tion as we understand it today. There are
wider effects than this direct exclusion of
special goods from the market. From the
contrariety between the status order and
the purely economic order mentioned
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above, it follows that in most instances the
notion of honor peculiar to status ab-
solutely abhors that which is essential to the
market: higgling. Honor abhors higgling
among peers and occasionally it taboos hig-
gling for the members of a status group in
general. Therefore, everywhere some status
groups, and usually the most influential,
consider almost any kind of overt participa-
tion in economic acquisition as absolutely
stigmatizing.

With some over-simplification, one
might thus say that ‘classes’ are stratified ac-
cording to their relations to the production
and acquisition of goods; whereas ‘status
groups’ are stratified according to the prin-
ciples of their consumption of goods as rep-
resented by special ‘styles of life.’

An ‘occupational group’ is also a status
group. For normally, it successfully claims
social honor only by virtue of the special
style of life which may be determined by it.
The differences between classes and status
groups frequently overlap. It is precisely
those status communities most strictly seg-
regated in terms of honor (viz. the Indian
castes) who today show, although within
very rigid limits, a relatively high degree of
indifference to pecuniary income. How-
ever, the Brahmins seek such income in
many different ways.

As to the general economic conditions
making for the predominance of stratifica-
tion by ‘status,” only very little can be said.
When the bases of the acquisition and dis-
tribution of goods are relatively stable,
stratification by status is favored. Every
technological repercussion and economic
transformation threatens stratification by
status and pushes the class situation into
the foreground. Epochs and countries in
which the naked class situation is of pre-
dominant significance are regularly the pe-

riods of technical and economic trapsfor-
mations. And every slowing down of the
shifting of economic stratifications leads, in
due course, to the growth of status struc-
tures and makes for a resuscitation of the
important role of social honor.

Parties

Whereas the genuine place of ‘classes’ is
within the economic order, the place of
‘status groups’ is within the social order,
that is, within the sphere of the distribution
of ‘honor’ From within these spheres,
classes and status groups influence one an-
other and they influence the legal order and
are in turn influenced by it. But ‘parties’
live in a house of ‘power.’

Their action is oriented toward the ac-
quisition of social ‘power,” that is to say, to-
ward influencing a communal action no
matter what its content may be. In princi-
ple, parties may exist in a social ‘club’ as
well as in a ‘state.” As over against the ac-
tions of classes and status groups, for which
this is not necessarily the case, the commu-
nal actions of ‘parties’ always mean a soci-
etalization. For party actions are always
directed toward a goal which is striven for
in planned manner. This goal may be a
‘cause’ (the party may aim at realizing a
program for ideal or material purposes), or
the goal may be ‘personal’ (sinecures,
power, and from these, honor for the leader
and the followers of the party). Usually the
party action aims at all these simultane-
ously. Parties are, therefore, only possible
within communities that are societalized,
that is, which have some rational order and
a staff of persons available who are ready to
enforce it. For parties aim precisely at influ-
encing this staff, and if possible, to recruit it
from party followers.
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In any individual case, parties may repre-
sent interests determined through ‘class sit-
uation’ or ‘status situation,’ and they may
recruit their following respectively from
one or the other. But they need be neither
purely ‘class’ nor purely ‘status’ parties. In
most cases they are partly class parties and
partly status parties, but sometimes they are
neither. They may represent ephemeral or
enduring structures. Their means of attain-
ing power may be quite varied, ranging
from naked violence of any sort to canvass-
ing for votes with coarse or subtle means:
money, social influence, the force of speech,
suggestion, clumsy hoax, and so on to the
rougher or more artful tactics of obstruc-
tion in parliamentary bodies.

The sociological structure of parties dif-
fers in a basic way according to the kind of
communal action which they struggle to
influence. Parties also differ according to
whether or not the community is stratified
by status or by classes. Above all else, they
vary according to the structure of domina-
tion within the community. For their lead-
ers normally deal with the conquest of a
community. They are, in the general con-
cept which is maintained here, not only
products of specially modern forms of
domination. We shall also designate as par-
ties the ancient and medieval ‘parties,’ de-
spite the fact that their structure differs
basically from the structure of modern par-
ties. By virtue of these structural differences
of domination it is impossible to say any-
thing about the structure of parties without
discussing the structural forms of social
domination per se. Parties, which are always
structures struggling for domination, are
very frequently organized in a very strict
‘authoritarian’ fashion. . . .

Concerning ‘classes,” ‘status groups,’” and
‘parties,’ it must be said in general that
they necessarily presuppose a comprehen-
sive societalization, and especially a politi-
cal framework of communal action,
within which they operate. This does not
mean that parties would be confined by
the frontiers of any individual political
community. On the contrary, at all times
it has been the order of the day that the
societalization (even when it aims at the
use of military force in common) reaches
beyond the frontiers of politics. This has
been the case in the solidarity of interests
among the Oligarchs and among the de-
mocrats in Hellas, among the Guelfs and
among Ghibellines in the Middle Ages,
and within the Calvinist party during the
period of religious struggles. It has been
the case up to the solidarity of the land-
lords (international congress of agrarian
landlords), and has continued among
princes (holy alliance, Karlsbad decrees),
socialist workers, conservatives (the long-
ing of Prussian conservatives for Russian
intervention in 1850). But their aim is not
necessarily the establishment of new inter-
national political, i.e. territorial, domin-
ion. In the main they aim to influence the
existing dominion.2

NOTES

1. Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft, part 111, chap. 4,
pp. 631-40. The first sentence in paragraph one
and the several definitions in this chapter which
are in brackets do not appear in the original text.
They have been taken from other contexts of
Wirsschaft und Gesellschaft.

2. The posthumously published text breaks off
here. We omit an incomplete sketch of types of
‘warrior estates.’
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Manifesto of the Communist
Party

A spectre is haunting Europe — the spectre of communism. All the
powers of old Europe have entered into a holy alliance to exorcise this
spectre: Pope and Tsar, Metternich and Guizot, French Radicals and

German police-spies.

Marx, Karl. “Preamble” and “Chapter One: Bourgeois and Proletatians” Marx/ Engels Selected Works. Vol. 1. Moscow: Progress, 1969. 98-137. Manifesto of

the Commmunist Party. 2000. Web. 16 Sept. 2014.

Where is the party in opposition that has not been decried as
communistic by its opponents in power? Where is the opposition that has
not hutled back the branding reproach of communism, against the more

advanced opposition parties, as well as against its reactionary adversaries?

Two things result from this fact:

I. Communism is already acknowledged by all European powers to be itself

a power.

IL. It is high time that Communists should openly, in the face of the whole
world, publish their views, their aims, their tendencies, and meet this
nursery tale of the Spectre of Communism with a manifesto of the party

itself.

To this end, Communists of various nationalities have assembled in
London and sketched the following manifesto, to be published in the

English, French, German, Italian, Flemish and Danish languages.

Chapter I. Bourgeois and
Proletarians:

The history of all hitherto existing society2is the history of class

struggles.


sean
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Marx, Karl. “Preamble” and “Chapter One: Bourgeois and Proletarians” Marx/Engels Selected Works. Vol. 1. Moscow: Progress, 1969. 98-137. Manifesto of the Communist Party. 2000. Web. 16 Sept. 2014.



Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-
master® and journeyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in
constant opposition to one another, carried on an uninterrupted, now
hidden, now open fight, a fight that each time ended, either in a
revolutionary reconstitution of society at large, or in the common ruin of

the contending classes.

In the earlier epochs of history, we find almost everywhere a complicated
arrangement of society into various orders, a manifold gradation of social
rank. In ancient Rome we have patricians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in the
Middle Ages, feudal lords, vassals, guild-masters, journeymen, apprentices,

serfs; in almost all of these classes, again, subordinate gradations.

The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted from the ruins of feudal
society has not done away with class antagonisms. It has but established
new classes, new conditions of oppression, new forms of struggle in place

of the old ones.

Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie, possesses, however, this
distinct feature: it has simplified class antagonisms. Society as a whole is
more and more splitting up into two great hostile camps, into two great

classes directly facing each other — Bourgeoisie and Proletariat.

From the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang the chartered burghers of the
catliest towns. From these burgesses the first elements of the bourgeoisie

were developed.

The discovery of America, the rounding of the Cape, opened up fresh
ground for the rising bourgeoisie. The East-Indian and Chinese markets,
the colonisation of America, trade with the colonies, the increase in the
means of exchange and in commodities generally, gave to commerce, to
navigation, to industry, an impulse never before known, and thereby, to the

revolutionary element in the tottering feudal society, a rapid development.

The feudal system of industry, in which industrial production was
monopolised by closed guilds, now no longer sufficed for the growing
wants of the new markets. The manufacturing system took its place. The
guild-masters were pushed on one side by the manufacturing middle class;
division of labour between the different corporate guilds vanished in the

face of division of labour in each single workshop.

Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the demand ever rising. Even
manufacturer no longer sufficed. Thereupon, steam and machinery
revolutionised industrial production. The place of manufacture was taken
by the giant, Modern Industry; the place of the industrial middle class by
industrial millionaires, the leaders of the whole industrial armies, the

modern bourgeois.

Modern industry has established the world market, for which the
discovery of America paved the way. This market has given an immense
development to commerce, to navigation, to communication by land. This
development has, in its turn, reacted on the extension of industry; and in
proportion as industry, commerce, navigation, railways extended, in the

same proportion the bourgeoisie developed, increased its capital, and



pushed into the background every class handed down from the Middle
Ages.

We see, therefore, how the modern bourgeoisie is itself the product of a
long course of development, of a series of revolutions in the modes of

production and of exchange.

Each step in the development of the bourgeoisie was accompanied by a
corresponding political advance of that class. An oppressed class under the
sway of the feudal nobility, an armed and self-governing association in the
medieval commune®: here independent urban republic (as in Italy and
Germany); there taxable “third estate” of the monarchy (as in France);
afterwards, in the period of manufacturing proper, serving either the semi-
feudal or the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise against the nobility, and,
in fact, cornerstone of the great monarchies in general, the bourgeoisie has
at last, since the establishment of Modern Industry and of the world
market, conquered for itself, in the modern representative State, exclusive
political sway. The executive of the modern state is but a committee for

managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie.

The bourgeoisie, historically, has played a most revolutionary part.

The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hand, has put an end to
all feudal, patriarchal, idyllic relations. It has pitilessly torn asunder the
motley feudal ties that bound man to his “natural superiors”, and has left
remaining no other nexus between man and man than naked self-interest,
than callous “cash payment”. It has drowned the most heavenly ecstasies of

religious fervour, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of philistine sentimentalism, in

the icy water of egotistical calculation. It has resolved personal worth into
exchange value, and in place of the numberless indefeasible chartered
freedoms, has set up that single, unconscionable freedom — Free Trade. In
one word, for exploitation, veiled by religious and political illusions, it has

substituted naked, shameless, direct, brutal exploitation.

The bourgeoisie has stripped of its halo every occupation hitherto
honoured and looked up to with reverent awe. It has converted the
physician, the lawyer, the priest, the poet, the man of science, into its paid

wage labourers.

The bourgeoisie has torn away from the family its sentimental veil, and

has reduced the family relation to a mere money relation.

The bourgeoisie has disclosed how it came to pass that the brutal display
of vigour in the Middle Ages, which reactionaries so much admire, found
its fitting complement in the most slothful indolence. It has been the first to
show what man’s activity can bring about. It has accomplished wonders far
surpassing Egyptian pyramids, Roman aqueducts, and Gothic cathedrals; it
has conducted expeditions that put in the shade all former Exoduses of

nations and crusades.

The bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly revolutionising the
instruments of production, and thereby the relations of production, and
with them the whole relations of society. Conservation of the old modes of
production in unaltered form, was, on the contrary, the first condition of
existence for all earlier industrial classes. Constant revolutionising of

production, uninterrupted disturbance of all social conditions, everlasting



uncertainty and agitation distinguish the bourgeois epoch from all earlier
ones. All fixed, fast-frozen relations, with their train of ancient and
venerable prejudices and opinions, are swept away, all new-formed ones
become antiquated before they can ossify. All that is solid melts into air, all
that is holy is profaned, and man is at last compelled to face with sober

senses his real conditions of life, and his relations with his kind.

The need of a constantly expanding market for its products chases the
bourgeoisie over the entire surface of the globe. It must nestle everywhere,

settle everywhere, establish connexions everywhere.

The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of the world market given a
cosmopolitan character to production and consumption in every country.
To the great chagrin of Reactionists, it has drawn from under the feet of
industry the national ground on which it stood. All old-established national
industries have been destroyed or are daily being destroyed. They are
dislodged by new industries, whose introduction becomes a life and death
question for all civilised nations, by industries that no longer work up
indigenous raw material, but raw material drawn from the remotest zones;
industries whose products are consumed, not only at home, but in every
quarter of the globe. In place of the old wants, satisfied by the production
of the country, we find new wants, requiring for their satisfaction the
products of distant lands and climes. In place of the old local and national
seclusion and self-sufficiency, we have intercourse in every direction,
universal inter-dependence of nations. And as in material, so also in
intellectual production. The intellectual creations of individual nations

become common property. National one-sidedness and narrow-mindedness

become more and more impossible, and from the numerous national and

local literatures, there arises a world literature.

The bourgeoisie, by the rapid improvement of all instruments of
production, by the immensely facilitated means of communication, draws
all, even the most barbarian, nations into civilisation. The cheap prices of
commodities are the heavy artillery with which it batters down all Chinese
walls, with which it forces the batbarians’ intensely obstinate hatred of
foreigners to capitulate. It compels all nations, on pain of extinction, to
adopt the bourgeois mode of production; it compels them to introduce
what it calls civilisation into their midst, ie., to become bourgeois

themselves. In one word, it creates a world after its own image.

The bourgeoisie has subjected the country to the rule of the towns. It
has created enormous cities, has greatly increased the urban population as
compared with the rural, and has thus rescued a considerable part of the
population from the idiocy of rural life. Just as it has made the country
dependent on the towns, so it has made barbarian and semi-barbarian
countries dependent on the civilised ones, nations of peasants on nations of

bourgeois, the East on the West.

The bourgeoisie keeps more and more doing away with the scattered
state of the population, of the means of production, and of property. It has
agglomerated population, centralised the means of production, and has
concentrated property in a few hands. The necessary consequence of this
was political centralisation. Independent, or but loosely connected
provinces, with separate interests, laws, governments, and systems of

taxation, became lumped together into one nation, with one government,



one code of laws, one national class-interest, one frontier, and one customs-

tariff.

The bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarce one hundred years, has created
more massive and more colossal productive forces than have all preceding
generations together. Subjection of Nature’s forces to man, machinery,
application of chemistry to industry and agriculture, steam-navigation,
railways, electric telegraphs, clearing of whole continents for cultivation,
canalisation of rivers, whole populations conjured out of the ground —
what earlier century had even a presentiment that such productive forces

slumbered in the lap of social labour?

We see then: the means of production and of exchange, on whose
foundation the bourgeoisie built itself up, were generated in feudal society.
At a certain stage in the development of these means of production and of
exchange, the conditions under which feudal society produced and
exchanged, the feudal organisation of agriculture and manufacturing
industry, in one word, the feudal relations of property became no longer
compatible with the already developed productive forces; they became so

many fetters. They had to be burst asunder; they were burst asunder.

Into their place stepped free competition, accompanied by a social and
political constitution adapted in it, and the economic and political sway of

the bourgeois class.

A similar movement is going on before our own eyes. Modern bourgeois
society, with its relations of production, of exchange and of property, a

society that has conjured up such gigantic means of production and of

exchange, is like the sorcerer who is no longer able to control the powers of
the nether world whom he has called up by his spells. For many a decade
past the history of industry and commerce is but the history of the revolt of
modern productive forces against modern conditions of production, against
the property relations that are the conditions for the existence of the
bourgeois and of its rule. It is enough to mention the commercial crises that
by their periodical return put the existence of the entire bourgeois society
on its trial, each time more threateningly. In these crises, a great part not
only of the existing products, but also of the previously created productive
forces, are periodically destroyed. In these crises, there breaks out an
epidemic that, in all eatlier epochs, would have seemed an absurdity — the
epidemic of over-production. Society suddenly finds itself put back into a
state of momentary barbarism; it appears as if a famine, a universal war of
devastation, had cut off the supply of every means of subsistence; industry
and commetce seem to be destroyed; and why? Because there is too much
civilisation, too much means of subsistence, too much industry, too much
commerce. The productive forces at the disposal of society no longer tend
to further the development of the conditions of bourgeois property; on the
contrary, they have become too powerful for these conditions, by which
they are fettered, and so soon as they overcome these fetters, they bring
disorder into the whole of bourgeois society, endanger the existence of
bourgeois property. The conditions of bourgeois society are too narrow to
comprise the wealth created by them. And how does the bourgeoisie get
over these crises? On the one hand by enforced destruction of a mass of
productive forces; on the other, by the conquest of new markets, and by the

more thorough exploitation of the old ones. That is to say, by paving the



way for more extensive and more destructive crises, and by diminishing the

means whereby crises are prevented.

The weapons with which the bourgeoisie felled feudalism to the ground

are now turned against the bourgeoisie itself.

But not only has the bourgeoisie forged the weapons that bring death to
itself; it has also called into existence the men who are to wield those

weapons — the modern working class — the proletatians.

In proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capital, is developed, in the same
proportion is the proletariat, the modern working class, developed — a
class of labourers, who live only so long as they find work, and who find
work only so long as their labour increases capital. These labourers, who
must sell themselves piecemeal, are a commodity, like every other article of
commerce, and are consequently exposed to all the vicissitudes of

competition, to all the fluctuations of the market.

Owing to the extensive use of machinery, and to the division of labour,
the work of the proletarians has lost all individual character, and,
consequently, all charm for the workman. He becomes an appendage of the
machine, and it is only the most simple, most monotonous, and most easily
acquired knack, that is required of him. Hence, the cost of production of a
workman is restricted, almost entirely, to the means of subsistence that he
requires for maintenance, and for the propagation of his race. But the price
of a commodity, and therefore also of labour, is equal to its cost of
production. In proportion, therefore, as the repulsiveness of the work

increases, the wage decreases. Nay more, in proportion as the use of

machinery and division of labour increases, in the same proportion the
burden of toil also increases, whether by prolongation of the working
hours, by the increase of the work exacted in a given time or by increased

speed of machinery, etc.

Modern Industry has converted the little workshop of the patriarchal
master into the great factory of the industrial capitalist. Masses of labourers,
crowded into the factory, are organised like soldiers. As privates of the
industrial army they are placed under the command of a perfect hierarchy
of officers and sergeants. Not only are they slaves of the bourgeois class,
and of the bourgeois State; they are daily and houtly enslaved by the
machine, by the overlooker, and, above all, by the individual bourgeois
manufacturer himself. The more openly this despotism proclaims gain to be
its end and aim, the more petty, the more hateful and the more embittering

it is.

The less the skill and exertion of strength implied in manual labour, in
other words, the more modern industry becomes developed, the more is
the labour of men superseded by that of women. Differences of age and sex
have no longer any distinctive social validity for the working class. All are
instruments of labour, more or less expensive to use, according to their age

and sex.

No sooner is the exploitation of the labourer by the manufacturer, so far,
at an end, that he receives his wages in cash, than he is set upon by the
other portions of the bourgeoisie, the landlord, the shopkeeper, the

pawnbroker, etc.



The lower strata of the middle class — the small tradespeople,
shopkeepers, and retired tradesmen generally, the handicraftsmen and
peasants — all these sink gradually into the proletariat, partly because their
diminutive capital does not suffice for the scale on which Modern Industry
is carried on, and is swamped in the competition with the large capitalists,
partly because their specialised skill is rendered worthless by new methods
of production. Thus the proletariat is recruited from all classes of the

population.

The proletariat goes through various stages of development. With its
birth begins its struggle with the bourgeoisie. At first the contest is carried
on by individual labourers, then by the workpeople of a factory, then by the
operative of one trade, in one locality, against the individual bourgeois who
directly exploits them. They direct their attacks not against the bourgeois
conditions of production, but against the instruments of production
themselves; they destroy imported wares that compete with their labour,
they smash to pieces machinery, they set factories ablaze, they seek to

restore by force the vanished status of the workman of the Middle Ages.

At this stage, the labourers still form an incoherent mass scattered over
the whole country, and broken up by their mutual competition. If anywhere
they unite to form more compact bodies, this is not yet the consequence of
their own active union, but of the union of the bourgeoisie, which class, in
order to attain its own political ends, is compelled to set the whole
proletariat in motion, and is moreover yet, for a time, able to do so. At this
stage, therefore, the proletarians do not fight their enemies, but the enemies

of their enemies, the remnants of absolute monarchy, the landowners, the

non-industrial bourgeois, the petty bourgeois. Thus, the whole historical
movement is concentrated in the hands of the bourgeoisie; every victory so

obtained is a victory for the bourgeoisie.

But with the development of industry, the proletariat not only increases
in number; it becomes concentrated in greater masses, its strength grows,
and it feels that strength more. The various interests and conditions of life
within the ranks of the proletariat are more and more equalised, in
proportion as machinery obliterates all distinctions of labour, and nearly
everywhere reduces wages to the same low level. The growing competition
among the bourgeois, and the resulting commercial crises, make the wages
of the workers ever more fluctuating. The increasing improvement of
machinery, ever more rapidly developing, makes their livelilhood more and
more precarious; the collisions between individual workmen and individual
bourgeois take more and more the character of collisions between two
classes. Thereupon, the workers begin to form combinations (Trades’
Unions) against the bourgeois; they club together in order to keep up the
rate of wages; they found permanent associations in order to make
provision beforehand for these occasional revolts. Here and there, the

contest breaks out into riots.

Now and then the workers are victorious, but only for a time. The real
fruit of their battles lies, not in the immediate result, but in the ever
expanding union of the workers. This union is helped on by the improved
means of communication that are created by modern industry, and that
place the workers of different localities in contact with one another. It was

just this contact that was needed to centralise the numerous local struggles,



all of the same character, into one national struggle between classes. But
every class struggle is a political struggle. And that union, to attain which
the burghers of the Middle Ages, with their miserable highways, required

centuries, the modern proletarian, thanks to railways, achieve in a few years.

This organisation of the proletarians into a class, and, consequently into
a political party, is continually being upset again by the competition
between the workers themselves. But it ever rises up again, stronger, firmer,
mightier. It compels legislative recognition of particular interests of the
workers, by taking advantage of the divisions among the bourgeoisie itself.

Thus, the ten-hours’ bill in England was carried.

Altogether collisions between the classes of the old society further, in
many ways, the course of development of the proletariat. The bourgeoisie
finds itself involved in a constant battle. At first with the aristocracy; later
on, with those portions of the bourgeoisie itself, whose interests have
become antagonistic to the progress of industry; at all time with the
bourgeoisie of foreign countries. In all these battles, it sees itself compelled
to appeal to the proletariat, to ask for help, and thus, to drag it into the
political arena. The bourgeoisie itself, therefore, supplies the proletariat with
its own elements of political and general education, in other words, it

furnishes the proletariat with weapons for fighting the bourgeoisie.

Further, as we have already seen, entire sections of the ruling class are,
by the advance of industry, precipitated into the proletariat, or are at least
threatened in their conditions of existence. These also supply the proletariat

with fresh elements of enlightenment and progress.

Finally, in times when the class struggle nears the decisive hour, the
progress of dissolution going on within the ruling class, in fact within the
whole range of old society, assumes such a violent, glaring character, that a
small section of the ruling class cuts itself adrift, and joins the revolutionary
class, the class that holds the future in its hands. Just as, therefore, at an
eatlier period, a section of the nobility went over to the bourgeoisie, so now
a portion of the bourgeoisie goes over to the proletariat, and in particular, a
portion of the bourgeois ideologists, who have raised themselves to the

level of comprehending theoretically the historical movement as a whole.

Of all the classes that stand face to face with the bourgeoisie today, the
proletariat alone is a really revolutionary class. The other classes decay and
finally disappear in the face of Modern Industry; the proletariat is its special

and essential product.

The lower middle class, the small manufacturer, the shopkeeper, the
artisan, the peasant, all these fight against the bourgeoisie, to save from
extinction their existence as fractions of the middle class. They are therefore
not revolutionary, but conservative. Nay more, they are reactionary, for they
try to roll back the wheel of history. If by chance, they are revolutionary,
they are only so in view of their impending transfer into the proletariat; they
thus defend not their present, but their future interests, they desert their

own standpoint to place themselves at that of the proletariat.

The “dangerous class”, |[/umpenproletarial] the social scum, that passively
rotting mass thrown off by the lowest layers of the old society, may, here

and there, be swept into the movement by a proletarian revolution; its



conditions of life, however, prepare it far more for the part of a bribed tool

of reactionary intrigue.

In the condition of the proletariat, those of old society at large are
already virtually swamped. The proletarian is without property; his relation
to his wife and children has no longer anything in common with the
bourgeois family relations; modern industry labour, modern subjection to
capital, the same in England as in France, in America as in Germany, has
stripped him of every trace of national character. Law, morality, religion, are
to him so many bourgeois prejudices, behind which lurk in ambush just as

many bourgeois interests.

All the preceding classes that got the upper hand sought to fortify their
already acquired status by subjecting society at large to their conditions of
appropriation. The proletarians cannot become masters of the productive
forces of society, except by abolishing their own previous mode of
appropriation, and thereby also every other previous mode of
appropriation. They have nothing of their own to secure and to fortify;
their mission is to destroy all previous securities for, and insurances of,

individual property.

All previous historical movements were movements of minorities, or in
the interest of minorities. The proletarian movement is the self-conscious,
independent movement of the immense majority, in the interest of the
immense majority. The proletariat, the lowest stratum of our present
society, cannot stir, cannot raise itself up, without the whole

superincumbent strata of official society being sprung into the air.

Though not in substance, yet in form, the struggle of the proletariat with
the bourgeoisie is at first a national struggle. The proletariat of each country

must, of course, first of all settle matters with its own bourgeoisie.

In depicting the most general phases of the development of the
proletariat, we traced the more or less veiled civil war, raging within existing
society, up to the point where that war breaks out into open revolution, and
where the violent overthrow of the bourgeoisie lays the foundation for the

sway of the proletariat.

Hitherto, every form of society has been based, as we have already seen,
on the antagonism of oppressing and oppressed classes. But in order to
oppress a class, certain conditions must be assured to it under which it can,
at least, continue its slavish existence. The setf, in the period of serfdom,
raised himself to membership in the commune, just as the petty bourgeois,
under the yoke of the feudal absolutism, managed to develop into a
bourgeois. The modern labourer, on the contrary, instead of rising with the
process of industry, sinks deeper and deeper below the conditions of
existence of his own class. He becomes a pauper, and pauperism develops
more rapidly than population and wealth. And here it becomes evident, that
the bourgeoisie is unfit any longer to be the ruling class in society, and to
impose its conditions of existence upon society as an over-riding law. It is
unfit to rule because it is incompetent to assure an existence to its slave
within his slavery, because it cannot help letting him sink into such a state,
that it has to feed him, instead of being fed by him. Society can no longer
live under this bourgeoisie, in other words, its existence is no longer

compatible with society.



The essential conditions for the existence and for the sway of the
bourgeois class is the formation and augmentation of capital; the condition
for capital is wage-labour. Wage-labour rests exclusively on competition
between the labourers. The advance of industry, whose involuntary
promoter is the bourgeoisie, replaces the isolation of the labourers, due to
competition, by the revolutionary combination, due to association. The
development of Modern Industry, therefore, cuts from under its feet the
very foundation on which the bourgeoisie produces and appropriates
products. What the bourgeoisie therefore produces, above all, are its own

grave-diggers. Its fall and the victory of the proletariat are equally inevitable.
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White Privilege: Unpacking the Invisible Knapsack
Peggy MclIntosh

"I was taught to see racism only in individual acts of meanness, not in invisible systems conferring
dominance on my group"

Through work to bring materials from women's studies into the rest of the curriculum, I have often
noticed men's unwillingness to grant that they are overprivileged, even though they may grant that
women are disadvantaged. They may say they will work to women's statues, in the society, the
university, or the curriculum, but they can't or won't support the idea of lessening men's. Denials that
amount to taboos surround the subject of advantages that men gain from women's disadvantages. These
denials protect male privilege from being fully acknowledged, lessened, or ended.

Thinking through unacknowledged male privilege as a phenomenon, I realized that, since hierarchies in
our society are interlocking, there are most likely a phenomenon, I realized that, since hierarchies in our
society are interlocking, there was most likely a phenomenon of while privilege that was similarly
denied and protected. As a white person, I realized I had been taught about racism as something that puts
others at a disadvantage, but had been taught not to see one of its corollary aspects, white privilege,
which puts me at an advantage.

I think whites are carefully taught not to recognize white privilege, as males are taught not to recognize
male privilege. So I have begun in an untutored way to ask what it is like to have white privilege. I have
come to see white privilege as an invisible package of unearned assets that I can count on cashing in
each day, but about which I was "meant" to remain oblivious. White privilege is like an invisible
weightless knapsack of special provisions, maps, passports, codebooks, visas, clothes, tools , and blank
checks.

Describing white privilege makes one newly accountable. As we in women's studies work to reveal male
privilege and ask men to give up some of their power, so one who writes about having white privilege
must ask, "having described it, what will I do to lessen or end it?"

After I realized the extent to which men work from a base of unacknowledged privilege, I understood
that much of their oppressiveness was unconscious. Then I remembered the frequent charges from
women of color that white women whom they encounter are oppressive. I began to understand why we
are just seen as oppressive, even when we don't see ourselves that way. I began to count the ways in
which I enjoy unearned skin privilege and have been conditioned into oblivion about its existence.

My schooling gave me no training in seeing myself as an oppressor, as an unfairly advantaged person, or
as a participant in a damaged culture. I was taught to see myself as an individual whose moral state
depended on her individual moral will. My schooling followed the pattern my colleague Elizabeth
Minnich has pointed out: whites are taught to think of their lives as morally neutral, normative, and
average, and also ideal, so that when we work to benefit others, this is seen as work that will allow
"them" to be more like "us."
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Daily effects of white privilege

I decided to try to work on myself at least by identifying some of the daily effects of white privilege in
my life. I have chosen those conditions that I think in my case attach somewhat more to skin-color
privilege than to class, religion, ethnic status, or geographic location, though of course all these other
factors are intricately intertwined. As far as I can tell, my African American coworkers, friends, and
acquaintances with whom I come into daily or frequent contact in this particular time, place and time of
work cannot count on most of these conditions.

1. I can if I wish arrange to be in the company of people of my race most of the time.

2. I can avoid spending time with people whom I was trained to mistrust and who have learned to
mistrust my kind or me.

3. If I should need to move, I can be pretty sure of renting or purchasing housing in an area which I can
afford and in which I would want to live.

4. I can be pretty sure that my neighbors in such a location will be neutral or pleasant to me.
5. I can go shopping alone most of the time, pretty well assured that I will not be followed or harassed.

6. I can turn on the television or open to the front page of the paper and see people of my race widely
represented.

7. When I am told about our national heritage or about "civilization," I am shown that people of my
color made it what it is.

8. I can be sure that my children will be given curricular materials that testify to the existence of their
race.

9. If I want to, I can be pretty sure of finding a publisher for this piece on white privilege.
10. I can be pretty sure of having my voice heard in a group in which I am the only member of my race.

11. I can be casual about whether or not to listen to another person's voice in a group in which s/he is the
only member of his/her race.

12. I can go into a music shop and count on finding the music of my race represented, into a supermarket
and find the staple foods which fit with my cultural traditions, into a hairdresser's shop and find
someone who can cut my hair.

13. Whether I use checks, credit cards or cash, I can count on my skin color not to work against the
appearance of financial reliability.
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14. I can arrange to protect my children most of the time from people who might not like them.

15. 1 do not have to educate my children to be aware of systemic racism for their own daily physical
protection.

16. I can be pretty sure that my children's teachers and employers will tolerate them if they fit school and
workplace norms; my chief worries about them do not concern others' attitudes toward their race.

17. 1 can talk with my mouth full and not have people put this down to my color.

18. I can swear, or dress in second hand clothes, or not answer letters, without having people attribute
these choices to the bad morals, the poverty or the illiteracy of my race.

19. I can speak in public to a powerful male group without putting my race on trial.
20. I can do well in a challenging situation without being called a credit to my race.
21. I am never asked to speak for all the people of my racial group.

22. 1 can remain oblivious of the language and customs of persons of color who constitute the world's
majority without feeling in my culture any penalty for such oblivion.

23. I can criticize our government and talk about how much I fear its policies and behavior without
being seen as a cultural outsider.

24. 1 can be pretty sure that if [ ask to talk to the "person in charge", I will be facing a person of my race.

25. If a traffic cop pulls me over or if the IRS audits my tax return, I can be sure I haven't been singled
out because of my race.

26. I can easily buy posters, post-cards, picture books, greeting cards, dolls, toys and children's
magazines featuring people of my race.

27. 1 can go home from most meetings of organizations I belong to feeling somewhat tied in, rather than
isolated, out-of-place, outnumbered, unheard, held at a distance or feared.

28. I can be pretty sure that an argument with a colleague of another race is more likely to jeopardize
her/his chances for advancement than to jeopardize mine.

29. I can be pretty sure that if [ argue for the promotion of a person of another race, or a program
centering on race, this is not likely to cost me heavily within my present setting, even if my colleagues
disagree with me.

30. If I declare there is a racial issue at hand, or there isn't a racial issue at hand, my race will lend me
more credibility for either position than a person of color will have.
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31. I can choose to ignore developments in minority writing and minority activist programs, or disparage
them, or learn from them, but in any case, I can find ways to be more or less protected from negative
consequences of any of these choices.

32. My culture gives me little fear about ignoring the perspectives and powers of people of other races.

33. I am not made acutely aware that my shape, bearing or body odor will be taken as a reflection on my
race.

34. I can worry about racism without being seen as self-interested or self-seeking.

35. I can take a job with an affirmative action employer without having my co-workers on the job
suspect that I got it because of my race.

36. If my day, week or year is going badly, I need not ask of each negative episode or situation whether
it had racial overtones.

37. 1 can be pretty sure of finding people who would be willing to talk with me and advise me about my
next steps, professionally.

38. I can think over many options, social, political, imaginative or professional, without asking whether
a person of my race would be accepted or allowed to do what I want to do.

39. I can be late to a meeting without having the lateness reflect on my race.

40. I can choose public accommodation without fearing that people of my race cannot get in or will be
mistreated in the places I have chosen.

41. I can be sure that if I need legal or medical help, my race will not work against me.

42. 1 can arrange my activities so that [ will never have to experience feelings of rejection owing to my
race.

43. If I have low credibility as a leader I can be sure that my race is not the problem.

44. 1 can easily find academic courses and institutions which give attention only to people of my race.
45. 1 can expect figurative language and imagery in all of the arts to testify to experiences of my race.
46. I can chose blemish cover or bandages in "flesh" color and have them more or less match my skin.

47.1 can travel alone or with my spouse without expecting embarrassment or hostility in those who deal
with us.
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48. I have no difficulty finding neighborhoods where people approve of our household.

49. My children are given texts and classes which implicitly support our kind of family unit and do not
turn them against my choice of domestic partnership.

50. I will feel welcomed and "normal" in the usual walks of public life, institutional and social.
Elusive and fugitive

I repeatedly forgot each of the realizations on this list until I wrote it down. For me white privilege has
turned out to be an elusive and fugitive subject. The pressure to avoid it is great, for in facing it [ must
give up the myth of meritocracy. If these things are true, this is not such a free country; one's life is not
what one makes it; many doors open for certain people through no virtues of their own.

In unpacking this invisible knapsack of white privilege, I have listed conditions of daily experience that
I once took for granted. Nor did I think of any of these perquisites as bad for the holder. I now think that
we need a more finely differentiated taxonomy of privilege, for some of these varieties are only what
one would want for everyone in a just society, and others give license to be ignorant, oblivious, arrogant,
and destructive.

I see a pattern running through the matrix of white privilege, a patter of assumptions that were passed on
to me as a white person. There was one main piece of cultural turf; it was my own turn, and [ was among
those who could control the turf. My skin color was an asset for any move I was educated to want to
make. I could think of myself as belonging in major ways and of making social systems work for me. I
could freely disparage, fear, neglect, or be oblivious to anything outside of the dominant cultural forms.
Being of the main culture, I could also criticize it fairly freely.

In proportion as my racial group was being made confident, comfortable, and oblivious, other groups
were likely being made unconfident, uncomfortable, and alienated. Whiteness protected me from many
kinds of hostility, distress, and violence, which I was being subtly trained to visit, in turn, upon people
of color.

For this reason, the word "privilege" now seems to me misleading. We usually think of privilege as
being a favored state, whether earned or conferred by birth or luck. Yet some of the conditions I have
described here work systematically to over empower certain groups. Such privilege simply confers
dominance because of one's race or sex.

Earned strength, unearned power

I want, then, to distinguish between earned strength and unearned power conferred privilege can look
like strength when it is in fact permission to escape or to dominate. But not all of the privileges on my
list are inevitably damaging. Some, like the expectation that neighbors will be decent to you, or that your
race will not count against you in court, should be the norm in a just society. Others, like the privilege to
ignore less powerful people, distort the humanity of the holders as well as the ignored groups.
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We might at least start by distinguishing between positive advantages, which we can work to spread, and
negative types of advantage, which unless rejected will always reinforce our present hierarchies. For
example, the feeling that one belongs within the human circle, as Native Americans say, should not be
seen as privilege for a few. Ideally it is an unearned entitlement. At present, since only a few have it, it is
an unearned advantage for them. This paper results from a process of coming to see that some of the
power that I originally say as attendant on being a human being in the United States consisted in
unearned advantage and conferred dominance.

I have met very few men who truly distressed about systemic, unearned male advantage and conferred
dominance. And so one question for me and others like me is whether we will be like them, or whether
we will get truly distressed, even outraged, about unearned race advantage and conferred dominance,
and, if so, what we will do to lessen them. In any case, we need to do more work in identifying how they
actually affect our daily lives. Many, perhaps most, of our white students in the United States think that
racism doesn't affect them because they are not people of color; they do not see "whiteness" as a racial
identity. In addition, since race and sex are not the only advantaging systems at work, we need similarly
to examine the daily experience of having age advantage, or ethnic advantage, or physical ability, or
advantage related to nationality, religion, or sexual orientation.

Difficulties and angers surrounding the task of finding parallels are many. Since racism, sexism, and
heterosexism are not the same, the advantages associated with them should not be seen as the same. In
addition, it is hard to disentangle aspects of unearned advantage that rest more on social class, economic
class, race, religion, sex, and ethnic identity that on other factors. Still, all of the oppressions are
interlocking, as the members of the Combahee River Collective pointed out in their "Black Feminist
Statement" of 1977.

One factor seems clear about all of the interlocking oppressions. They take both active forms, which we
can see, and embedded forms, which as a member of the dominant groups one is taught not to see. In my
class and place, I did not see myself as a racist because I was taught to recognize racism only in
individual acts of meanness by members of my group, never in invisible systems conferring unsought
racial dominance on my group from birth.

Disapproving of the system won't be enough to change them. I was taught to think that racism could end
if white individuals changed their attitude. But a "white" skin in the United States opens many doors for
whites whether or not we approve of the way dominance has been conferred on us. Individual acts can
palliate but cannot end, these problems.

To redesign social systems we need first to acknowledge their colossal unseen dimensions. The silences
and denials surrounding privilege are the key political surrounding privilege are the key political tool
here. They keep the thinking about equality or equity incomplete, protecting unearned advantage and
conferred dominance by making these subject taboo. Most talk by whites about equal opportunity seems
to me now to be about equal opportunity to try to get into a position of dominance while denying that
systems of dominance exist.

It seems to me that obliviousness about white advantage, like obliviousness about male advantage, is
kept strongly inculturated in the United States so as to maintain the myth of meritocracy, the myth that
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democratic choice is equally available to all. Keeping most people unaware that freedom of confident
action is there for just a small number of people props up those in power and serves to keep power in the
hands of the same groups that have most of it already.

Although systemic change takes many decades, there are pressing questions for me and, I imagine, for
some others like me if we raise our daily consciousness on the perquisites of being light-skinned. What
will we do with such knowledge? As we know from watching men, it is an open question whether we
will choose to use unearned advantage, and whether we will use any of our arbitrarily awarded power to
try to reconstruct power systems on a broader base.

Peggy Mclntosh is associate director of the Wellesley Collage Center for Research on Women. This
essay is excerpted from Working Paper 189. "White Privilege and Male Privilege: A Personal Account
of Coming To See Correspondences through Work in Women's Studies" (1988), by Peggy McIntosh;
available for $4.00 from the Wellesley College Center for Research on Women, Wellesley MA 02181
The working paper contains a longer list of privileges. This excerpted essay is reprinted from the
Winter 1990 issue of Independent School.
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A Pair of Silk Stockings

by

Kate Chopin (1851-1904)

Bibliographic Notes: First published in the early 1890s, and collected in Bayou Folk in 1894.

Little Mrs Sommers one day found herself the unexpected possessor of fifteen dollars. It seemed to
her a very large amount of money, and the way in which it stuffed and bulged her worn old pore-
monnate gave her a feeling of importance such as she had not enjoyed for years.

The question of investment was one that occupied her greatly. For a day or two she walked about
apparently in a dreamy state, but really absorbed in speculation and calculation. She did not wish to
act hastily, to do anything she might afterward regret. But it was during the still hours of the night
when she lay awake revolving plans in her mind that she seemed to see her way clearly toward a
proper and judicious use of the money.

A dollar or two should be added to the price usually paid for Janie's shoes, which would insure their
lasting an appreciable time longer than they usually did. She would buy so and so many yards of
percale for new shirt waists for the boys and Janie and Mag. She had intended to make the old ones
do by skilful patching. Mag should have another gown. She had seen some beautiful patterns,
veritable bargains in the shop windows. And still there would be left enough for new stockings —
two pairs apiece — and what darning that would save for a while! She would get caps for the boys
and sailor-hats for the gitls. The vision of her little brood looking fresh and dainty and new for once
in their lives excited her and made her restless and wakeful with anticipation.

The neighbors sometimes talked of certain ‘better days’ that little Mrs Sommers had known before
she had ever thought of being Mrs Sommers. She herself indulged in no such morbid

retrospection. She had no time — no second of time to devote to the past. The needs of the present
absorbed her every faculty. A vision of the future like some dim, gaunt monster sometimes appalled
her, but luckily to-morrow never comes.

Mrs Sommers was one who knew the value of bargains; who could stand for hours making her way
inch by inch toward the desired object that was selling below cost. She could elbow her way if need
be; she had learned to clutch a piece of goods and hold it and stick to it with persistence and
determination till her turn came to be served, no matter when it came.

But that day she was a little faint and tired. She had swallowed a light luncheon — no! when she came
to think of it, between getting the children fed and the place righted, and preparing herself for the
shopping bout, she had actually forgotten to eat any luncheon at all!



She sat herself upon a revolving stool before a counter that was comparatively deserted, trying to
gather strength and courage to charge through an eager multitude that was besieging breastworks of
shirting and figured lawn. An all-gone limp feeling had come over her and she rested her hand
aimlessly upon the counter. She wore no gloves. By degrees she grew aware that her hand had
encountered something very soothing, very pleasant to touch. She looked down to see that her hand
lay upon a pile of silk stockings. A placard near by announced that they had been reduced in price
from two dollars and fifty cents to one dollar and ninety-eight cents; and a young girl who stood
behind the counter asked her if she wished to examine their line of silk hosiery. She smiled, just as if
she had been asked to inspect a tiara of diamonds with the ultimate view of purchasing it. But she
went on feeling the soft, sheeny luxurious things — with both hands now, holding them up to see
them glisten, and to feel them glide serpent-like through her fingers.

Two hectic blotches came suddenly into her pale cheeks. She looked up at the girl.
“Do you think there are any eights-and-a-half among these?”

There were any number of eights-and-a-half. In fact, there were more of that size than any

other. Here was a light-blue pair; there were some lavender, some all black and various shades of tan
and gray. Mrs Sommers selected a black pair and looked at them very long and closely. She
pretended to be examining their texture, which the clerk assured her was excellent.

“A dollar and ninety-eight cents,” she mused aloud. “Well, I'll take this pair.” She handed the gitl a
five-dollar bill and waited for her change and for her parcel. What a very small parcel it was! It
seemed lost in the depths of her shabby old shopping-bag.

Mrs Sommers after that did not move in the direction of the bargain counter. She took the elevator,
which carried her to an upper floor into the region of the ladies' waiting-rooms. Here, in a retired
corner, she exchanged her cotton stockings for the new silk ones which she had just bought. She
was not going through any acute mental process or reasoning with herself, nor was she striving to
explain to her satisfaction the motive of her action. She was not thinking at all. She seemed for the
time to be taking a rest from that laborious and fatiguing function and to have abandoned herself to
some mechanical impulse that directed her actions and freed her of responsibility.

How good was the touch of the raw silk to her flesh! She felt like lying back in the cushioned chair
and reveling for a while in the luxury of it. She did for a little while. Then she replaced her shoes,
rolled the cotton stockings together and thrust them into her bag. After doing this she crossed
straight over to the shoe department and took her seat to be fitted.

She was fastidious. The clerk could not make her out; he could not reconcile her shoes with her
stockings, and she was not too easily pleased. She held back her skirts and turned her feet one way
and her head another way as she glanced down at the polished, pointed-tipped boots. Her foot and
ankle looked very pretty. She could not realize that they belonged to her and were a part of
herself. She wanted an excellent and stylish fit, she told the young fellow who served her, and she
did not mind the difference of a dollar or two more in the price so long as she got what she desired.

It was a long time since Mrs Sommers had been fitted with gloves. On rare occasions when she had
bought a pair they were always ‘bargains’, so cheap that it would have been preposterous and
unreasonable to have expected them to be fitted to the hand.

Now she rested her elbow on the cushion of the glove counter, and a pretty, pleasant young creature,
delicate and deft of touch, drew a long-wristed ‘kid’ over Mrs Sommers's hand. She smoothed it



down over the wrist and buttoned it neatly, and both lost themselves for a second or two in admiring
contemplation of the little symmetrical gloved hand. But there were other places where money
might be spent.

There were books and magazines piled up in the window of a stall a few paces down the street. Mrs
Sommers bought two high-priced magazines such as she had been accustomed to read in the days
when she had been accustomed to other pleasant things. She carried them without wrapping. As
well as she could she lifted her skirts at the crossings. Her stockings and boots and well fitting gloves
had worked marvels in her bearing — had given her a feeling of assurance, a sense of belonging to the
well-dressed multitude.

She was very hungry. Another time she would have stilled the cravings for food until reaching her
own home, where she would have brewed herself a cup of tea and taken a snack of anything that was
available. But the impulse that was guiding her would not suffer her to entertain any such thought.

There was a restaurant at the corner. She had never entered its doors; from the outside she had
sometimes caught glimpses of spotless damask and shining crystal, and soft-stepping waiters serving
people of fashion.

When she entered her appearance created no surprise, no consternation, as she had half feared it
might. She seated herself at a small table alone, and an attentive waiter at once approached to take
her order. She did not want a profusion; she craved a nice and tasty bite — a half dozen blue-points, a
plump chop with cress, a something sweet — a créme-frappée, for instance; a glass of Rhine wine, and
after all a small cup of black coffee.

While waiting to be served she removed her gloves very leisurely and laid them beside her. Then she
picked up a magazine and glanced through it, cutting the pages with a blunt edge of her knife. It was
all very agreeable. The damask was even more spotless than it had seemed through the window, and
the crystal more sparkling. There were quiet ladies and gentlemen, who did not notice her, lunching
at the small tables like her own. A soft, pleasing strain of music could be heard, and a gentle breeze,
was blowing through the window. She tasted a bite, and she read a word or two, and she sipped the
amber wine and wiggled her toes in the silk stockings. The price of it made no difference. She
counted the money out to the waiter and left an extra coin on his tray, whereupon he bowed before
her as before a princess of royal blood.

There was still money in her purse, and her next temptation presented itself in the shape of a matinée
poster.

It was a little later when she entered the theatre, the play had begun and the house seemed to her to
be packed. But there were vacant seats here and there, and into one of them she was ushered,
between brilliantly dressed women who had gone there to kill time and eat candy and display their
gaudy attire. There were many others who were there solely for the play and acting. It is safe to say
there was no one present who bore quite the attitude which Mrs Sommers did to her

surroundings. She gathered in the whole — stage and players and people in one wide impression, and
absorbed it and enjoyed it. She laughed at the comedy and wept — she and the gaudy woman next to
her wept over the tragedy. And they talked a little together over it. And the gaudy woman wiped her
eyes and sniffled on a tiny square of filmy, perfumed lace and passed little Mrs Sommers her box of
candy.

The play was over, the music ceased, the crowd filed out. It was like a dream ended. People
scattered in all directions. Mrs Sommers went to the corner and waited for the cable car.



A man with keen eyes, who sat opposite to her, seemed to like the study of her small, pale face. It
puzzled him to decipher what he saw there. In truth, he saw nothing — unless he were wizard
enough to detect a poignant wish, a powerful longing that the cable car would never stop anywhere,
but go on and on with her forever.

Return to the The Good Short Reading page.
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Which Side Are You On?

by Florence Patton Reece

Come all of you good workers
Good news to you I'll tell

Of how that good old union
Has come in here to dwell
Chorus

Which side are you on?
Which side are you on?
Which side are you on?
Which side are you on?

My daddy was a miner
And I'm a minet's son
And I'll stick with the union
Till every battle's won

They say in Harlan County
There are no neutrals there
You'll either be a union man
Or a thug for J.H. Blair

Oh, workers can you stand it?
Oh, tell me how you can

Will you be a lousy scab

Or will you be a man?

Don't scab for the bosses

Don't listen to their lies

Us poor folks haven't got a chance
Unless we organize

Notes on the song by Pete Seeger, taken from the liner notes on his record "Cant You See This System's Rotten
Through And Through”:

"Maybe the most famous song it was ever my privilege to know was the one written by Mrs Florence Reece. Her
husband Sam was an organiser in that "bloody" strike in Harlan County, Kentucky in 1932.

They got word that the company gun-thugs were out to kill him, and he got out of his house, I think out the back
door, just before they arrived. And Mrs Reece said they stuck their guns into the closets, into the beds, even into the
piles of dirty linen. One of her two little girls started ctying and one of the men said "What are you crying for? We're
not after you we're after your old man"

After they had gone she felt so outraged she tore a calendar off the wall and on the back of it wrote the words and put
them to the tune of an old hard-shelled Baptist hymn tune, although come to think of it the hymn tune used an old
English ballad melody ... And her two little gitls used to go singing it in the union halls."



Death to My Hometown
By Bruce Springsteen

Well, no cannonballs did fly, no rifles cut us down

No bombs fell from the sky, no blood soaked the ground

No powder flash blinded the eye, no deathly thunder sounded

But just as sure as the hand of God, they brought death to my hometown
They brought death to my hometown, boys

No shells ripped the evening sky, no cities burning down

No army stormed the shores for which we'd die, no dictators were crowned
I awoke from a quiet night, I never heard a sound

The marauders raided in the dark and brought death to my hometown, boys
Death to my hometown

They destroyed our families, factories, and they took our homes
They left our bodies on the plains, the vultures picked our bones

So listen up, my sonny boy, be ready for when they come
For they'll be returning sure as the rising sun

Now get yourself a song to sing and sing it 'til you're done
Yeah, sing it hard and sing it well

Send the robber barons straight to hell

The greedy thieves who came around

And ate the flesh of everything they found

Whose crimes have gone unpunished now

Who walk the streets as free men now

Ah, they brought death to our hometown, boys
Death to our hometown, boys

Death to our hometown, boys

Death to our hometown, whoal!

Notes: The studio version of “Death to My Hometown” contains excerpts from Alan Lomax's
recording of “The Last Words of Copernicus”.” According to producer Ron Aniello, it was
Springsteen who had the idea to use the Alan Lomax recordings on the album.



White Riot
By The Clash

White riot — I wanna riot
White riot — a riot of my own
White riot — I wanna riot
White riot — a riot of my own

Black people gotta lot a problems

But they don’t mind throwing a brick
White people go to school

Where they teach you how to be thick

An’ everybody’s doing
Just what they’re told to
An’ nobody wants

To go to jaill

White riot — I wanna riot
White riot — a riot of my own
White riot — I wanna riot
White riot — a riot of my own

All the power’s in the hands

Of people rich enough to buy it
While we walk the street

Too chicken to even try it

Everybody’s doing

Just what they’re told to
Nobody wants

To go to jaill

White riot — I wanna riot
White riot — a riot of my own
White riot — I wanna riot
White riot — a riot of my own

Are you taking over or are you taking orders?
Are you going backwards
Or are you going forwards?
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A Poem for the Cruel Majority

BY JEROME ROTHENBERG

The cruel majority emerges!
Hail to the cruel majority!

They will punish the poor for being poor.
They will punish the dead for having died.

Nothing can make the dark turn into light
for the cruel majority.
Nothing can make them feel hunger or terror.

If the cruel majority would only cup their ears

the sea would wash over them.

The sea would help them forget their wayward children.
It would weave a lullaby for young & old.

(See the cruel majority with hands cupped to their ears,
one foot is in the water, one foot is on the clouds.)

One man of them is large enough to hold a cloud
between his thumb & middle finger,
to squeeze a drop of sweat from it before he sleeps.

He is a little god but not a poet.
(See how his body heaves.)

The cruel majority love crowds & picnics.
The cruel majority fill up their parks with little flags.
The cruel majority celebrate their birthday.

Hail to the cruel majority again!

The cruel majority weep for their unborn children,
they weep for the children that they will never bear.
The cruel majority are overwhelmed by sorrow.
(Then why are the cruel majority always laughing?
Is it because night has covered up the city's walls?
Because the poor lie hidden in the darkness?

The maimed no longer come to show their wounds?)

Today the cruel majority vote to enlarge the darkness.
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They vote for shadows to take the place of ponds
Whatever they vote for they can bring to pass.
The mountains skip like lambs for the cruel majority.

Hail to the cruel majority!
Hail! hail! to the cruel majority!

The mountains skip like lambs, the hills like rams.
The cruel majority tear up the earth for the cruel majority.
Then the cruel majority line up to be buried.

Those who love death will love the cruel majority.

Those who know themselves will know the fear
the cruel majority feel when they look in the mirror.

The cruel majority order the poor to stay poor.
They order the sun to shine only on weekdays.

The god of the cruel majority is hanging from a tree.
Their god's voice is the tree screaming as it bends.

The tree's voice is as quick as lightning as it streaks across the sky.

(If the cruel majority go to sleep inside their shadows,
they will wake to find their beds filled up with glass.)

Hail to the god of the cruel majority!
Hail to the eyes in the head of their screaming god!

Hail to his face in the mirror!
Hail to their faces as they float around him!
Hail to their blood & to his!

Hail to the blood of the poor they need to feed them!
Hail to their world & their god!

Hail & farewell!
Hail & farewell!
Hail & farewell!

"A Poem for the Cruel Majority" By Jerome Rothenberg, from A Paradise of Poets, copyright © 1991, 1993, 1995, 1998, 1999 by Jerome Rothenberg. Used by
permission of New Directions Publishing Corp.

Source: A Paradise of Poets (New Directions Publishing Corporation, 1999)
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86 MARTINA MORRIS AND BRUCE WESTERN

empirical agenda, or else lose the heart of
our field to other disciplines.

NOTES
1. Here and throughout, detailed keys to the

literature are provided by Morris and Western
(1999). Other summaries of the literature include
Levy and Murnane (1992) and Danziger and
Gottschalk (1993; 1995). Comparative trends in
earnings inequality are described in OECD
(1996, ch. 6).

2. The precise figure depends on the measure
used to adjust for inflation, and this is a hotly
contested issue.

3. There aré at least four different measures of
economic well-being that can be examined here:
hourly wages, annual earnings, household total
earnings, and wealth. All show the same basic
pattern, with pronounced rises in inequality. We
show hourly wages here because they do not con-
found labor supply components, such as hours
worked and income pooling, with labor pricing.
Wages thus better represent the job structure.

4, Inequality does appear to be on the rise in
post-socialist economies, although the quantitative
evidence here is less reliable. The forces making for
such change are, at least on the surface, very differ-
ent than those at work in the United States, except
insofar as one understands them as proceeding
from “marketization” in its various forms (e.g., de-
unionization, deregulation of wages).

5. About 25 percent of the 25-34-year-old
population had a four-year college degree in

1995.
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The Power Elite

C. WRIGHT MILLS

The powers of ordinary men are circum-
scribed by the everyday worlds in which
they live, yet even in these rounds of job,
family, and neighborhood they often seem
driven by forces they can neither under-
stand nor govern. ‘Great changes’ are be-
yond their control, but affect their conduct
and outlook none the less. The very frame-
work of modern society confines them to
projects not their own, but from every side,
such changes now press upon the men and
women of the mass society, who accord-
ingly feel that they are without purpose in
an epoch in which they are without power.

But not all men are in this sense ordi-
nary. As the means of information and of
power are centralized, some men come to
occupy positions in American society from
which they can look down upon, so to
speak, and by their decisions mightily af-
fect, the everyday worlds of ordinary men
and women. They are not made by their
jobs; they set up and break down jobs for
thousands of others; they are not confined
by simple family responsibilities; they can
escape. They may live in many hotels and
houses, but they are bound by no one com-

munity. They need not merely ‘meet the de-
mands of the day and hour’; in some part,
they create these demands, and cause others
to meet them. Whether or not they profess
their power, their technical and political ex-
perience of it far transcends that of the un-
derlying population. What Jacob Burckhardt
said of ‘great men,” most Americans might
well say of their elite: “They are all that we
are not.’!

The power elite is composed of men
whose positions enable them to transcend
the ordinary environments of ordinary men
and women; they are in positions to make
decisions having major consequences.
Whether they do or do not make such de-
cisions is less important than the fact that
they do occupy such pivotal positions: their
failure to act, their failure to make deci-
sions, is itself an act that is often of greater
consequence than the decisions they do
make. For they are in command of the
major hierarchies and organizations of
modern society. They rule the big corpora-
tions. They run the machinery of the state
and claim its prerogatives. They direct the
military establishment. They occupy the

Mills, C. Wright. “The Power Elite.” The Inequality Reader: Contemporary and Foundational
Readings in Race, Class, and Gender. Boulder, CO: Westview, 2011. 100-11. Print.
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88 C. WRIGHT MILLS

strategic command posts of the social struc-
ture, in which are now centered the effec-
tive means of the power and the wealth and
the celebrity which they enjoy.
The power elite are not solitary rulers.
Advisers and consultants, spokesmen and
opinion-makers are often the captains of
their higher thought and decision. Immedi-
ately below the elite are the professional
politicians of the middle levels of power, in
the Congress and in the pressure groups, as
well as among the new and old upper
classes of town and city and region. Min-
gling with them in curious ways are those
professional celebrities who live by being
continually displayed but are never, so long
as they remain celebrities, displayed
enough. If such celebrities are not at the
head of any dominating hierarchy, they do
often have the power to distract the atten-
tion of the public or afford sensations to
the masses, or, more directly, to gain the ear
of those who do occupy positions of direct
power. More or less unattached, as critics of
morality and technicians of power, as
spokesmen of God and creators of mass
sensibility, such celebrities and consultants
are part of the immediate scene in which
the drama of the elite is enacted. But that
drama itself is centered in the command
posts of the major institutional hierarchies.

1

The truth about the nature and the power
of the elite is not some secret which men of
affairs know but will not tell. Such men
hold quite various theories about their own
roles in the sequence of event and decision.
Often they are uncertain about their roles,
and even more often they allow their fears
and their hopes to affect their assessment of
their own power. No matter how great their

actual power, they tend to be less acutely
aware of it than of the resistances of others
to its use. Moreover, most American men of
affairs have learned well the rhetoric of pub-
lic relations, in some cases even to the point
of using it when they are alone, and thus
coming to believe it. The personal awareness
of the actors is only one of the several
sources one must examine in order to un-
derstand the higher circles. Yet many who
believe that there is no elite, or at any rate
none of any consequence, rest their argu-
ment upon what men of affairs believe
about themselves, or at least assert in public.
There is, however, another view: those
who feel, even if vaguely, that a compact
and powerful elite of great importance does
now prevail in America often base that feel-
ing upon the historical trend of our time.
They have felt, for example, the domina-
tion of the military event, and from this
they infer that generals and admirals, as
well as other men of decision influenced by
them, must be enormously powerful. They
hear that the Congress has again abdicated
to a handful of men decisions clearly re-
lated to the issue of war or peace. They
know that the bomb was dropped over
Japan in the name of the United States of
America, although they were at no time
consulted about the matter. They feel that
they live in a time of big decisions; they
know that they are not making any. Ac-
cordingly, as they consider the present as
history, they infer that at its center, making
decisions or failing to make them, there
must be an elite of power.

On the one hand, those who share this
feeling about big historical events assume
that there is an elite and that its power is
great. On the other hand, those who listen
carefully to the reports of men apparently
involved in the great decisions often do not

The Power Elite 89

believe that there is an elite whose powers
are of decisive consequence.

Both views must be taken into account,
but neither is adequate. The way to under-
stand the power of the American elite lies
neither solely in recognizing the historic
scale of events nor in accepting the personal
awareness reported by men of apparent de-
cision. Behind such men and behind the
events of history, linking the two, are the
major institutions of modern society. These
hierarchies of state and corporation and
army constitute the means of power; as
such they are now of a consequence not be-
fore equaled in human history—and at
their summits, there are now those com-
mand posts of modern society which offer
us the sociological key to an understanding
of the role of the higher circles in America.

Within American society, major national
power now resides in the economic, the po-
litical, and the military domains. Other in-
stitutions seem off to the side of modern
history, and, on occasion, duly subordi-
nated to these. No family is as directly pow-
erful in national affairs as any major
corporation; no church is as directly power-
ful in the external biographies of young
men in America today as the military estab-
lishment; no college is as powerful in the
shaping of momentous events as the Na-
tional Security Council. Religious, educa-
tional, and family institutions are not
autonomous centers of national power; on
the contrary, these decentralized areas are

increasingly shaped by the big three, in
which developments of decisive and imme-
diate consequence now occur. . . .

Within each of the big three, the typical
institutional unit has become enlarged, has
become administrative, and, in the power of
its decisions, has become centralized. Behind
these developments there is a fabulous tech-

nology, for as institutions, they have incor-
porated this technology and guide it, even as
it shapes and paces their developments.

The economy—once a great scatter of
small productive units in autonomous bal-
ance—has become dominated by two or
three hundred giant corporations, admin-
istratively and politically interrelated,
which together hold the keys to economic
decisions.

The political order, once a decentralized
set of several dozen states with a weak
spinal cord, has become a centralized, exec-
utive establishment which has taken up
into itself many powers previously scat-
tered, and now enters into each and every
cranny of the social structure.

The military order, once a slim estab-
lishment in a context of distrust fed by
state militia, has become the largest and
most expensive feature of government,
and, although well versed in smiling pub-
lic relations, now has all the grim and
clumsy efficiency of a sprawling bureau-
cratic domain.

In each of these institutional areas, the
means of power at the disposal of decision-
makers have increased enormously; their
central executive powers have been en-
hanced; within each of them modern ad-
ministrative routines have been elaborated
and tightened up.

As each of these domains becomes en-
larged and centralized, the consequences of
its activities become greater, and its traffic
with the others increases. The decisions of a
handful of corporations bear upon military
and political as well as upon economic de-
velopments around the world. The deci-
sions of the military establishment rest
upon and grievously affect political life as
well as the very level of economic activity.
The decisions made within the political
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domain determine economic activities and
military programs. There is no longer, on
the one hand, an economy, and, on the
other hand, a political order containing a
military establishment unimportant to pol-
itics and to money-making. There is a po-
litical economy linked, in a thousand ways,
with military institutions and decisions.
On each side of the world-split running
through central Europe and around the
Asiatic rimlands, there is an ever-increasing
interlocking of economic, military, and po-
litical structures.2 If there is government in-
tervention in the corporate economy, so is
there corporate intervention in the govern-
mental process. In the structural sense, this
triangle of power is the source of the inter-
locking directorate that is most important
for the historical structure of the present.
The fact of the interlocking is clearly re-
vealed at each of the points of crisis of
modern capitalist society—slump, war, and
boom. In each, men of decision are led to
an awareness of the interdependence of the
major institutional orders. In the nine-
teenth century, when the scale of all institu-
tions was smaller, their liberal integration
was achieved in the automatic economy, by
an autonomous play of market forces, and
in the automatic political domain, by the
bargain and the vote. It was then assumed
that out of the imbalance and friction that
followed the limited decisions then possible
a new equilibrium would in due course
emerge. That can no longer be assumed,
and it is not assumed by the men at the top
of each of the three dominant hierarchies.
For given the scope of their conse-
quences, decisions—and indecisions—in
any one of these ramify into the others, and
hence top decisions tend either to become
co-ordinated or to lead to a commanding
indecision. It has not always been like this.

When numerous small entrepreneurs made
up the economy, for example, many of them
could fail and the consequences still remain
local; political and military authorities did
not intervene. But now, given political ex-
pectations and military commitments, can
they afford to allow key units of the private
corporate economy to break down in
slump? Increasingly, they do intervene in
economic affairs, and as they do so, the
controlling decisions in each order are in-
spected by agents of the other two, and eco-
nomic, military, and political structures are
interlocked.

At the pinnacle of each of the three en-
larged and centralized domains, there have
arisen those higher circles which make up
the economic, the political, and the mili-
tary elites. At the top of the economy, among
the corporate rich, there are the chief exec-
utives; at the top of the political order, the
members of the political directorate; at the
top of the military establishment, the elite
of soldier-statesmen clustered in and
around the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
upper echelon. As each of these domains
has coincided with the others, as decisions
tend to become total in their conse-
quence, the leading men in each of the
three domains of power—the watlords, the
corporation chieftains, the political direc-
torate—tend to come together, to form the
power elite of America.

2

The higher circles in and around these
command posts are often thought of in
terms of what their members possess: they
have a greater share than other people of
the things and experiences that are most
highly valued. From this point of view, the

elite are simply those who have the most of
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what there is to have, which is generally
held to include money, power, and pres-
tige—as well as all the ways of life to which
these lead.? But the elite are not simply
those who have the most, for they could
not ‘have the most’ were it not for their po-
sitions in the great institutions. For such in-
stitutions are the necessary bases of power,
of wealth, and of prestige, and at the same
time, the chief means of exercising power,
of acquiring and retaining wealth, and of
cashing in the higher claims for prestige.

By the powerful we mean, of course,
those who are able to realize their will, even
if others resist it. No one, accordingly, can
be truly powerful unless he has access to the
command of major institutions, for it is
over these institutional means of power that
the truly powerful are, in the first instance,
powerful. Higher politicians and key offi-
cials of government command such institu-
tional power; so do admirals and generals,
and so do the major owners and executives
of the larger corporations. Not all power, it
is true, is anchored in and exercised by
means of such institutions, but only within
and through them can power be more or
less continuous and important. . . .

If we took the one hundred most power-
ful men in America, the one hundred
wealthiest, and the one hundred most cele-
brated away from the institutional posi-
tions they now occupy, away from their
resources of men and women and money,
away from the media of mass communica-
tion that are now focused upon them—
then they would be powerless and poor and
uncelebrated. For power is not of a man.
Wealth does not center in the person of the
wealthy. Celebrity is not inherent in any
personality. To be celebrated, to be wealthy,
to have power requires access to major in-
stitutions, for the institutional positions

men occupy determine in large part their
chances to have and to hold these valued
experiences.

3

The people of the higher circles may also
be conceived as members of a top social
stratum, as a set of groups whose members
know one another, see one another socially
and at business, and so, in making deci-
sions, take one another into account. The
elite, according to this conception, feel
themselves to be, and are felt by others to
be, the inner circle of ‘the upper social
classes.” They form a more or less compact
social and psychological entity; they have
become self-conscious members of a social
class. People are either accepted into this
class or they are not, and there is a qualita-
tive split, rather than merely a numerical
scale, separating them from those who are
not elite. They are more or less aware of
themselves as a social class and they behave
toward one another differently from the
way they do toward members of other
classes. They accept one another, under-
stand one another, marry one another,
tend to work and to think if not together
at least alike.

Now, we do not want by our definition
to prejudge whether the elite of the com-
mand posts are conscious members of such
a socially recognized class, or whether con-
siderable proportions of the elite derive
from such a clear and distinct class. These
are matters to be investigated. Yet in order
to be able to recognize what we intend to
investigate, we must note something that
all biographies and memoirs of the wealthy
and the powerful and the eminent make
clear: no matter what else they may be, the
people of these higher circles are involved
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in a set of overlapping ‘crowds’ and intri-
cately connected ‘cliques.” There is a kind
of mutual attraction among those who ‘sit
on the same terrace—although this often
becomes clear to them, as well as to others,
only at the point at which they feel the
need to draw the line; only when, in their
common defense, they come to understand
what they have in common, and so close
their ranks against outsiders.

The idea of such ruling stratum implies
that most of its members have similar social
origins, that throughout their lives they
maintain a network of informal connec-
tions, and that to some degree there is an
interchangeability of position between the
various hierarchies of money and power
and celebrity. We must, of course, note at
once that if such an elite stratum does exist,
its social visibility and its form, for very
solid historical reasons, are quite different
from those of the noble cousinhoods that
once ruled various European nations.

That American society has never passed
through a feudal epoch is of decisive im-
portance to the nature of the American
elite, as well as to American society as a his-
toric whole. For it means that no nobility
or aristocracy, established before the capi-
talist era, has stood in tense opposition to
the higher bourgeoisie. It means that this
bourgeoisie has monopolized not only
wealth but prestige and power as well. It
means that no set of noble families has
commanded the top positions and monop-
olized the values that are generally held in
high esteem; and certainly that no set has
done so explicitly by inherited right. It

means that no high church dignitaries or
court nobilities, no entrenched landlords
with honorific accouterments, no monopo-
lists of high army posts have opposed the
enriched bourgeoisie and in the name of

birth and prerogative successfully resisted
its self-making.

But this does 7ot mean that there are no
upper strata in the United States. That they
emerged from a ‘middle class’ that had no
recognized aristocratic superiors does not
mean they remained middle class when
enormous increases in wealth made their
own superiority possible. Their origins and
their newness may have made the upper
strata less visible in America than else-
where. But in America today there are in
fact tiers and ranges of wealth and power of
which people in the middle and lower
ranks know very little and may not even
dream. There are families who, in their
well-being, are quite insulated from the
economic jolts and lurches felt by the
merely prosperous and those farther down
the scale. There are also men of power who
in quite small groups make decisions of
enormous consequence for the underlying
population.

The American elite entered modern his-
tory as a virtually unopposed bourgeoisie.
No national bourgeoisie, before or since,
has had such opportunities and advantages.
Having no military neighbors, they easily
occupied an isolated continent stocked
with natural resources and immensely

inviting to a willing labor force. A frame-
work of power and an ideology for its justi-
fication were already at hand. Against
mercantilist restriction, they inherited the
principle of laissez-faire; against Southern
planters, they imposed the principle of in-
dustrialism. The Revolutionary War put an
end to colonial pretensions to nobility, as
loyalists fled the country and many estates
were broken up. The Jacksonian upheaval
with its status revolution put an end to pre-
tensions to monopoly of descent by the old

New England families. The Civil War
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broke the power, and so in due course the
prestige, of the antebellum South’s claimants
for the higher esteem. The tempo of the
whole capitalist development made it im-
possible for an inherited nobility to develop
and endure in America.

No fixed ruling class, anchored in agrar-
ian life and coming to flower in military
glory, could contain in America the historic
thrust of commerce and industry, or subor-
dinate to itself the capitalist elite—as capi-
talists were subordinated, for example, in
Germany and Japan. Nor could such a rul-
ing class anywhere in the world contain
that of the United States when industrial-
ized violence came to decide history. Wit-
ness the fate of Germany and Japan in the
two world wars of the twentieth century;
and indeed the fate of Britain herself and
her model ruling class, as New York became
the inevitable economic, and Washington
the inevitable political capital of the west-
ern capitalist world.

4

The elite who occupy the command posts
may be seen as the possessors of power and
wealth and celebrity; they may be seen as
members of the upper stratum of a capital-
istic society. They may also be defined in
terms of psychological and moral criteria,
as certain kinds of selected individuals. So
defined, the elite, quite simply, are people
of superior character and energy.

The humanist, for example, may con-
ceive of the ‘elite’ not as a social level or cat-
egory, but as a scatter of those individuals
who attempt to transcend themselves, and
accordingly, are more noble, more efficient, |
made out of better stuff. It does not matter
whether they are poor or rich, whether they
hold high position or low, whether they are

acclaimed or despised; they are elite because
of the kind of individuals they are. The rest
of the population is mass, which, according
to this conception, sluggishly relaxes into
uncomfortable mediocrity.>

This is the sort of socially unlocated

conception which some American writers
with conservative yearnings have recently
sought to develop. But most moral and
psychological conceptions of the elite are
much less sophisticated, concerning them-
selves not with individuals but with the
stratum as a whole. Such ideas, in fact, al-
ways arise in a society in which some peo-
ple possess more than do others of what
there is to possess. People with advantages
are loath to believe that they just happen to
be people with advantages.

They come readily to define themselves
as inherently worthy of what they possess;
they come to believe themselves ‘naturally’
elite; and, in fact, to imagine their posses-
sions and their privileges as natural exten-
sions of their own elite selves. In this sense,
the idea of the elite as composed of men
and women having a finer moral character
is an ideology of the elite as a privileged rul-
ing stratum, and this is true whether the
ideology is elite-made or made up for it by
others.

In eras of equalitarian rhetoric, the more
intelligent or the more articulate among the
lower and middle classes, as well as guilty
members of the upper, may come to enter-
tain ideas of a counter-elite. In western so-
ciety, as a matter of fact, there is a long
tradition and varied images of the poor, the
exploited, and the oppressed as the truly
virtuous, the wise, and the blessed. Stem-
ming from Christian tradition, this moral
idea of a counter-elite composed of essen-
tially higher types condemned to a lowly
station, may be and has been used by the
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underlying population to justify harsh crit- Communist spies. According to such no-
icism of ruling elites and to celebrate  tions of the omnipotent elite as historical
utopian images of a new elite to come. cause, the elite is never an entirely visible
The moral conception of the elite, how- agency. It is, in fact, a secular substitute for
ever, is not always merely an ideology ofthe the will of God, being realized in a sort of
overprivileged or a counter-ideology of the providential design, except that usually
underprivileged. It is often a fact: having non-elite men are thought capable of op-
controlled experiences and select privileges, ~posing it and eventually overcoming it.
many individuals of the upper stratum do The opposite view—of the elite as impo-
come in due course to approximate the tent—is now quite popular among liberal-
types of character they claim to embody. minded observers. Far from being
Even when we give up—as we must—the omnipotent, the elites are thought to be so
idea that the elite man or woman is born  scattered as to lack any coherence as a his-
with an elite character, we need not dismiss  torical force. Their invisibility is not the in-
the idea that their experiences and trainings visibility of secrecy but the invisibility of

develop in them characters of a specific the multitude. Those who occupy the for-
mal places of authority are s0 check-

type. - - -
mated—by other elites exerting pressure, o
by the public as an electorate, or by consti-
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2 tutional codes—that, although there may

These several notions of the elite, when ap-

be upper classes, there is no ruling class; al-
though there may be men of power, there is

today is less amorphous than is the perspec-
tive of those who see it as a romantic confu-
sion. It is less a flat, momentary ‘situation’

could make the elite a very small circle in-
deed. In a preliminary and minimum way,
we draw the line crudely, in charcoal as it

propriately understood, are intricately
bound up with one another, and we shall
use them all in this examination of Ameri-
can success. We shall study each of several
higher circles as offering candidates for the

elite, and we shall do so in terms of the
major institutions making up the total soci- personal collective fate; for, in this view, the

ety of America; within and between each of  decisions of the visible men of the higher
these institutions, we shall trace the interre- circles do not count in history.
lations of wealth and power and prestige- Internationally, the image of the om-
But our main concern is with the power of nipotent elite tends to prevail. All good
those who now occupy the command posts, events and pleasing happenings are quickly
and with the role which they are enacting  imputed by the opinion-makers to the lead-
in the history of our epoch. ers of their own nation; all bad events and
Such an elite may be conceived as om- unpleasant experiences are imputed to the
nipotent, and its powers thought of as a enemy abroad. In both cases, the omnipo-
great hidden design. Thus, in vulgar Marx-  tence of evil rulers or of virtuous leaders is
{sm, events and trends are explained by ref- assumed. Within the nation, the use of
erence to ‘the will of the bourgeoisie’; in such rhetoric is rather more complicated:
Nazism, by reference to ‘the conspiracy of ~when men speak of the power of their own
the Jews’; by the petty right in America  party of circle, they and their leaders are, of
today, by reference to ‘the hidden force’ of course, impotent; only ‘the people’ are om-

no power elite; although there may be a sys-
tem of stratification, it has no effective top.
In the extreme, this view of the elite, as
weakened by compromise and disunited to
the point of nullity, is a substitute for im-
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major consequence, does not imply that the
members of this elite are always and neces-
sarily the history-makers; neither does it
imply that they never are. We must not
confuse the conception of the elite, which
we wish to define, with one theory about
their role: that they are the history-makers
of our time. To define the elite, for exam-
ple, as ‘those who rule America’ s less to de-
fine a conception than to state one
hypothesis about the role and power of that
elite. No matter how we might define the
elite, the extent of its members’ power is
subject to historical variation. If, in a dog-
matic way, we try to include that variation
in our generic definition, we foolishly limit
the use of a needed conception. If we insist
that the elite be defined as a strictly coordi-
nated class that continually and absolutely
rules, we are closing off from our view
much to which the term more modestly de-
fined might open to our observation. In
short, our definition of the power elite can-
not properly contain dogma concerning the
degrec and kind of power that ruling
groups everywhere have. Much less should
it permit us to smuggle into our discussion
a theory of history.

During most of human history, historical
change has not been visible to the people
who were involved in it, or even to those en-
acting it. Ancient Egypt and Mesopotamia,
for example, endured for some four hun-
dred generations with but slight changes in
their basic structure. That is six and a half
times as long as the entire Christian era,
which has only prevailed some sixty genera-
tions; it is about eighty times as long as the
five generations of the United States’ exis-
tence. But now the tempo of change is so
rapid, and the means of observation so ac-
cessible, that the interplay of event and de-
cision seems often to be quite historically

visible, if we will only look carefully and
from an adequate vantage point.

When knowledgeable journalists tell us
that ‘events, not men, shape the big deci-
sions,” they are echoing the theory of his-
tory as Fortune, Chance, Fate, or the work
of The Unseen Hand. For ‘events’ is merely
a modern word for these older ideas, all of
which separate men from history-making,
because all of them lead us to believe that
history goes on behind men’s backs. His-
tory is drift with no mastery; within it there
is action but no deed; history is mere hap-
pening and the event intended by no one.”

The course of events in our time depends
more on a series of human decisions than on
any inevitable fate. The sociological meaning
of ‘fate’ is simply this: that, when the deci-
sions are innumerable and each one is of
small consequence, all of them add up in a
way no man intended—to history as fate.
But not all epochs are equally fateful. As the
circle of those who decide is narrowed, as the
means of decision are centralized and the
consequences of decisions become enor-
mous, then the course of great events often
rests upon the decisions of determinable cir-
cles. This does not necessarily mean that the
same circle of men follow through from one
event to another in such a way that all of his-
tory is merely their plot. The power of the
elite does not necessarily mean that history is
not also shaped by a series of small decisions,
none of which are thought out. It does not
mean that a hundred small arrangements
and compromises and adaptations may not
be built into the going policy and the living
event. The idea of the power elite implies
nothing about the process of decision-
making as such: it is an attempt to delimit

the social areas within which that process,
whatever its character, goes on. It is a con-
ception of who is involved in the process.
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The degree of foresight and control of
those who are involved in decisions that
count may also vary. The idea of the power
elite does not mean that the estimations
and calculated risks upon which decisions
are made are not often wrong and that the
consequences are sometimes, indeed often,
not those intended. Often those who make
decisions are trapped by their own inade-
quacies and blinded by their own errors.

Yet in our time the pivotal moment does
arise, and at that moment, small circles do
decide or fail to decide. In either case, they
are an elite of power. The dropping of the
A-bombs over Japan was such a moment;
the decision on Korea was such a moment;
the confusion about Quemoy and Matsu,
as well as before Dienbienphu were such
moments; the sequence of maneuvers
which involved the United States in World
War II was such a ‘moment.’” Is it not true
that much of the history of our times is
composed of such moments? And is not
that what is meant when it is said that we
live in a time of big decisions, of decisively
centralized power?

Most of us do not try to make sense of
our age by believing in a Greek-like, eternal
recurrence, nor by a Christian belief in a
salvation to come, nor by any steady march
of human progress. Even though we do not
reflect upon such matters, the chances are
we believe with Burckhardt that we live in a
mere succession of events; that sheer conti-
nuity is the only principle of history. His-
tory is merely one thing after another;
history is meaningless in that it is not the
realization of any determinate plot. It is
true, of course, that our sense of continuity,
our feeling for the history of our time, is af-
fected by crisis. But we seldom look beyond
the immediate crisis or the crisis felt to be
just ahead. We believe neither in fate nor

providence; and we assume, without talk-
ing about it, that ‘we’—as a nation—can
decisively shape the future but that ‘we’ as
individuals somehow cannot do so.

Any meaning history has, ‘we’ shall have
to give to it by our actions. Yet the fact is
that although we are all of us within history
we do not all possess equal powers to make
history. To pretend that we do is sociologi-
cal nonsense and political irresponsibility. It
is nonsense because any group or any indi-
vidual is limited, first of all, by the techni-
cal and institutional means of power at its
command; we do not all have equal access
to the means of power that now exist, nor
equal influence over their use. To pretend
that ‘we’ are all history-makers is politically
irresponsible because it obfuscates any at-
tempt to locate responsibility for the conse-
quential decisions of men who do have
access to the means of power.

From even the most superficial examina-
tion of the history of the western society we
learn that the power of decision-makers is
first of all limited by the level of technique,
by the means of power and violence and or-
ganization that prevail in a given society. In
this connection we also learn that there is a
fairly straight line running upward through
the history of the West; that the means of
oppression and exploitation, of violence and
destruction, as well as the means of produc-
tion and reconstruction, have been progres-
sively enlarged and increasingly centralized.

As the institutional means of power and
the means of communications that tie them
together have become steadily more effi-
cient, those now in command of them
have come into command of instruments
of rule quite unsurpassed in the history of
mankind. And we are not yet at the climax
of their development. We can no longer
lean upon or take soft comfort from the
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historical ups and downs of ruling groups
of previous epochs. In that sense, Hegel is
correct: we learn from history that we can-
not learn from it.

NOTES

1. Jacob Burckhardt, Force and Freedom (New
York: Pantheon Books, 1943), pp. 303 ff.

2. Cf. Hans Gerth and C. Wright Mills, Char-
acter and Social Structure (New York: Harcourt,
Brace, 1953), pp. 457 ff.

3. The statistical idea of choosing some value
and calling those who have the most of it an elite
derives, in modern times, from the Italian econo-
mist, Pareto, who puts the central point in this
way: ‘Let us assume that in every branch of
human activity each individual is given an index
which stands as a sign of his capacity, very much
the way grades are given in the various subjects in
examinations in school. The highest type of
lawyer, for instance, will be given 10. The man
who does not get a client will be given 1—reserv-
ing zero for the man who is an out-and-out idiot.
To the man who has made his millions—honestly
or dishonestly as the case may be—we will give
10. To the man who has earned his thousands we
will give 6; to such as just manage to keep out of
the poor-house, 1, keeping zero for those who get
in.... So let us make a class of people who have
the highest indices in their branch of activity, and
to that class give the name of elite. Vilfredo
Pareto, The Mind and Society (New York: Har-
court, Brace, 1935), par. 2027 and 2031. Those
who follow this approach end up not with one
elite, but with a number corresponding to the
number of values they select. Like many rather
abstract ways of reasoning, this one is useful be-
cause it forces us to think in a clear-cut way. For
a skillful use of this approach, see the work of
Harold D. Lasswell, in particular, Politics: Who

Gets What, When, How (New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1936); and for a more systematic use, H. D.
Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan, Power and Society
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1950).

4. The conception of the elite as members ofa
top social stratum, is, of course, in line with the
prevailing common-sense view of stratification.
Technically, it is closer to ‘status group’ than to
‘class,” and has been very well stated by Joseph A.
Schumpeter, ‘Social Classes in an Ethically Ho-
mogeneous Environment,’ Imperialism and So-
cial Classes (New York: Augustus M. Kelley, Inc.,
1951), pp. 133 ff,, especially pp. 137-47. Cf. also
his Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy, 31d ed.
(New York: Harper, 1950), Part I1. For the dis-
tinction berween class and status groups, see
From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology (trans. and
ed. by Gerth and Mills (New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1946). For an analysis of Pareto’s
conception of the elite compared with Marx’s
conception of classes, as well as data on France,
see Raymond Aron, ‘Social Structure and Ruling
Class,’ British Journal of Sociology, vol. I, nos. 1
and 2 (1950).

5. The most popular essay in recent years
which defines the elite and the mass in terms of 2
morally evaluated character-type is probably José
Ortega y Gasset’s, The Revolt of the Masses, 1932
{(New York: New American Library, Mentor Edi-
tion, 1950), esp. pp. 91 fE.

6. As in the case, quite notably, of Gaetano
Mosca, The Ruling Class (New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1939). For a sharp analysis of Mosca, see
Fritz Morstein Marx, “The Bureaucratic State,’
Review of Politics, vol. 1, 1939, pp. 457 ff. Cf. also
Mills, ‘On Intellectual Craftsmanship,’ April
1952, mimeographed, Columbia College, Febru-
ary 1955.

7. Cf. Karl Lowith, Meaning in History
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1949), pp.
125 £, for concise and penetrating statements of
several leading philosophies of history.
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Who Rules America?

Power and Politics

G. WILLIAM DOMHOFF

Do corporations have far too much power
in the United States? Does the federal gov-
ernment ignore the interests of everyday
people? The great majority of Americans—
70 to 75 percent in some surveys—answer
“yes” to both questions.! This chapter ex-
plains why their answers are accurate even
though there is freedom of speech, the
possibility of full political participation,
and increasing equality of opportunity due
to the civil rights and women’s move-
ments. In other words, it attempts to re-
solve a seeming paradox that has bedeviled
social scientists and political activists for a
long time: How is it possible to have such
extreme corporate domination in a demo-
cratic country?

This paradox is made all the more strik-
ing because corporations do not have as
much power in most other democratic
countries. The wealth and income differ-
ences between people at the top and the
bottom are not as great, and the safety net
for those who are poor, ill, or elderly is
stronger. Why does the richest nation in
the world also have the most poverty com-
pared to any other democratic country?

Using a wide range of systematic empiri-
cal findings, this chapter shows how the
owners and top-level managers in large
companies work together to maintain
themselves as the core of the dominant
power group. Their corporations, banks,
and agribusinesses form a corporate commu-
nity that shapes the federal government on
the policy issues of interest to it, issues that
have a major impact on the income, job
security, and well-being of most other
Americans. At the same time, there is com-
petition within the corporate community
for profit opportunities, which can lead to
highly visible policy conflicts among rival
corporate leaders that are sometimes fought
out in Congress. Yet the corporate com-
munity is cohesive on the policy issues
that affect its general welfare, which is
often at stake when political challenges are
made by organized workers, liberals, or
strong environmentalists. The chapter
therefore deals with another seeming para-
dox: How can a highly competitive group
of corporate leaders cooperate enough to
work their common will in the political
and policy arenas?. . .

G. William Domhoff, Who Rules America? Power and Polit: iti i
tnoft, 7 cs, Fourth Edition, pp. xi—xii, 45~
216-218. Copyright © 2002 by McGraw-Hill Companies. it R

99






Some Principles of Stratification

KINGSLEY DAVIS
WILBERT E. MOORE

In a previous paper some concepts for han-
dling the phenomena of social inequality
were presented.! In the present paper a fur-
ther step in stratification theory is under-
taken—an attempt to show the relationship
between stratification and the rest of the so-
cial order.2 Starting from the proposition
that no society is “classless,” or unstratified,
an effort is made to explain, in functional
terms, the universal necessity which calls
forth stratification in any social system.

Throughout, it will be necessary to keep
in mind one thing—namely, that the dis-
cussion relates to the system of positions,
not to the individuals occupying those po-
sitions. It is one thing to ask why different
positions carry different degrees of prestige,
and quite another to ask how certain indi-
viduals get into those positions. Although,
as the argument will try to show, both ques-
tions are related, it is essential to keep them
separate in our thinking.

Most of the literature on stratification
has tried to answer the second question
(particularly with regard to the ease or diffi-
culty of mobility between strata) without
tackling the first. The first question, how-

ever, is logically prior and, in the case of
any particular individual or group, factually
prior.

The Functional Necessity of
Stratification

Curiously the main functional necessity ex-
plaining the universal presence of stratifica-
tion is precisely the requirement faced by
any society of placing and motivating indi-
viduals in the social structure. As a function-
ing mechanism a society must somehow
distribute its members in social positions
and induce them to perform the duties of
these positions. It must thus concern itself
with motivation at two different levels: to in-
still in the proper individuals the desire to fill
certain positions, and, once in these posi-
tions, the desire to perform the duties at-
tached to them. Even though the social
order may be relatively static in form, there
is a continuous process of metabolism as
new individuals are born into it, shift with
age, and die off. Their absorption into the
positional system must somehow be arranged
and motivated. This is true whether the sys-

Davis, Kingsley, and Wilbert E. Moore. “Some Principles of Stratification.” The Inequality
Reader: Contemporary and Foundational Readings in Race, Class, and Gender. Boulder,
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tem is competitive or non-competitive. A
competitive system gives greater impor-
tance to the motivation to achieve posi-
tions, whereas a non-competitive system
gives perhaps greater importance to the
motivation to perform the duties of the po-
sitions; but in any system both types of mo-
tivation are required.

If the duties associated with the various
positions were all equally pleasant to the
human organism, all equally important to
societal survival, and all equally in need of
the same ability or talent, it would make no
difference who got into which positions,
and the problem of social placement would
be greatly reduced. But actually it does
make a great deal of difference who gets
into which positions, not only because
some positions are inherently more agree-
able than others, but also because some re-
quire special talents or training and some
are functionally more important than oth-
ers. Also, it is essential that the duties of the
positions be performed with the diligence
that their importance requires. Inevitably,
then, a society must have, first, some kind
of rewards that it can use as inducements,
and, second, some way of distributing these
rewards differentially according to posi-
tions. The rewards and their distribution
become a part of the social order, and thus
give rise to stratification.

One may ask what kind of rewards a so-
ciety has at its disposal in distributing its
personnel and securing essential services. It
has, first of all, the things that contribute to
sustenance and comfort. It has, second, the
things that contribute to humor and diver-
sion. And it has, finally, the things that con-
tribute to self-respect and ego expansion.
The last, because of the peculiarly social
character of the self, is largely a function of
the opinion of others, but it nonetheless

ranks in importance with the first two. In
any social system all three kinds of rewards
must be dispensed differentially according
to positions.

In a sense the rewards are “built into” the
position. They consist in the “rights” associ-
ated with the position, plus what may be
called its accompaniments or perquisites.
Often the rights, and sometimes the accom-
paniments, are functionally related to the
duties of the position. (Rights as viewed by
the incumbent are usually duties as viewed
by other members of the community.) How-
ever, there may be a host of subsidiary rights
and perquisites that are not essential to the
function of the position and have only an in-
direct and symbolic connection with its du-
ties, but which still may be of considerable
importance in inducing people to seek the
positions and fulfill the essential duties.

If the rights and perquisites of different
positions in a society must be unequal, then
the society must be stratified, because that
is precisely what stratification means. Social
inequality is thus an unconsciously evolved
device by which societies insure that the
most important positions are conscien-
tiously filled by the most qualified persons.
Hence every society, no matter how simple
or complex, must differentiate persons in
terms of both prestige and esteem, and
must therefore possess a certain amount of
institutionalized inequality.

It does not follow that the amount or
type of inequality need be the same in all
societies. This is largely a function of fac-
tors that will be discussed presently.

The Two Determinants of
Positional Rank

Granting the general function that inequal-
ity subserves, one can specify the two factors


sean
Text Box
Davis, Kingsley, and Wilbert E. Moore. “Some Principles of Stratification.” The Inequality Reader: Contemporary and Foundational Readings in Race, Class, and Gender. Boulder, CO: Westview, 2011. 16-19. Print.



16 KINGSLEY DAVIS AND WILBERT E. MOORE

that determine the relative rank of different
positions. In general those positions convey
the best reward, and hence have the highest
rank, which (a) have the greatest impor-
tance for the society and (b) require the
greatest training or talent. The first factor
concerns function and is a matter of relative
significance; the second concerns means
and is a matter of scarcity.

Differential Functional Importance.  Actu-
ally a society does not need to reward posi-
tions in proportion to their functional
importance. It merely needs to give suffi-
cient reward to them to insure that they
will be filled competently. In other words, it
must see that less essential positions do not
compete successfully with more essential
ones. If a position is easily filled, it need not
be heavily rewarded, even though impor-
tant. On the other hand, if it is important
but hard to fill, the reward must be high
enough to get it filled anyway. Functional
importance is therefore a necessary but not
a sufficient cause of high rank being as-
signed to a position.?

Differential Scarcity of Personnel. Practi-
cally all positions, no matter how acquired,
require some form of skill or capacity for
performance. This is implicit in the very
notion of position, which implies that the
incumbent must, by virtue of his incum-
bency, accomplish certain things.

There are, ultimately, only two ways in
which a person’s qualifications come about:
through inherent capacity or through train-
ing. Obviously, in concrete activities both
are always necessary, but from a practical
standpoint the scarcity may lie primarily in
one or the other, as well as in both. Some
positions require innate talents of such high
degree that the persons who fill them are

bound to be rare. In many cases, however,
talent is fairly abundant in the population
but the training process is so long, costly,
and elaborate that relatively few can qualify.
Modern medicine, for example, is within
the mental capacity of most individuals,
but a medical education is so burdensome
and expensive that virtually none would
undertake it if the position of the M.D. did
not carry a reward commensurate with the
sacrifice.

If the talents required for a position are
abundant and the training easy, the method
of acquiring the position may have little to
do with its duties. There may be, in fact, a
virtually accidental relationship. But if the
skills required are scarce by reason of the
rarity of talent or the costliness of training,
the position, if functionally important,
must have an attractive power that will
draw the necessary skills in competition
with other positions. This means, in effect,
that the position must be high in the social
scale—must command great prestige, high
salary, ample leisure, and the like.

How Variations Are to Be Understood. In
so far as there is a difference between one
system of stratification and another, it is at-
tributable to whatever factors affect the two
determinants of differential reward—
namely, functional importance and scarcity
of personnel. Positions important in one
society may not be important in another, be-
cause the conditions faced by the societies,
or their degree of internal development, may
be different. The same conditions, in turn,
may affect the question of scarcity; for in
some societies the stage of development, or
the external situation, may wholly obviate
the necessity of certain kinds of skill or tal-
ent. Any particular system of stratification,
then, can be understood as a product of the
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special conditions affecting the two afore-
mentioned grounds of differential reward.

NOTES

1. Kingsley Davis, “A Conceptual Analysis of
Stratification,” American Sociological Review.
7:309-321, June, 1942.

2. The writers regret (and beg indulgence) that
the present essay, a condensation of a longer study,
covers so much in such short space that adequate
evidence and qualification cannot be given and
that as a result what is actually very tentative is
presented in an unfortunately dogmatic manner.

3. Unfortunately, functional importance is dif-
ficult to establish. To use the position’s prestige to
establish it, as is often unconsciously done, con-
stitutes circular reasoning from our point of view.
There are, however, two independent clues: (a)
the‘ degree to which a position is functionally
unique, there being no other positions that can

perform the same function satisfactorily; (b) the
degree to which other positions are dependent on
the one in question. Both clues are best exempli-
fied in organized systems of positions built
around one major function. Thus, in most com-
plex societies the religious, political, economic,
and educational functions are handled by distinct
structures not easily interchangeable. In addition,
each structure possesses many different positions,
some clearly dependent on, if not subordinate to,
others. In sum, when an institutional nucleus be-
comes differentiated around one main function,
and at the same time organizes a large portion of
t!u? population into its relationships, the ey po-
sitions in it are of the highest functional impor-
tance. The absence of such specialization does
not prove functional unimportance, for the
whole society may be relatively unspecialized;
but it is safe to assume that the more important

functions receive the first and clearest structural
differentiation.
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Harrison Bergeron

HARRISON BERGERON

by Kurt Vonnegut, Jr.

THE YEAR WAS 2081, and everybody was finally equal. They weren't only
equal before God and the law. They were equal every which way. Nobody was
smarter than anybody else. Nobody was better looking than anybody else.
Nobody was stronger or quicker than anybody else. All this equality was due to
the 211th, 212th, and 213th Amendments to the Constitution, and to the unceasing
vigilance of agents of the United States Handicapper General.

Some things about living still weren't quite right, though. April for instance, still
drove people crazy by not being springtime. And it was in that clammy month that
the H-G men took George and Hazel Bergeron's fourteen-year-old son, Harrison,
away.

It was tragic, all right, but George and Hazel couldn't think about it very hard.
Hazel had a perfectly average intelligence, which meant she couldn't think about
anything except in short bursts. And George, while his intelligence was way
above normal, had a little mental handicap radio in his ear. He was required by
law to wear it at all times. It was tuned to a government transmitter. Every twenty
seconds or so, the transmitter would send out some sharp noise to keep people like
George from taking unfair advantage of their brains.

George and Hazel were watching television. There were tears on Hazel's cheeks,
but she'd forgotten for the moment what they were about.

On the television screen were ballerinas.

A buzzer sounded in George's head. His thoughts fled in panic, like bandits from a
burglar alarm.

"That was a real pretty dance, that dance they just did," said Hazel.
"Huh" said George.
"That dance-it was nice," said Hazel.

"Yup," said George. He tried to think a little about the ballerinas. They weren't
really very good-no better than anybody else would have been, anyway. They
were burdened with sashweights and bags of birdshot, and their faces were
masked, so that no one, seeing a free and graceful gesture or a pretty face, would
feel like something the cat drug in. George was toying with the vague notion that
maybe dancers shouldn't be handicapped. But he didn't get very far with it before
another noise in his ear radio scattered his thoughts.
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George winced. So did two out of the eight ballerinas.

Hazel saw him wince. Having no mental handicap herself, she had to ask George
what the latest sound had been.

"Sounded like somebody hitting a milk bottle with a ball peen hammer," said
George.

"I'd think it would be real interesting, hearing all the different sounds," said Hazel
a little envious. "All the things they think up."

"Um," said George.

"Only, if I was Handicapper General, you know what I would do?" said Hazel.
Hazel, as a matter of fact, bore a strong resemblance to the Handicapper General,
a woman named Diana Moon Glampers. "If I was Diana Moon Glampers," said
Hazel, "I'd have chimes on Sunday-just chimes. Kind of in honor of religion."

"I could think, if it was just chimes," said George.

"Well-maybe make 'em real loud," said Hazel. "I think I'd make a good
Handicapper General."

"Good as anybody else," said George.
"Who knows better than I do what normal i1s?" said Hazel.

"Right," said George. He began to think glimmeringly about his abnormal son
who was now in jail, about Harrison, but a twenty-one-gun salute in his head
stopped that.

"Boy!" said Hazel, "that was a doozy, wasn't it?"

It was such a doozy that George was white and trembling, and tears stood on the
rims of his red eyes. Two of of the eight ballerinas had collapsed to the studio
floor, were holding their temples.

"All of a sudden you look so tired," said Hazel. "Why don't you stretch out on the
sofa, so's you can rest your handicap bag on the pillows, honeybunch." She was
referring to the forty-seven pounds of birdshot in a canvas bag, which was
padlocked around George's neck. "Go on and rest the bag for a little while," she
said. "I don't care if you're not equal to me for a while."

George weighed the bag with his hands. "I don't mind it," he said. "I don't notice
it any more. It's just a part of me."

"You been so tired lately-kind of wore out," said Hazel. "If there was just some
way we could make a little hole in the bottom of the bag, and just take out a few
of them lead balls. Just a few."

"Two years in prison and two thousand dollars fine for every ball I took out," said
George. "I don't call that a bargain."
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"If you could just take a few out when you came home from work," said Hazel. "I
mean-you don't compete with anybody around here. You just sit around."

"If I tried to get away with it," said George, "then other people'd get away with it-
and pretty soon we'd be right back to the dark ages again, with everybody
competing against everybody else. You wouldn't like that, would you?"

"I'd hate it," said Hazel.

"There you are," said George. The minute people start cheating on laws, what do
you think happens to society?"

If Hazel hadn't been able to come up with an answer to this question, George
couldn't have supplied one. A siren was going off in his head.

"Reckon it'd fall all apart," said Hazel.

"What would?" said George blankly.

"Society," said Hazel uncertainly. "Wasn't that what you just said?
"Who knows?" said George.

The television program was suddenly interrupted for a news bulletin. It wasn't
clear at first as to what the bulletin was about, since the announcer, like all
announcers, had a serious speech impediment. For about half a minute, and in a
state of high excitement, the announcer tried to say, "Ladies and Gentlemen."

He finally gave up, handed the bulletin to a ballerina to read.

"That's all right-" Hazel said of the announcer, "he tried. That's the big thing. He
tried to do the best he could with what God gave him. He should get a nice raise
for trying so hard."

"Ladies and Gentlemen," said the ballerina, reading the bulletin. She must have
been extraordinarily beautiful, because the mask she wore was hideous. And it
was easy to see that she was the strongest and most graceful of all the dancers, for
her handicap bags were as big as those worn by two-hundred pound men.

And she had to apologize at once for her voice, which was a very unfair voice for
a woman to use. Her voice was a warm, luminous, timeless melody. "Excuse me-'
she said, and she began again, making her voice absolutely uncompetitive.

1

"Harrison Bergeron, age fourteen," she said in a grackle squawk, "has just
escaped from jail, where he was held on suspicion of plotting to overthrow the
government. He is a genius and an athlete, is under-handicapped, and should be
regarded as extremely dangerous."

A police photograph of Harrison Bergeron was flashed on the screen-upside
down, then sideways, upside down again, then right side up. The picture showed
the full length of Harrison against a background calibrated in feet and inches. He
was exactly seven feet tall.
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The rest of Harrison's appearance was Halloween and hardware. Nobody had
ever born heavier handicaps. He had outgrown hindrances faster than the H-G
men could think them up. Instead of a little ear radio for a mental handicap, he
wore a tremendous pair of earphones, and spectacles with thick wavy lenses. The
spectacles were intended to make him not only half blind, but to give him
whanging headaches besides.

Scrap metal was hung all over him. Ordinarily, there was a certain symmetry, a
military neatness to the handicaps issued to strong people, but Harrison looked like
a walking junkyard. In the race of life, Harrison carried three hundred pounds.

And to offset his good looks, the H-G men required that he wear at all times a red
rubber ball for a nose, keep his eyebrows shaved off, and cover his even white
teeth with black caps at snaggle-tooth random.

"If you see this boy," said the ballerina, "do not - I repeat, do not - try to reason
with him."

There was the shriek of a door being torn from its hinges.

Screams and barking cries of consternation came from the television set. The
photograph of Harrison Bergeron on the screen jumped again and again, as
though dancing to the tune of an earthquake.

George Bergeron correctly identified the earthquake, and well he might have - for
many was the time his own home had danced to the same crashing tune. "My
God-" said George, "that must be Harrison!"

The realization was blasted from his mind instantly by the sound of an automobile
collision in his head.

When George could open his eyes again, the photograph of Harrison was gone. A
living, breathing Harrison filled the screen.

Clanking, clownish, and huge, Harrison stood - in the center of the studio. The
knob of the uprooted studio door was still in his hand. Ballerinas, technicians,
musicians, and announcers cowered on their knees before him, expecting to die.

"I am the Emperor!" cried Harrison. "Do you hear? I am the Emperor! Everybody
must do what I say at once!" He stamped his foot and the studio shook.

"Even as I stand here" he bellowed, "crippled, hobbled, sickened - I am a greater
ruler than any man who ever lived! Now watch me become what I can become!"

Harrison tore the straps of his handicap harness like wet tissue paper, tore straps
guaranteed to support five thousand pounds.

Harrison's scrap-iron handicaps crashed to the floor.

Harrison thrust his thumbs under the bar of the padlock that secured his head
harness. The bar snapped like celery. Harrison smashed his headphones and
spectacles against the wall.
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He flung away his rubber-ball nose, revealed a man that would have awed Thor,
the god of thunder.

"I shall now select my Empress!" he said, looking down on the cowering people.
"Let the first woman who dares rise to her feet claim her mate and her throne!"

A moment passed, and then a ballerina arose, swaying like a willow.

Harrison plucked the mental handicap from her ear, snapped off her physical
handicaps with marvelous delicacy. Last of all he removed her mask.

She was blindingly beautiful.

"Now-" said Harrison, taking her hand, "shall we show the people the meaning of
the word dance? Music!" he commanded.

The musicians scrambled back into their chairs, and Harrison stripped them of
their handicaps, too. "Play your best," he told them, "and I'll make you barons and
dukes and earls."

The music began. It was normal at first-cheap, silly, false. But Harrison snatched
two musicians from their chairs, waved them like batons as he sang the music as
he wanted it played. He slammed them back into their chairs.

The music began again and was much improved.

Harrison and his Empress merely listened to the music for a while-listened
gravely, as though synchronizing their heartbeats with it.

They shifted their weights to their toes.

Harrison placed his big hands on the girls tiny waist, letting her sense the
weightlessness that would soon be hers.

And then, in an explosion of joy and grace, into the air they sprang!

Not only were the laws of the land abandoned, but the law of gravity and the laws
of motion as well.

They reeled, whirled, swiveled, flounced, capered, gamboled, and spun.
They leaped like deer on the moon.

The studio ceiling was thirty feet high, but each leap brought the dancers nearer to
it.

It became their obvious intention to kiss the ceiling. They kissed it.

And then, neutraling gravity with love and pure will, they remained suspended in
air inches below the ceiling, and they kissed each other for a long, long time.

It was then that Diana Moon Glampers, the Handicapper General, came into the
studio with a double-barreled ten-gauge shotgun. She fired twice, and the Emperor
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and the Empress were dead before they hit the floor.

Diana Moon Glampers loaded the gun again. She aimed it at the musicians and
told them they had ten seconds to get their handicaps back on.

It was then that the Bergerons' television tube burned out.

Hazel turned to comment about the blackout to George. But George had gone out
into the kitchen for a can of beer.

George came back in with the beer, paused while a handicap signal shook him up.
And then he sat down again. "You been crying" he said to Hazel.

"Yup," she said.

"What about?" he said.

"I forget," she said. "Something real sad on television."
"What was it?" he said.

"It's all kind of mixed up in my mind," said Hazel.
"Forget sad things," said George.

"I always do," said Hazel.

"That's my girl," said George. He winced. There was the sound of a rivetting gun
in his head.

"Gee - I could tell that one was a doozy," said Hazel.
"You can say that again," said George.

"Gee-" said Hazel, "I could tell that one was a doozy."

"Harrison Bergeron" is copyrighted by Kurt Vonnegut, Jr., 1961 .
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The Ones Who Walk Away From Omelas

From The Wind's Twelve Quarters: Short Stories
by Ursula Le Guin

With a clamor of bells that set the swallows soaring, the Festival of Summer came to the
city Omelas, bright-towered by the sea. The rigging of the boats in harbor sparkled with flags. In
the streets between houses with red roofs and painted walls, between old moss-grown gardens
and under avenues of trees, past great parks and public buildings, processions moved. Some were
decorous: old people in long stiff robes of mauve and grey, grave master workmen, quiet, merry
women carrying their babies and chatting as they walked. In other streets the music beat faster, a
shimmering of gong and tambourine, and the people went dancing, the procession was a dance.
Children dodged in and out, their high calls rising like the swallows' crossing flights, over the
music and the singing. All the processions wound towards the north side of the city, where on the
great water-meadow called the Green' Fields boys and girls, naked in the bright air, with mud-
stained feet and ankles and long, lithe arms, exercised their restive horses before the race. The
horses wore no gear at all but a halter without bit. Their manes were braided with streamers of
silver, gold, and green. They flared their nostrils and pranced and boasted to one another; they
were vastly excited, the horse being the only animal who has adopted our ceremonies as his own.
Far off to the north and west the mountains stood up half encircling Omelas on her bay. The air
of morning was so clear that the snow still crowning the Eighteen Peaks burned with white-gold
fire across the miles of sunlit air, under the dark blue of the sky. There was just enough wind to
make the banners that marked the racecourse snap and flutter now and then. In the silence of the
broad green meadows one could hear the music winding through the city streets, farther and
nearer and ever approaching, a cheerful faint sweetness of the air that from time to time trembled
and gathered together and broke out into the great joyous clanging of the bells.

Joyous! How is one to tell about joy? How describe the citizens of Omelas?

They were not simple folk, you see, though they were happy. But we do not say the
words of cheer much any more. All smiles have become archaic. Given a description such as this
one tends to make certain assumptions. Given a description such as this one tends to look next
for the King, mounted on a splendid stallion and surrounded by his noble knights, or perhaps in a
golden litter borne by great-muscled slaves. But there was no king. They did not use swords, or
keep slaves. They were not barbarians. I do not know the rules and laws of their society, but I
suspect that they were singularly few. As they did without monarchy and slavery, so they also
got on without the stock exchange, the advertisement, the secret police, and the bomb. Yet I
repeat that these were not simple folk, not dulcet shepherds, noble savages, bland utopians. They
were not less complex than us. The trouble is that we have a bad habit, encouraged by pedants
and sophisticates, of considering happiness as something rather stupid. Only pain is intellectual,
only evil interesting. This is the treason of the artist: a refusal to admit the banality of evil and
the terrible boredom of pain. If you can't lick 'em, join 'em. If it hurts, repeat it. But to praise
despair is to condemn delight, to embrace violence is to lose hold of everything else. We have
almost lost hold; we can no longer describe a happy man, nor make any celebration of joy. How
can I tell you about the people of Omelas? They were not naive and happy children — though
their children were, in fact, happy. They were mature, intelligent, passionate adults whose lives
were not wretched. O miracle! but I wish I could describe it better. I wish I could convince you.



Omelas sounds in my words like a city in a fairy tale, long ago and far away, once upon a time.
Perhaps it would be best if you imagined it as your own fancy bids, assuming it will rise to the
occasion, for certainly I cannot suit you all. For instance, how about technology? I think that
there would be no cars or helicopters in and above the streets; this follows from the fact that the
people of Omelas are happy people. Happiness is based on a just discrimination of what is
necessary, what is neither necessary nor destructive, and what is destructive. In the middle
category, however — that of the unnecessary but undestructive, that of comfort, luxury,
exuberance, etc. -- they could perfectly well have central heating, subway trains,. washing
machines, and all kinds of marvelous devices not yet invented here, floating light-sources,
fuelless power, a cure for the common cold. Or they could have none of that: it doesn't matter.
As you like it. I incline to think that people from towns up and down the coast have been coming
in to Omelas during the last days before the Festival on very fast little trains and double-decked
trams, and that the train station of Omelas is actually the handsomest building in town, though
plainer than the magnificent Farmers' Market. But even granted trains, I fear that Omelas so far
strikes some of you as goody-goody. Smiles, bells, parades, horses, bleh. If so, please add an
orgy. If an orgy would help, don't hesitate. Let us not, however, have temples from which issue
beautiful nude priests and priestesses already half in ecstasy and ready to copulate with any man
or woman, lover or stranger who desires union with the deep godhead of the blood, although that
was my first idea. But really it would be better not to have any temples in Omelas — at least, not
manned temples. Religion yes, clergy no. Surely the beautiful nudes can just wander about,
offering themselves like divine souffles to the hunger of the needy and the rapture of the flesh.
Let them join the processions. Let tambourines be struck above the copulations, and the glory of
desire be proclaimed upon the gongs, and (a not unimportant point) let the offspring of these
delightful rituals be beloved and looked after by all. One thing I know there is none of in Omelas
is guilt. But what else should there be? I thought at first there were no drugs, but that is
puritanical. For those who like it, the faint insistent sweetness of drooz may perfume the ways of
the city, drooz which first brings a great lightness and brilliance to the mind and limbs, and then
after some hours a dreamy languor, and wonderful visions at last of the very arcana and inmost
secrets of the Universe, as well as exciting the pleasure of sex beyond all belief; and it is not
habit-forming. For more modest tastes I think there ought to be beer. What else, what else
belongs in the joyous city? The sense of victory, surely, the celebration of courage. But as we did
without clergy, let us do without soldiers. The joy built upon successful slaughter is not the right
kind of joy; it will not do; it is fearful and it is trivial. A boundless and generous contentment, a
magnanimous triumph felt not against some outer enemy but in communion with the finest and
fairest in the souls of all men everywhere and the splendor of the world's summer; this is what
swells the hearts of the people of Omelas, and the victory they celebrate is that of life. I really
don't think many of them need to take drooz.

Most of the processions have reached the Green Fields by now. A marvelous smell of
cooking goes forth from the red and blue tents of the provisioners. The faces of small children
are amiably sticky; in the benign grey beard of a man a couple of crumbs of rich pastry are
entangled. The youths and girls have mounted their horses and are beginning to group around the
starting line of the course. An old woman, small, fat, and laughing, is passing out flowers from a
basket, and tall young men, wear her flowers in their shining hair. A child of nine or ten sits at
the edge of the crowd, alone, playing on a wooden flute. People pause to listen, and they smile,
but they do not speak to him, for he never ceases playing and never sees them, his dark eyes
wholly rapt in the sweet, thin magic of the tune.



He finishes, and slowly lowers his hands holding the wooden flute.

As if that little private silence were the signal, all at once a trumpet sounds from the
pavilion near the starting line: imperious, melancholy, piercing. The horses rear on their slender
legs, and some of them neigh in answer. Sober-faced, the young riders stroke the horses' necks
and soothe them, whispering, "Quiet, quiet, there my beauty, my hope. . . ." They begin to form
in rank along the starting line. The crowds along the racecourse are like a field of grass and
flowers in the wind. The Festival of Summer has begun.

Do you believe? Do you accept the festival, the city, the joy? No? Then let me describe
one more thing.

In a basement under one of the beautiful public buildings of Omelas, or perhaps in the
cellar of one of its spacious private homes, there is a room. It has one locked door, and no
window. A little light seeps in dustily between cracks in the boards, secondhand from a
cobwebbed window somewhere across the cellar. In one corner of the little room a couple of
mops, with stiff, clotted, foul-smelling heads, stand near a rusty bucket. The floor is dirt, a little
damp to the touch, as cellar dirt usually is. The room is about three paces long and two wide: a
mere broom closet or disused tool room. In the room a child is sitting. It could be a boy or a girl.
It looks about six, but actually is nearly ten. It is feeble-minded. Perhaps it was born defective or
perhaps it has become imbecile through fear, malnutrition, and neglect. It picks its nose and
occasionally fumbles vaguely with its toes or genitals, as it sits haunched in the corner farthest
from the bucket and the two mops. It is afraid of the mops. It finds them horrible. It shuts its
eyes, but it knows the mops are still standing there; and the door is locked; and nobody will
come. The door is always locked; and nobody ever comes, except that sometimes-the child has
no understanding of time or interval — sometimes the door rattles terribly and opens, and a
person, or several people, are there. One of them may come and kick the child to make it stand
up. The others never come close, but peer in at it with frightened, disgusted eyes. The food bowl
and the water jug are hastily filled, the door is locked, the eyes disappear. The people at the door
never say anything, but the child, who has not always lived in the tool room, and can remember
sunlight and its mother's voice, sometimes speaks. "I will be good," it says. "Please let me out. I
will be good!" They never answer. The child used to scream for help at night, and cry a good
deal, but now it only makes a kind of whining, "eh-haa, eh-haa," and it speaks less and less often.
It is so thin there are no calves to its legs; its belly protrudes; it lives on a half-bowl of corn meal
and grease a day. It is naked. Its buttocks and thighs are a mass of festered sores, as it sits in its
own excrement continually.

They all know it is there, all the people of Omelas. Some of them have come to see it,
others are content merely to know it is there. They all know that it has to be there. Some of them
understand why, and some do not, but they all understand that their happiness, the beauty of their
city, the tenderness of their friendships, the health of their children, the wisdom of their scholars,
the skill of their makers, even the abundance of their harvest and the kindly weathers of their
skies, depend wholly on this child's abominable misery.

This is usually explained to children when they are between eight and twelve, whenever
they seem capable of understanding; and most of those who come to see the child are young
people, though often enough an adult comes, or comes back, to see the child. No matter how well



the matter has been explained to them, these young spectators are always shocked and sickened
at the sight. They feel disgust, which they had thought themselves superior to. They feel anger,
outrage, impotence, despite all the explanations. They would like to do something for the child.
But there is nothing they can do. If the child were brought up into the sunlight out of that vile
place, if it were cleaned and fed and comforted, that would be a good thing, indeed; but if it were
done, in that day and hour all the prosperity and beauty and delight of Omelas would wither and
be destroyed. Those are the terms. To exchange all the goodness and grace of every life in
Omelas for that single, small improvement: to throw away the happiness of thousands for the
chance of the happiness of one: that would be to let guilt within the walls indeed.

The terms are strict and absolute; there may not even be a kind word spoken to the child.

Often the young people go home in tears, or in a tearless rage, when they have seen the
child and faced this terrible paradox. They may brood over it for weeks or years. But as time
goes on they begin to realize that even if the child could be released, it would not get much good
of its freedom: a little vague pleasure of warmth and food, no doubt, but little more. It is too
degraded and imbecile to know any real joy. It has been afraid too long ever to be free of fear. Its
habits are too uncouth for it to respond to humane treatment. Indeed, after so long it would
probably be wretched without walls about it to protect it, and darkness for its eyes, and its own
excrement to sit in. Their tears at the bitter injustice dry when they begin to perceive the terrible
justice of reality, and to accept it. Yet it is their tears and anger, the trying of their generosity and
the acceptance of their helplessness, which are perhaps the true source of the splendor of their
lives. Theirs is no vapid, irresponsible happiness. They know that they, like the child, are not
free. They know compassion. It is the existence of the child, and their knowledge of its existence,
that makes possible the nobility of their architecture, the poignancy of their music, the profundity
of their science. It is because of the child that they are so gentle with children. They know that if
the wretched one were not there snivelling in the dark, the other one, the flute-player, could
make no joyful music as the young riders line up in their beauty for the race in the sunlight of the
first morning of summer.

Now do you believe in them? Are they not more credible? But there is one more thing to
tell, and this is quite incredible.

At times one of the adolescent girls or boys who go to see the child does not go home to
weep or rage, does not, in fact, go home at all. Sometimes also a man or woman much older falls
silent for a day or two, and then leaves home. These people go out into the street, and walk down
the street alone. They keep walking, and walk straight out of the city of Omelas, through the
beautiful gates. They keep walking across the farmlands of Omelas. Each one goes alone, youth
or girl man or woman. Night falls; the traveler must pass down village streets, between the
houses with yellow-lit windows, and on out into the darkness of the fields. Each alone, they go
west or north, towards the mountains. They go on. They leave Omelas, they walk ahead into the
darkness, and they do not come back. The place they go towards is a place even less imaginable
to most of us than the city of happiness. I cannot describe it at all. It is possible that it does not
exist. But they seem to know where they are going, the ones who walk away from Omelas.



THE UNKNOWN CITIZEN
BY W. H. AUDEN

(To JS/07 M 378
This Marble Monument
Is Erected by the State)

He was found by the Bureau of Statistics to be

One against whom there was no official complaint,

And all the reports on his conduct agree

That, in the modern sense of an old-fashioned word, he was a saint,
For in everything he did he served the Greater Community.

Except for the War till the day he retired

He worked in a factory and never got fired,

But satisfied his employers, Fudge Motors Inc.

Yet he wasn't a scab or odd in his views,

For his Union reports that he paid his dues,

(Our report on his Union shows it was sound)

And our Social Psychology workers found

That he was popular with his mates and liked a drink.

The Press are convinced that he bought a paper every day

And that his reactions to advertisements were normal in every way.
Policies taken out in his name prove that he was fully insured,

And his Health-card shows he was once in a hospital but left it cured.
Both Producers Research and High-Grade Living declare

He was fully sensible to the advantages of the Installment Plan

And had everything necessary to the Modern Man,

A phonograph, a radio, a car and a frigidaire.

Our researchers into Public Opinion are content

That he held the proper opinions for the time of year;

When there was peace, he was for peace: when there was war, he went.
He was married and added five children to the population,

Which our Eugenist says was the right number for a parent of his generation.
And our teachers report that he never interfered with their education.
Was he free? Was he happy? The question is absurd:

Had anything been wrong, we should certainly have heard.

From Another Time by W. H. Auden.
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Why Race, Class, and Gender
Still Matter

MARGARET L. ANDERSEN AND
PATRICIA HILL COLLINS

he United States is a nation where people are supposed to be able to rise

above their origins. Those who want to succeed, it is believed, can do so
through hard work and solid effort because the nation is founded on the princi-
ple of equality. Although equality has historically been denied to many, there is
now a legal framework in place that guarantees protection from discrimination
and equal treatment for all citizens. Historic social movements, such as the civil
rights movement and the feminist movement, raised people’s consciousness
about the rights of minority groups and women. Moreover, these movements
have generated new opportunities for multiple groups—African Americans,
Latinos, White women, disabled people, lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans-gendered
(LGBT) peoples, and older people, to name some of the groups that have been
beneficiaries of civil rights action and legislation. And, if you ask Americans if
they support non-discrimination policies, the overwhelming number will say,
“Yes.” Why, then, do race, class, and gender still matter?

Race, class, and gender still matter because they continue to structure society in
ways that value some lives more than others. Currently, some groups have more
opportunities and resources, while other groups struggle. Race, class, and gender
matter because they remain the foundations for systems of power and inequality
that, despite our nation’s diversity, continue to be among the most significant social
facts of people’s lives. Thus, despite having removed the formal barriers to opportu-
nity, the United States is still highly stratified along lines of race, class, and gender.

1
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In this book, we ask students to think about race, class, and gender as systems
of power. We want to encourage readers to imagine ways to transform, rather
than reproduce, existing social arrangements. This starts with shifting one’s
thinking so that groups who are often silenced or ignored become heard. All
social groups are located in a system of power relationships wherein your social
location can shape what you know—and what others know about you. As a
result, dominant forms of knowledge have been constructed largely from the
experiences of the most powerful—that is, those who have the most access to
systems of education and communication. Thus, to acquire a more inclusive
view—one that pays attention to group experiences that may differ from your
own—requires that you form a new frame of vision.

You can think of this as if you were taking a photograph. For years, poor
people, women, and people of color—and especially poor women of color—were
totally outside the frame of vision of more powerful groups or distorted by
their views. If you move your angle of sight to include those who have been
overlooked, however, some accepted points of view may seem less revealing or
just plain wrong. Completely new subjects can also appear. This is more than a
matter of sharpening one’s focus, although that is required for clarity. Instead,
this new angle of vision means actually seeing things differently, perhaps even
changing the lens you look through—thereby removing the filters (or stereo-
types and misconceptions) that you bring to what you see and think.

DEVELOPING A RACE, CLASS,
AND GENDER PERSPECTIVE

In this book we ask you to think about how race, class, and gender matter in
shaping everyone’s lived experiences. We focus on the United States, but
increasingly the inclusive vision we present here matters on a global scale as
well. Thinking from a perspective that engages race, class, and gender is not
just about illuminating the experiences of oppressed groups. It also changes
how we understand groups who are on both sides of power and privilege. For
example, the development of women’s studies has changed what we know and
how we think about women; at the same time, it has changed what we know
and how we think about men. This does not mean that women’s studies is about
“male-bashing.” It means taking the experiences of women and men seriously
and analyzing how race, class, and gender shape the experiences of both men
and women—in different, but interrelated, ways. Likewise, the study of racial
and ethnic groups begins by leamning the diverse histories and experiences of
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these groups. In doing so, we also transform our understanding of White experi-
ences. Rethinking class means seeing the vastly different experiences of both
wealthy, middle-class, working class, and poor people in the United States and
learning to think differently about privilege and opportunity. The exclusionary
thinking that comes from past frames of vision simply does not reveal the intri-
cate interconnections that exist among the different groups that comprise the
U.S. society.

It is important to stress that thinking about race, class, and gender is not
just a matter of studying victims. Relying too heavily on the experiences of
poor people, women, and people of color can erase our ability to see race,
class, and gender as an integral part of everyone’s experiences. We remind stu-
dents that race, class, and gender have affected the experiences of all individuals
and groups. As a result, we do not think we should talk only about women
when talking about gender or only about poor people when talking about
class. Because race, class, and gender affect the experiences of all, it is important
to study Whites when analyzing race, the experiences of the affluent when
analyzing class, and to study men when analyzing gender. Furthermore, we
should not forget women when studying race or think only about Whites
when studying gender.

So you might ask, how does reconstructing knowledge about excluded
groups matter? To begin with, knowledge is not just some abstract thing—good
to have, but not all that important. There are real consequences to having
partial or distorted knowledge. First, knowledge is not just about content and
information; it provides an orientation to the world. What you know frames
how you behave and how you think about yourself and others. If what you
know is wrong because it is based on exclusionary thought, you are likely to
act in exclusionary ways, thereby reproducing the racism, anti-Semitism, sexism,
class oppression, and homophobia of society. This may not be because you are
intentionally racist, anti-Semitic, sexist, elitist, or homophobic; it may simply be
because you do not know any better. Challenging oppressive race, class, and
gender relations in society requires reconstructing what we know so that we
have some basis from which to change these damaging and dehumanizing
systems of oppression.

Second, learning about other groups helps you realize the partiality of your
own perspective; furthermore, this is true for both dominant and subordinate
groups. Knowing only the history of Puerto Rican women, for example, or
seeing their history only in single-minded terms will not reveal the historical
linkages between the oppression of Puerto Rican women and the exclusionary
and exploitative treatment of African Americans, working-class Whites, Asian
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American men, and similar groups. This is discussed by Ronald T. Takaki in his
essay included here (“A Different Mirror”) on the multicultural history of
American society.

Finally, having misleading and incorrect knowledge leads to the formation of
bad social policy—policy that then reproduces, rather than solves, social pro-
blems. U.S. immigration policy has often taken a one-size-fits-all approach, fail-
ing to recognize that vast differences among groups coming to the United States
privilege some and disadvantage others. Taking a broader view of social issues

fosters more effective social policy.

RACE, CLASS, AND GENDER AS A MATRIX
OF DOMINATION

Race, class, and gender shape the experiences of all people in the United States.
This fact has been widely documented in research and, to some extent, is
commonly understood. Thus, for years, social scientists have studied the conse-
quences of race, class, and gender inequality for different groups in society. The
framework of race, class, and gender studies presented here, however, explores
how race, class, and gender operate together in people’s lives. Fundamentally, race,
class, and gender are intersecting categories of experience that affect all aspects
of human life; thus, they simultaneously structure the experiences of all people in
this society. At any moment, race, class, or gender may feel more salient or
meaningful in a given person’s life, but they are overlapping and cumulative in
their effects.

In this volume we focus on several core features of this intersectional frame-
work for studying race, class, and gender. First, we emphasize social structure in
our efforts to conceptualize intersections of race, class, and gender. We use the
approach of a matrix of domination to analyze race, class, and gender. A matrix of
domination sees social structure as having multiple, interlocking levels of domi-
nation that stem from the societal configuration of race, class, and gender rela-
tions. This structural pattern affects individual consciousness, group interaction,
and group access to institutional power and privileges (Collins 2000). Within
this structural framework, we focus less on comparing race, class, and gender as
separate systems of power than on investigating the structural patterns that join
them. Because of the simultaneity of race, class, and gender in people’s lives,
intersections of race, class, and gender can be seen in individual stories and
personal experience. In fact, much exciting work on the intersections of race,
class, and gender appears in autobiographies, fiction, and personal essays. We do
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recognize the significance of these individual narratives and include many here,
but we also emphasize social structures that provide the context for individual
experiences.

Second, studying interconnections among race, class, and gender within a
context of social structures helps us understand how race, class, and gender are
manifested differently, depending on their configuration with the others. Thus,
one might say African American men are privileged as men, but this may not be
true when their race and class are also taken into account. Otherwise, how can
we possibly explain the particular disadvantages African American men experi-
ence in the criminal justice system, in education, and in the labor market? For
that matter, how can we explain the experiences that Native American women
undergo—disadvantaged by the unique experiences that they have based on race,
class, and gender—none of which is isolated from the effects of the others?
Studying the connections among race, class, and gender reveals that divisions
by race and by class and by gender are not as clear-cut as they may seem.
White women, for example, may be disadvantaged because of gender but
privileged by race and perhaps (but not necessarily) by class. And increasing
class differentiation within racial-ethnic groups reminds us that race is not a
monolithic category, as can be seen in the fact that White poverty is increasing
more than poverty among other groups, even while some Whites are the most
powerful members of society.

Third, the matrix of domination approach to race, class, and gender studies is
historically grounded. We have chosen to emphasize the intersections of race,
class, and gender as institutional systems that have had a special impact in the
United States. Yet race, class, and gender intersect with other categories of expe-
rience, such as sexuality, ethnicity, age, ability, religion, and nationality. Histori-
cally, these intersections have taken varying forms from one society to the next;
within any given society, the connections among them also shift. Thus, race is
not inherently more important than gender, just as sexuality is not inherently
more significant than class and ethnicity.

Given the complex and changing relationships among these categories of
analysis, we ground our analysis in the historical, institutional context of the
United States. Doing so means that race, class, and gender emerge as fundamen-
tal categories of analysis in the U.S. setting, so significant that in many ways they
influence all of the other categories. Systems of race, class, and gender have been
so consistently and deeply codified in U.S. laws that they have had intergenera-
tional effects on economic, political, and social institutions. For example, the
capitalist class relations that have characterized all phases of U.S. history have
routinely privileged or penalized groups organized by gender and by race. U.S.
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social institutions have reproduced economic equalities for poor people, women,
and people of color from one generation to the next. Thus, in the United States,
race, class, and gender demonstrate visible, long-standing, material effects that in
many ways foreshadow more recently visible categories of ethnicity, religion,

age, ability, and/or sexuality.

DIFFERENCE, DIVERSITY,
AND MULTICULTURALISM

How does the matrix of domination framework differ from other ways of con-
ceptualizing race, class, and gender relationships? We think this can be best
understood by contrasting the matrix of domination framework to what might be
called a difference framework of race, class, and gender studies as well as related
frameworks that emphasize diversity and multiculturalism. A difference frame-
work, though viewing some of the common processes in race, class, and gender
relations, tends to focus on unique group experiences. Books that use a frame-
work of difference (or diversity or multiculturalism) will likely include writings
by diverse groups of people, but on closer inspection, you will see that many of
these writings treat race, class, and gender separately. Although we think such
studies are valuable and add to the body of knowledge about race, class, and
gender, we distinguish our work by looking at the interrelationships among race,
class, and gender, not just their unique ways of being experienced.

You might think of the distinction between the two approaches as one of
thinking comparatively, which is an example of one of the core features of a
difference framework, versus thinking relationally, which is the hallmark of the
matrix of domination approach. For example, in the difference framework indi-
viduals are encouraged to compare their experiences with those supposedly
unlike them. When you think comparatively, you might look at how different
groups have, for example, encountered prejudice and discrimination or you
might compare laws prohibiting interracial marriage to current debates about
same-sex marriage. These are important and interesting questions, but they are
taken a step further when you think beyond comparison to the structural
relationships between different group experiences. In contrast, when you think
relationally, you see the social structures that simultaneously generate unique
group histories and link them together in society. You then untangle the work-
ings of social systems that shape the experiences of different people and groups,
and you move beyond just comparing (for example) gender oppression with race
oppression or the oppression of gays and lesbians with that of racial groups.
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Recognizing how intersecting systems of power shape different groups’ experi-
ences positions you to think about changing the system, not just documenting
the effects of such systems on different people.

The language of difference encourages comparative thinking. People think
comparatively when they leam about experiences other than their own and begin
comparing and contrasting the experiences of different groups. This is a step
beyond centering one’s thinking in a single group (typically one’s own), but it is
nonetheless limited. For example, when students encounter studies of race, class,
and gender for the first time, they often ask, “How is this group’s experience like
or not like my own?” This is an important question and a necessary first step, but it
is not enough. For one thing, it frames one’s understanding of different groups only
within the context of other groups’ experiences; thus, it can assume an artificial
norm against which different groups are judged. Furthermore, it tends to promote
ranking the oppression of one group compared to another, as if the important thing
were to determine who is most victimized. Thinking comparatively tends to
assume that race, class, and gender constitute separate and independent components
of human experience that can be compared for their similarities and differences.

We should point out that comparative thinking can foster greater under-
standing and tolerance, but comparative thinking alone can also leave intact the
power relations that create race, class, and gender relations. Because the concept
of difference contains the unspoken question “different from what?” this frame-
work can privilege those who are deemed to be “normal” and stigmatize people
who are labeled as “different.” And because it is based on comparison, the very
concept of difference fosters dichotomous, either/or thinking. Some approaches
to difference place people in either/or categories, as if one is either Black or
White, oppressed or oppressor, powerful or powerless, normal or different
when few of us fit neatly into any of these restrictive categories.

Some difference frameworks try to move beyond comparing systems of race,
class, and gender by thinking in terms of an additive approach. The additive
approach is reflected in terms such as double and triple jeopardy. Within this
logic, poor African American women seemingly experience the triple oppression
of race, gender, and class, whereas poor Latina lesbians encounter quadruple
oppression, and so on. But social inequality cannot necessarily be quantified in
this fashion. Adding together “differences” (thought to lie in one’s difference
from the norm) produces a hierarchy of difference that ironically reinstalls those
who are additively privileged at the top while relegating those who are additively
oppressed to the bottom. We do not think of race and gender oppression in the
simple additive terms implied by phrases such as double and triple jeopardy. The
effects of race, class, and gender do “add up,” both over time and in intensity of
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impact, but seeing race, class, and gender only in additive terms misses the social
structural connections among them and the particular ways in which different
configurations of race, class, and gender affect group experiences.

Within difference frameworks, this additive thinking can foster another
troubling outcome. One can begin with the concepts of race, class, and gender
and continue to “add on” additional types of difference. Ethnicity, sexuality, reli-
gion, age, and ability all can be added on to race, class, and gender in ways that
suggest that any of these forms of difference can substitute for others. This use of
difference fosters a view of oppressions as equivalent and as being the same.
Recognizing that difference encompasses more than race, class, and gender is a
step in the right direction. But continuing to add on many distinctive forms
of difference can be a never-ending process. After all, there are as many forms of
difference as there are individuals. Ironically, this form of recognizing difference
can erase the workings of power just as effectively as diversity initiatives.

When it comes to conceptualizing race, class, and gender relations, the
matrix of domination approach also differs from another version of the focus
on difference, namely, thinking about diversity. Diversity has become a catch-
word for trying to understand the complexities of race, class, and gender in the
United States. What does diversity mean? Because the American public has become
a more heterogeneous population, diversity has become a buzzword—populady
used, but loosely defined. People use diversity to mean cultural variety, numerical
representation, changing social norms, and the inequalities that characterize the
status of different groups. In thinking about diversity, people have recognized
that race, class, gender, age, sexual orientation, and ethnicity matter; thus, groups
who have previously been invisible, including people of color, gays, lesbians, and
bisexuals, older people, and immigrants, are now in some ways more visible. At
the same time that diversity is more commonly recognized, however, these
same groups continue to be defined as “other”; that is, they are perceived through
dominant group values, treated in exclusionary ways, and subjected to social
injustice and economic inequality.

The movement to “understand diversity” has made many people more sen-
sitive and aware of the intersections of race, class, and gender. Thinking about
diversity has also encouraged students and social activists to see linkages to other
categories of analysis, including sexuality, age, religion, physical disability,
national identity, and ethnicity. But appreciating diversity is not the only point.
The very term diversity implies that understanding race, class, and gender is sim-
ply a matter of recognizing the plurality of views and experiences in society—as
if race, class, and gender were benign categories that foster diverse experiences
instead of systems of power that produce social inequalities.

e
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Diversity initiatives hold that the diversity created by race, class, and gender
differences are pleasing and important, both to individuals and to society as a
whole—so important, in fact, that diversity should be celebrated. Under diversity
initiatives, ethnic foods, costumes, customs, and festivals are celebrated, and stu-
dents and employees receive diversity training to heighten their multicultural
awareness. Diversity initiatives also advance a notion that, despite their differ-
ences, “people are really the same.” Under this view, the diversity created by
race, class, and gender constitutes cosmetic differences of style, not structural
opportunities.

Certainly, opening our awareness of distinct group experiences is important,
but some approaches to diversity can erase the very real differences in power that
race, class, and gender create. For example, diversity initiatives have asked people
to challenge the silence that has surrounded many group experiences. In this
framework, people think about diversity as “listening to the voices” of a multi-
tude of previously silenced groups. This is an important part of coming to under-
stand race, class, and gender, but it is not enough. One problem is that people
may begin hearing the voices as if they were disembodied from particular histor-
ical and social conditions. This perspective can make experience seem to be just a
matter of competing discourses, personifying “voice” as if the voice or discourse
itself constituted lived experience. Second, the “voices” approach suggests that
any analysis is incomplete unless every voice is heard. In a sense, of course, this
is true, because inclusion of silenced people is one of the goals of race/class/
gender work. But in a situation where it is impossible to hear every voice, how
does one decide which voices are more important than others? One might ask,
who are the privileged listeners within these voice metaphors?

We think that the matrix of domination model is more analytical than either
the difference or diversity frameworks because of its focus on structural systems of
power and inequality. This means that race, class, and gender involve more than
either comparing and adding up oppressions or privileges or appreciating cultural
diversity. The matrix of domination model requires analysis and criticism of existing
systems of power and privilege; otherwise, understanding diversity becomes just one
more privilege for those with the greatest access to education—something that has
always been a mark of the elite class. Therefore, race, class, and gender studies mean
more than just knowing the cultures of an array of human groups. Instead, studying
race, class, and gender means recognizing and analyzing the hierarchies and systems
of domination that permeate society and limit our ability to achieve true democracy
and social justice.

Finally, the matrix of domination framework challenges the idea that race,
class, and gender are important only at the level of culture—an implication of
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as well as the intergenerational privileges of others. This is more than just adding
in different group experiences to already established frameworks of thought. It

means constructing new analyses that are focused on the centrality of race,
class, and gender in the experiences of us all.

DEVELOPING AN INCLUSIVE PERSPECTIVE

We want readers to understand that race, class, and gender are linked experi-
ences, no one of which is more important than the others; the three are interre-
lated and together configure the structure of U.S. society. You can begin to
develop a more inclusive perspective by asking: How does the world look differ-
ent if we put the experiences of those who have been excluded at the center of
our thinking? At first, people might be tempted to simply assert the perspective
and experience of their own group. Initially, this claiming of one’s experience
can be valuable and empowering, but ultimately centering exclusively in one’s
own experiences discourages inclusionary, relational thinking.

Developing an inclusive perspective calls for more than just seeing the world
through the perspective of any one group whose views have been distorted or
ignored. Remember that group membership cuts across race, class, and gender
categories. For example, one may be an Asian American working-class woman
or a Latino middle-class man or a gay, White working-class woman. Inclusive
perspectives see the interconnections between these experiences and do not
reduce a given person’s or group’s life to a single factor. In addition, developing
an inclusive perspective entails more than just summing up the experiences of
individual groups, as in the additive model discussed previously. Race, class,
and gender are social structural categories. This means that they are embedded
in the institutional structure of society. Understanding them requires a social
structural analysis—by which we mean revealing the race, class, and gender

patterns and processes that form the very framework of society.

We believe that thinking about the experiences of those who have been
excluded from knowledge changes how we think about society, history, and
culture. No longer do different groups seem “different,” “deviant,” or
“exotic.” Rather, specific patterns of the intersections of race, class, and gender
are revealed, as are the connections that exist among groups. We then learn how
our different experiences are linked, both historically and currently.

Once you understand that race, class, and gender are simultaneous and inter-
secting systems of relationship and meaning, you also can see the distinctive ways
that other categories of experience intersect in society. Age, religion, sexual
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orientation, nationality, physical ability, region, and ethnicity also shape systems
of privilege and inequality. We have tried to integrate these different experiences
throughout the book, although we could not indude as much as we would
have liked.

Because analysis of the historical role of diverse groups is critical to under-
standing who we are as a society and a culture, we open this section with
Ronald T. Takaki’s “A Different Mirror.” Takaki makes a point of showing
the common connections’ in the histories of African Americans, Chicanos, Irish
Americans, Jews, and Native Americans. He argues that only when we under-
stand a multidimensional history that encompasses race, class, and gender will we
see ourselves in the full complexity of our humanity. Several readings in this
section rely heavily on personal accounts that reflect the diverse experiences of
race, class, gender, and/or sexual orientation. We intend for the personal nature
of these accounts—especially those that provide personal accounts of what exclu-
sion means and how it feels—to build empathy among groups. We think that
empathy encourages an emotional stance that is critical to relational thinking
and developing an inclusive perspective.

Arturo Madrid (“Missing People and Others”), for example, shows how his
experience as a young Latino student was silenced throughout his educational
curriculum, leaving him to feel like an “other” in a society where he seemingly
had no place, no history, no culture. For him, this involves more than just
acknowledging the diverse histories, cultures, and experiences of groups who
have been defined as marginal in society—what we have come to think of as
“yaluing diversity.” But there is something more important than just valuing
the diverse histories and cultures of the different groups who constitute society
and that is to recognize how groups whose experiences have been vital in the
formation of society and culture have also been silenced in the construction of
knowledge about this society. The result is that what we know—about the
experiences of both these silenced groups and the dominant culture—is distorted
and incomplete. Indeed, for that matter, ignoring such experiences also gives us a
distorted view of how the nation itself has developed.

How much did you learn about the history of group oppression in your
formal education? You probably touched briefly on topics such as the labor
movement, slavery, women’s suffrage, perhaps even the Holocaust, but most
likely these were brief excursions from an otherwise dominant narrative
that ignored working-class people, women, and people of color, along with
others. For that matter, how much of what you study now is centered in the
experiences of the most dominant groups in society? Think about the large num-
ber of social science studies that routinely make general conclusions about the
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one’s feelings. We incorporate personal narratives into this opening section oi'
the book to encourage you to think about your personal story. We each have
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one that is shaped by race, class and gender. Almas Sayeed’s narrative (“Chappals
and Gym Shorts”), for example, illustrates the challenges facing a young woman
who tries to explain her growing feminist perspective to her father who loves her
but who also wants her to focus only on getting married. Unlike more conven-
tional forms of sociological data (such as surveys, interviews, and even direct
observations), personal accounts such as those by Sayeed, Trask, and Torres, are
more likely to elicit emotional responses. Traditionally, social science has defined
emotional engagement as.an impediment to objectivity. Sociology, for example,
has emphasized rational thought as the basis for social action and has often
discouraged more personalized reflection, but the capacity to reflect on one’s
experience makes us distinctly human. Personal documents tap the private,
reflective dimension of life, enabling us to see the inner lives of others and, in
the process, revealing our own lives more completely.

The idea that objectivity is best reached only through rational thought is a
specifically Western and masculine way of thinking—one that we challenge
throughout this book. Including personal narratives is not meant to limit our
level of understanding only to individuals. In “White Privilege: Unpacking the
Invisible Knapsack,” Peggy Mclntosh describes how the system of racial privilege
becomes invisible to those who benefit from it, even though it structures the
everyday life of both White people and people of color. Mclntosh’s personal
narrative about examining patterns of privilege in her everyday life enabled her
to develop objective knowledge about domination. As sociologists, we study indi-
viduals in groups as a way of revealing the social structures shaping collective
experiences. In doing so, we discover our common experiences and see the impact
of the social structures of race, class, and gender on our experiences. Much is at
stake in our willingness to develop an inclusive perspective. Thinking relationally
enables us to see connections that were formerly invisible. Through a discussion of
eugenics, the authors of “Race, Poverty, and Disability: Three Strikes and You're
Out! Or Are You?” examine how common ways of thinking about disability
intersect with similar thinking about race and poverty. Proponents of eugenics
believed in so-called higher and lower races and supported state-sponsored
programs to control the population of the lower race. The article deals with how
eugenics thinking may have disappeared from official public policy, yet its spirit
persists in influencing contemporary public policy toward people of color living
with disabilities in poverty. This article is a good example of how the kind of rela-
tional thinking of race, class and gender provides new angles of vision on impor-
tant social issues. It also points to why race, class and gender still matter.

We hope that understanding the significance of race, class, and gender as
will encourage readers to put the experiences of the United States itself into a
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broader context. Knowing how race, class, and gender operate within U.S.
national borders should help you see beyond those borders. We hope that
developing an awareness of how the increasingly global basis of society influ-
ences the configuration of race, class, and gender relationships in the United

States will encourage readers to cast an increasingly inclusive perspective on
the world itself.
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FEMINISM
A Movement
to End Sexist Oppression

A central problem within feminist discourse has been our inability
to either arrive at a consensus of opinion about what feminism is or
accept definition(s) that could serve as points of unification. Without
agreed-upon definition(s), we lack a sound foundation on which to
construct theory or engage in overall meaningful praxis. Expressing
her frustrations with the absence of clear definitions in a recent essay,
“Towards a Revolutionary Ethics,” Carmen Vazquez comments:

We can’t even agree on what a “Feminist” is, never mind what she
would believe in and how she defines the principles that consti-
tute honor among us. In key with the American capitalist obses-
sion for individualism and anything goes so long as it gets you
what you want, feminism in America has come to mean anything
you like, honey. There are as many definitions of Feminism as

there are feminists, some of my sisters say, with a chuckle. I don’t
think it’s funny.

Itis not funny. It indicates a growing lack of interest in feminism as a
radical political movement. It is a despairing gesture expressive of
the belief that solidarity among women is not possible. It is a sign
that the political naiveté which has traditionally characterized
woman’s lot in male-dominated culture abounds.

Most people in the United States think of feminism, or the more
commonly used term “women’s lib,” as a movement that aims to

——
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make women the social equals of men. This broad definition, popu-
larized by the media and mainstream segments of the movement,
raises problematic questions. Since men are not equals in white su-
premacist, capitalist, patriarchal class structure, which men do
women want to be equal to? Do women share a common vision of
what equality means? Implicit in this simplistic definition of
women’s liberation is a dismissal of race and class as factors that, in
conjunction with sexism, determine the extent to which an individ-
ual will be discriminated against, exploited, or oppressed. Bourgeois
white women interested in women’s rights issues have been satisfied
with simple definitions for obvious reasons. Rhetorically placing
themselves in the same social category as oppressed women, they
are not anxious to call attention to race and class privilege.

Women in lower-class and poor groups, patticularly those who
are non-white, would not have defined women’s liberation as
women gaining social equality with men, since they are continually
reminded in their everyday lives that all women do not share a com-
mon social status. Concurrently, they know that many males in their
social groups are exploited and oppressed. Knowing that men in
their groups do not have social, political, and economic power, they
would not deem it liberatory to share their social status. While they
are aware that sexism enables men in their respective groups to have
privileges that are denied them, they are more likely to see exagger-
ated expressions of male chauvinism among theit peets as stemming
from the male’s sense of himself as powerless and ineffectual in rela-
tion to ruling male groups, rather than an expression of an overall
privileged social status. From the very onset of the women’s libera-
tion movement, these women were suspicious of feminism precisely
because they recognized the limitations inherent in its definition.
They recognized the possibility that feminism defined as social
equality with men might easily become a2 movement that would pri-
marily affect the social standing of white women in middle- and
upper-class groups while affecting only in a very marginal way the
social status of working-class and poor women.

Not all the women who were at the forefront of organized
women’s movement, shaping definitions, were content with making
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women’s liberation synonymous with women gaining social equality
with men. On the opening pages of Woman Power: The Movement for
Women’s Liberation, Cellestine Ware, a black woman active in the
movement, wrote under the heading “Goals™:

Radical feminism is working for the eradication of domination
and elitism in all human relationships. This would make
self-determination the ultimate good and require the downfall of
society as we know it today.

Individual radical feminists like Charlotte Bunch based their analy-
ses on an informed understanding of the politics of domination and
a recognition of the interconnections among various systems of
domination even as they focused primarily on sexism. Their per-
spectives were not valued by those organizers and participants in
women’s movement who were more interested in social reforms.
The anonymous authors of a pamphlet on feminist issues published
in 1976, Women and the New World, make the point that many women
active in women’s liberation movement were far more comfortable
with the notion of feminism as a reform that would help women
attain social equality with men of their class than feminism defined
as a radical movement that would eradicate domination and trans-
form society:

Whatever the organization, the location, or the ethnic composi-
tion of the group, all the women’s liberation organizations had
one thing in common: they all came together based on a biologi-
cal and sociological fact rather than on a body of ideas. Women
came together in the women’s liberation movement on the basis
that we were women and all women are subject to male domina-
tion. We saw all women as being our allies and all men as being
the opptressor. We never questioned the extent to which Ameri-
can women accept the same matetialistic and individualistic val-
ues as American men. We did not stop to think that American
women are just as reluctant as American men to struggle for a
new society based on new values of mutual respect, cooperation
and social responsibility.

It is now evident that many women active in feminist move-
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ment were interested in reform as an end in itself, not as a stage in the
progression towards revolutionary transformation. Even though
Zillah Eisenstein can optimistically point to the potential radicalism
of liberal women who work for social reform in The Radical Future of
Liberal Feminism, the process by which this radicalism will sutface is
unclear. Eisenstein offers as an example of the radical implications
of liberal feminist programs the demands made at the govern-
ment-sponsored Houston conference on women’s rights issues
which took place in 1978:

The Houston report demands as a human right a full voice and
role for women in determining the destiny of our world, our na-
tion, our families, and our individual lives. It specifically calls for
(1) the elimination of violence in the home and the development
of shelters for battered women, (2) support for women’s busi-
ness, (3) a solution to child abuse, (4) federally funded nonsexist
child care, (5) a policy of full employment so that all women who
wish and are able to wotrk may do so, (6) the protection of home-
makers so that marriage is a partnership, (7) an end to the sexist
portrayal of women in the media, (8) establishment of reproduc-
tive freedom and the end to involuntary sterilization, (9) a remedy
to the double discrimination against minority women, (10) a revi-
sion of criminal codes dealing with rape, (11) elimination of dis-
crimination on the basis of sexual preference, (12) the
establishment of nonsexist education, and (13) an examination of
all welfare reform proposals for their specific impact on women.

The positive impact of liberal reforms on women’s lives should not
lead to the assumption that they eradicate systems of domination.
Nowhere in these demands is there an emphasis on eradicating the
politic of domination, yet it would need to be abolished if any of
these demands were to be met. The lack of any emphasis on domi-
nation is consistent with the liberal feminist belief that women can
achieve equality with men of their class without challenging and
changing the cultural basis of group oppression. It is this belief that
negates the likelihood that the potential radicalism of liberal femi-
nism will ever be realized. Writing as early as 1967, Brazilian scholar
Heleieth Saffioti emphasized that bourgeois feminism has always
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been “fundamentally and unconsciously a feminism of the ruling
class,” that:

Whatever revolutionary content there is in petty-bourgeois femi-
nist praxis, it has been put there by the efforts of the middle
strata, especially the less well-off, to move up socially. To do this,
however, they sought merely to expand the existing social struc-
tures, and never went so far as to challenge the status quo. Thus,
while petty-bourgeois feminism may always have aimed at estab-
lishing social equality between the sexes, the consciousness it rep-
resented has remained utopian in its desire for and struggle to
bring about a partial transformation of society; this, it believed,
could be done without disturbing the foundations on which it
rested. ... In this sense, petty-bourgeois feminism is not feminism
at all; indeed it has helped to consolidate class society by giving
camouflage to its internal contradictions.

Radical dimensions of liberal women’s social protest will con-
tinue to serve as an ideological support system providing the necessary
critical and analytical impetus for the maintenance of a liberalism
that aims to grant women greater equality of opportunity within the
present white supremacist, capitalist, pattiarchal state. Such liberal
women’s rights activism in its essence diminishes feminist struggle.
Philosopher Mihailo Markovic discusses the limitations of liberal-
ism in his essay “Women’s Liberation and Huma.a Emancipation”: .

Another basic characteristic of liberalism which constitutes a for-
midable obstacle to an oppressed social group’s emancipation is
its conception of human nature. If selfishness, aggressiveness, the
drive to conquer and dominate, really are among defining human
traits, as every liberal philosopher since Locke tries to convince
us, the oppression in civil society—i.e. in the social sphere not
regulated by the state—is a fact of life, and the basic civil relation-
ship between a man and 2 woman will always remain a battlefield.
Woman, being less aggressive, is then either the less human of the
two and doomed to subjugation, or else she must get more
power-hungry herself and try to dominate man. Liberation for
both is not feasible.

Although liberal perspectives on feminism include reforms that
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would have radical implications for society, these are the reforms
that will be resisted precisely because they would set the stage for
revolutionary transformation were they implemented. It is evident
that society is more responsive to those “feminist” demands that are
not threatening, that may even help maintain the status quo. Jeanne
Gross gives an example of this co-optation of feminist strategy in
her essay “Feminist Ethics from a Marxist Perspective,” published
in 1977:

If we as women want change in all aspects of our lives, we must
recognize that capitalism is uniquely capable of co-opting piece-
meal change.... Capitalism is capable of taking our visionary
changes and using them against us. For example, many married
women, recognizing their oppression in the family, have divorced.
They are thrown, with no preparation or protection, into the la-
bor market. For many women this has meant taking their places
at the row of typewriters. Corporations are now recognizing the
capacity for exploitation in divorced women. The turnover in such
jobs is incredibly high. “If she complains, she can be replaced.”

Particularly as regards work, many liberal feminist reforms simply
reinforced capitalist, materialist values (illustrating the flexibility of
capitalism) without truly liberating women economically.

Liberal women have not been alone in drawing upon the dyna-
mism of feminism to further their interests. The great majority of
women who have benefited in any way from feminist-generated so-
cial reforms do not want to be seen as advocates of feminism. Con-
ferences on issues of relevance to women, which would never have
been organized or funded had there not been a feminist movement,
take place all over the United States, and the participants do not
want to be seen as advocates of feminism. They are either reluctant
to make a public commitment to feminist movement or they sneer
at the term. Individual African American, Native American Indian,
Asian American, and Hispanic American women find themselves
isolated if they support feminist movement. Even women who may
achieve fame and notoriety (as well as increased economic income)
in response to attention given their work by large numbers of
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women who support feminism may deflect attention away from
their engagement with feminist movement. They may even go so far
as to create other terms that express their concern with women’s is-
sues so as to avoid using the term “feminist.” The creadon of new
terms that have no relationship to organized political activity tends
to provide women who may already be reluctant to explore femi-
nism with ready excuses to explain their reluctance to participate.
This illustrates an uncritical acceptance of distorted definitions of
feminism rather than a demand for redefinition. Women may sup-
port specific issues while divorcing themselves from what they as-
sume is feminist movement.

In an article, “Sisters—Under the Skin,” in a San Francisco
newspaper, columnist Bob Greene commented on the aversion
many women apparently have to the term “feminism.” Greene finds
it curious that many women “who obviously believe in everything
that proud feminists believe in dismiss the term ‘feminist’ as some-
thing unpleasant; something with which they do not wish to be asso-
ciated.” Even though such women often acknowledge that they
have benefited from feminist-generated reform measures that have
improved the social status of specific groups of women, they do not
wish to be seen as participants in feminist movement:

There is no getting around it. After all this time, the term “femi-
nist” makes many bright, ambitious, intelligent women embar-
rassed and uncomfortable. They simply don’t want to be
associated with it.

It’s as if it has an unpleasant connotation that they want no
connection with. Chances are if you were to present them with
every mainstream feminist belief, they would go along with the
beliefs to the letter—and even if they consider themselves femi-
nists, they hasten to say no.

Many women are reluctant to advocate feminism because they are
uncertain about the meaning of the term. Other women from ex-
ploited and oppressed ethnic groups dismiss the term because they
do not wish to be perceived as supporting a racist movement; femi-
nism is often equated with white women’s rights efforts. Large num-
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bers of women see feminism as synonymous with lesbianism; their
hemophobia leads them to reject association with any group identi-
fied as pro-lesbian. Some women fear the word “feminism’ because
they shun identification with any political movement, especially one
perceived as radical. Of course there are women who do not wish to be
associated with women’s rights movement in any form, so they re-
ject and oppose feminist movement. Most women are more familiar
with negative perspectives on “women’s lib” than with the positive
significations of feminism. It is this term’s positive political signifi-
cance and power that we must now struggle to recover and maintain.

Currently feminism seems to be a term without any clear signifi-
cance. The “anything goes” approach to the definition of the word
has rendered it practically meaningless. What is meant by “anything
goes” is usually that any woman who wants social equality with men
regardless of her political perspective (she can be a conservative
right-winger or a nationalist communist) can label herself feminist.
Most attempts at defining feminism reflect the class nature of the
movement. Definitions are usually liberal in otigin and focus on the
individual woman’s right to freedom and self-determination. In
Barbara Berg’s The Remembered Gate: Origins of American Feminism, she
defines feminism as a “broad movement embracing numerous
phases of woman’s emancipation.” However, her emphasis is on
women gaining greater individual freedom. Expanding on the above
definition, Berg adds:

It is the freedom to decide her own destiny; freedom from
x-determined role; freedom from society’s oppressive restric-
tions; freedom to express her thoughts fully and to convert them
freely into action. Feminism demands the acceptance of woman’s
tight to individual conscience and judgment. It postulates that
woman’s essential worth stems from her common humanity and
does not depend on the other relationships of her life.

This definition of feminism is almost apolitical in tone; yet it is the
type of definition many liberal women find appealing. It evokes a
very romantic notion of personal freedom that is more acceptable
than a definition that emphasizes radical political action.



P —— e 2 . e

26 FEMINIST THEORY

Many feminist radicals now know that neither a feminism that
focuses on woman as an autonomous human being worthy of per-
sonal freedom nor one that focuses on the attainment of equality of
opportunity with men can rid society of sexism and male domina-
tion. Feminism is a struggle to end sexist oppression. Therefore, it is
necessarily a struggle to eradicate the ideology of domination that
permeates Western culture on various levels, as well as a commit-
ment to reorganizing society so that the self-development of people
can take precedence over imperialism, economic expansion, and
material desires. Defined in this way, it is unlikely that women would
join feminist movement simply because we are biologically the
same. A commitment to feminism so defined would demand that
each individual participant acquire a critical political consciousness
based on ideas and beliefs.

Over time the slogan “the personal is political” (which was first
used to stress that woman’s everyday reality is informed and shaped
by politics and is necessarily political) became a means of encouraging
women to think that the experience of discrimination, exploitation, or
oppression automatically cotresponded with an understanding of
the ideological and institutional apparatus shaping one’s social sta-
tus. As a consequence, many women who had not fully examined
their situation never developed a sophisticated understanding of
their political reality and its relationship to that of women as a collec-
tive group. They were encouraged to focus on giving voice to pet-
sonal experience. Like revolutionaries working to change the lot of
colonized people globally, it is necessary for feminist activists to
stress that the ability to see and describe one’s own reality is a signifi-
cant step in the long process of self-recovery, but it is only a begin-
ning. When women internalized the idea that describing their own
woe was synonymous with developing a critical political conscious-
ness, the progress of feminist movement was stalled. Starting from
such incomplete perspectives, it is not surprising that theories and
strategies were developed that were collectively inadequate and mis-
guided. To correct this inadequacy in past analysis, we must now en-
courage women to develop a keen, comprehensive understanding of
women’s political reality. Broader perspectives can only emerge as
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we examine both the personal that is political, the politics of society
as a whole, and global revolutionary politics.

Feminism defined in political terms that stress collective as
well as individual experience challenges women to enter a new do-
main—to leave behind the apolitical stance sexism decrees is our lot
and develop political consciousness. Women know from our every-
day lives that many of us rarely discuss politics. Even when women
talked about sexist politics in the heyday of contemporary feminism,
rather than allow this engagement with serious political matters to
lead to complex, in-depth analysis of women’s social status, we in-
sisted that men were “the enemy,” the cause of all our problems. As
a consequence, we examined almost exclusively women’s relation-
ship to male supremacy and the ideology of sexism. The focus on
“man as enemy”’ created, as Matlene Dixon emphasizes in her essay
“The Rise and Demise of Women’s Liberation: A Class Analysis,” a
“politics of psychological oppression” that evoked world views that
“pit individual against individual and mystify the social basis of
exploitation.” By repudiating the popular notion that the focus of
feminist movement should be social equality of the sexes and by em-
phasizing eradication of the cultural basis of group oppression, our
own analysis would require an exploration of all aspects of women’s
political reality. This would mean that race and class oppression would
be recognized as feminist issues with as much relevance as sexism.

When feminism is defined in such a way that it calls attention to
the diversity of women’s social and political reality, it centralizes the
experiences of all women, especially the women whose social condi-
tions have been least written about, studied, or changed by political
movements. When we cease to focus on the simplistic stance “men
are the enemy,” we are compelled to examine systems of domina-
tion and our role in their maintenance and perpetuation. Lack of ad-
equate definition made it easy for bourgeois women, whether liberal
or radical in perspective, to maintain their dominance over the lead-
ership of the movement and its direction. This hegemony continues
to exist in most feminist organizations. Exploited and oppressed
groups of women are usually encouraged by those in power to feel
that their situation is hopeless, that they can do nothing to break the
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pattern of domination. Given such socialization, these women have
often felt that our only response to white, bourgeois, hegemonic
dominance of feminist movement is to trash, reject, or dismiss femi-
nism. This reaction is in no way threatening to the women who wish
to maintain control over the direction of feminist theory and praxis.
They prefer us to be silent, passively accepting their ideas. They pre-
fer us speaking against “them” rather than developing our own ideas
about feminist movement.

Feminism is the struggle to end sexist oppression. Its aim is not
to benefit solely any specific group of women, any particular race or
class of women. It does not privilege women over men. It has the
power to transform in a meaningful way all our lives. Most impor-
tantly, feminism is neither a lifestyle nor a ready-made identity or
role one can step into. Diverting energy from feminist movement
that aims to change society, many women concentrate on the devel-
opment of a counter-culture, a woman-centered wotld wherein
participants have little contact with men. Such attempts do not indi-
cate a respect or concern for the vast majority of women who are
unable to integrate their cultural expressions with the visions of-
fered by alternative, woman-centered communities. In Beyond God
the Father, Mary Daly urged women to give up “the securities offered
by the patriarchal system” and create new space that would be
woman-centered. Responding to Daly, Jeanne Gross pointed to the
contradictions that arise when the focus of feminist movement is on
the construction of new space:

Creating a “counterwotld” places an incredible amount of pres-
sure on the women who attempt to embark on such a project.
The pressure comes from the belief that the only true resources
for such an endeavor ate ourselves. The past which is totally pa-
triarchal is viewed as irredeemable. ...

If we go about creating an alternative culture without re-
maining in dialogue with others (and the historical circumstances
that give rise to their identity) we have no reality check for our
goals. We run the very real risk that the dominant ideology of the
culture is re-duplicated in the feminist movement through cul-
tural imperialism.
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Equating feminist struggle with living in a counter-cultural,
woman-centered world erected bartiers that closed the movement
off from most women. Despite sexist discrimination, exploitation,
or oppression, many women feel their lives as they live them are im-
portant and valuable. Naturally the suggestion that these lives could
be simply left or abandoned for an alternative “feminist™ lifestyle
met with resistance. Feeling their life experiences devalued, deemed
solely negative and worthless, many women responded by vehe-
mently attacking feminism. By rejecting the notion of an alternative
feminist “lifestyle” that can emerge only when women create a sub-
culture (whether it is living space or even space like women’s studies,
which on many campuses has become exclusive), and by insisting
that feminist struggle can begin wherever an individual woman is,
we create 2 movement that focuses on our collective experience, a
movement that is continually mass-based.

Over the past six yeats, many separatist-otriented communities
have been formed by women so that the focus has shifted from the
development of woman-centered space towards an emphasis on
identity. Once woman-centered space exists, it can be maintained
only if women remain convinced that it is the only place where they
can be self-realized and free. After assuming a “feminist” identity,
women often seek to live the “feminist” lifestyle. These women do
not see that it undermines feminist movement to project the as-
sumption that “feminist” is but another pre-packaged role women
can now select as they search for identity. The willingness to see
feminism as a lifestyle choice rather than a political commitment
reflects the class nature of the movement. It is not surprising that the
vast majotity of women who equate feminism with alternative life-
style are from middle-class backgrounds, unmarried, college-educated,
often students who are without many of the social and economic re-
sponsibilities that working-class and poor women who are laborers,
parents, homemakers, and wives confront daily. Sometimes lesbians
have sought to equate feminism with lifestyle, but for significantly
different reasons. Given the prejudice and discrimination against
lesbian women in our society, alternative communities that are
woman-centered are one means of creating positive, affirming envi-
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ronments. Despite positive reasons for developing woman-centered
space (which does not need to be equated with a “feminist” lifestyle),
like pleasure, support, and resource-sharing, emphasis on creating a
counter-culture has alienated women from feminist movement, for
such space can be in churches, kitchens, etc.

Longing for community, connection, a sense of shared purpose,
many women found support networks in feminist organizations.
Satisfied in a personal way by new relationships generated in what
was called a “safe,” “supportive” context wherein discussion fo-
cused on feminist ideology, they did not question whether masses of
women shared the same need for community. Certainly many black
women as well as women from other ethnic groups do not feel an
absence of community among women in their lives, despite exploi-
tation and opptession. The focus on feminism as a way to develop
shared identity and community has little appeal to women who ex-
perience community, who seek ways to end exploitation and op-
pression in the context of their lives. While they may develop an
interest in a feminist politic that works to eradicate sexist oppres-
sion, they will probably never feel as intense a need for a “feminist”
identity and lifestyle.

Often emphasis on identity and lifestyle is appealing because it
creates a false sense that one is engaged in praxis. However, praxis
within any political movement that aims to have a radical transforma-
tive impact on society cannot be solely focused on creating spaces
wherein would-be radicals experience safety and support. Feminist
movement to end sexist oppression actively engages participants in
revolutionary struggle. Struggle is rarely safe or pleasurable.

Focusing on feminism as political commitment, we resist the
emphasis on individual identity and lifestyle. (This should not be
confused with the very real need to unite theory and practice.) Such
resistance engages us in revolutionary praxis. The ethics of Western
society informed by imperialism and capitalism are personal rather
than social. They teach us that the individual good is more impor-
tant than the collective good, and consequently that individual
change is of greater significance than collective change. This partic-
ular form of cultural imperialism has been reproduced in feminist
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movement in the form of individual women equating the fact that
their lives have been changed in a2 meaningful way by feminism “as
is” with a policy that no change need occur in the theory and praxis,
even if it has little or no impact on society as a whole, or on masses
of women.

To emphasize that engagement with feminist struggle as politi-
cal commitment, we could avoid using the phrase “I am a feminist”
(a linguistic structure designed to refer to some personal aspect of
identity and self-definition) and could state, “I advocate feminism.”
Because there has been undue emphasis placed on feminism as an
identity or lifestyle, people usually resort to stereotyped perspectives
on feminism. Deflecting attention away from stereotypes is neces-
sary if we are to revise our strategy and direction. I have found that
saying “I am a feminist” usually means I am plugged into precon-
ceived notions of identity, role, or behavior. When I say, “I advocate
feminism,” the response is usually, “What is feminism?” A phrase
like “T advocate” does not imply the kind of absolutism that is sug-
gested by “I am.” It does not engage us in the either/or dualistic
thinking that is the central ideological component of all systems of
domination in Western society. It implies that a choice has been
made, that commitment to feminism is an act of will. It does not
suggest that by committing oneself to feminism, the possibility of
supporting other political movements is negated.

As a black woman interested in feminist movement, I am often
asked whether being black is more important than being a2 woman,
whether feminist struggle to end sexist oppression is more impot-
tant than the struggle to end racism or vice versa. All such questions
are rooted in competitive either/or thinking, the belief that the self
is formed in opposition to an othet. Therefore one is a feminist be-
cause one is not something else. Most people ate socialized to think
in terms of opposition rather than compatibility. Rather than seeing
anti-racist work as totally compatible with working to end sexist op-
pression, they often see them as two movements competing for first
place. When one is asked, “Are you a feminist?,” it appears that an
affirmative answer is translated to mean that one is concerned with
no political issues other than feminism. When one is black, an affir-
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mative response is likely to be heard as a devaluation of struggle to
end racism. Given the fear of being misunderstood, it has been diffi-
cult for black women and women in exploited and oppressed ethnic
groups to give expression to their interest in feminist concerns.
They have been wary of saying “I am a feminist.”” The shift in ex-
pression from “I am a feminist” to “I advocate feminism™ could
serve as a useful strategy for eliminating the focus on identity and
lifestyle. It could serve as a way in which women who are concerned
about feminism as well as other political movements could express
their support while avoiding linguistic structures that give primacy
to one particular group. It would also encourage greater exploration
in feminist theory.

The shift in definition away from notions of social equality to-
wards an emphasis on ending sexist oppression leads to a shift in at-
titudes in regard to the development of theory. Given the class
nature of feminist movement so far, as well as racial hierarchies, de-
veloping theory (the guiding set of beliefs and principles that be-
comes the basis for action) has been a task particularly subject to the
hegemonic dominance of white academic women. This has led
many women outside the privileged race/class group to see the fo-
cus on developing theory, even the very use of the term, as a concern
that functions only to reinforce the power of the elite group. Such
reactions reinforce the sexist/racist/classist notion that developing
theory is the domain of the white intellectual. Privileged white
women active in feminist movement, whether liberal or radical in
petspective, encourage black women to contribute “expedential”
work, personal life stories. Personal experiences are important to
feminist movement, but they cannot take the place of theory. Char-
lotte Bunch explains the special significance of theory in her essay
“Feminism and Education: Not by Degrees™:

Theory enables us to see immediate needs in terms of long-range
goals and an overall perspective on the world. It thus gives us a
framework for evaluating various strategjes in both the long and
the short run and for seeing the types of changes that they are
likely to produce. Theory is not just a body of facts or a set of per-
sonal opinions. It involves explanations and hypotheses that are
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based on available knowledge and experience. It is also depend-
ent on conjectute and insight about how to interpret those facts
and experiences and their significance.

Since bourgeois white women had defined feminism in such a
way as to make it appear that it had no real significance for black
women, they could then conclude that black women need not con-
tribute to developing theory. We were to provide the colorful life
stories to document and validate the prevailing set of theoretical as-
sumptions. (An interesting discussion of black women’s responses
to feminist movement may be found in the essay “Challenging Im-
perial Feminism” by Valerie Amos and Pratibha Parmar.) Focus on
social equality with men as a definition of feminism led to an empha-
sis on discrimination, male attitudes, and legalistic reforms. Femi-
nism as a movement to end sexist oppression directs our attention
to systems of domination and the interrelatedness of sex, race, and
class oppression. Therefore, it compels us to centralize the experi-
ences and the social predicaments of women who bear the brunt
of sexist oppression as a way to understand the collective social sta-
tus of women in the United States. Defining feminism as a move-
ment to end sexist oppression is crucial for the development of
theory because it is a starting point indicating the direction of explo-
ration and analysis.

The foundation of future feminist struggle must be solidly
based on a recognition of the need to eradicate the underlying cul-
tural basis and causes of sexism and other forms of group oppression.
Without challenging and changing these philosophical structures,
no feminist reforms will have a long-range impact. Consequently, it
is now necessary for advocates of feminism to collectively acknowl-
edge that our struggle cannot be defined as a movement to gain social
equality with men, that terms like “liberal feminist” and “bourgeois
feminist” represent contradictions that must be resolved so that
feminism will not be continually co-opted to serve the opportunistic
ends of special-interest groups.
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read the sports pages around here. What are you doing with a book?” I got pissed off at the
kid right away. I said, “What do you mean, all these dummies? Don’t knock a man who’
paying somebody else’s way through college” He was a nineteen-year-old effete snob.

Yet you want your kid to be an effete snob?

Yes. I want my kid to look at me and say, “Dad, you’re a nice guy, but you're a fuckin’
dummy.” Hell yes, I want my kid to tell me that he’s not gonna be like me . . .

If I were hiring people to work, I'd try naturally to pay them a decent wage. I'd try to
find out their first names, their last names, keep the company as small as possible, so I could
personalize the whole thing. All I would ask a man is a handshake, see you in the morning,
No applications, nothing. I wouldn’t be interested in the guy’s past. Nobody ever checks
the pedigree on a mule, do they? But they do on a man. Can you picture walking up to a
mule and saying, “I'd like to know who his granddaddy was?”

I'd like to run a combination bookstore and tavern. (Laughs.) I would like to have a
place where college kids came and a steelworker could sit down and talk. Where a working-
man could not be ashamed of Walt Whitman and where a college professor could not be
ashamed that he painted his house over the weekend.

If a carpenter built a cabin for poets, I think the least the poets owe the carpenter is
just three or four one-liners on the wall. A little plaque: Though we labor with our minds,
this place we can relax in was built by someone who can work with his hands. And his
work is as noble as ours. I think the poet owes something to the guy who builds the cabin
for him.

I don’t think of Monday. You know what I’'m thinking about on Sunday night? Next
Sunday. If you work real hard, you think of a perpetual vacation. Not perpetual sleep . . .
What do I think of on a Sunday night? Lord, I wish the fuck I could do something else
for a living.

I don’t know who the guy is who said there is nothing sweeter than an unfinished
symphony. Like an unfinished painting and an unfinished poem. If he creates this thing
one day—let’s say, Michelangelo’s Sistine Chapel. It took him a long time to do this, this
beautiful work of art. But what if he had to create this Sistine Chapel a thousand times a
year? Don’t you think that would even dull Michelangelo’s mind? Or if da Vinci had to
draw his anatomical charts thirty, forty, fifty, sixty, eighty, ninety, a hundred times a day?
Don’t you think that would even bore da Vinci?

Way back, you spoke of the guys who built the pyramids, not the pharaohs, the unknowns. You put
yourself in their category?

Yes. I want my signature on ’em, too. Sometimes, out of pure meanness, when I make
something, I put a little dent in it. I like to do something to make it really unique. Hit
it with a hammer. I deliberately fuck it up to see if it’ll get by, just so I can say I did it.
It could be anything. Let me put it this way: I think God invented the dodo bird so when
we get up there we could tell him, “Don’t you ever make mistakes?” and He'd say, “Sure,
look.” (Laughs.) I'd like to make my imprint. My dodo bird. A mistake, mine. Let’s say the
whole building is nothing but red bricks. I'd like to have just the black one or the white
one or the purple one. Deliberately fuck up.

This is gonna sound square, but my kid is my imprint. He’s my freedom. There’s a line
in one of Hemingway’s books. I think it's from For Whom the Bell Tolls. They’re behind the
enemy lines, somewhere in Spain, and she’s pregnant. She wants to stay with him. He tells
her no. He says, “if you die, I die,” knowing he’s gonna die. But if you go, I go. Know
what I mean? The mystics call it the brass bowl. Continuum. You know what I mean? This
is why I work. Every time I see a young guy walk by with a shirt and tie and dressed up
real sharp, I'm lookin’ at my kid, you know? That’s it.
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Toni Cade Bambara (1939-1995)

iction writer, filmmaker, and activist, Toni Cade Bambara was born in Harlem, named

Miltona Mirkin Cade after her father’s white employer, Milton Mirkin. She changed
her name after finding the signature “Bambara” on a sketchbook in her great-grandmother’s
trunk. Coming of age during the civil rights movement and inspired by her mother’s example,
Bambara’s creativity took shape with a keen consciousness of racism as well as appreciation
for her black neighborhood with its talkers and musicians and community helpers. Her mother,
she writes, “had a deep respect for the life of the mind.” Bambara dedicated her novel The Salt
Eaters (1980) to “Mama . . . who in 1948, having come upon me daydreaming in the middle
of the kitchen floor, mopped around me.” Bambara attended Queens College, graduating with
a BA in Theater Arts and English, and later—after periods of work and study in Italy and
France—completed an MA degree while working as a social worker in Brooklyn. In the late
1960s, she taught at New York’s City College. Bambara’s first book, The Black Woman (1970),
was a groundbreaking collection of fiction, poetry, and essays by Audre Lorde, Alice Walker,
and Nikki Giovanni, among others. It made a double political and artistic statement charac-
teristic of Bambara’s work: putting women writers at the center of the Black Arts movement
and at the same time asserting the place of black women in feminism’s second wave. A second
anthology, Tales and Stories for Black Folks (1971), gathered narratives from what she called
“Our Great Kitchen Tradition” Gorilla My Love followed in 1972, a collection of Bambara’s
own stories focused on the lives of women and girls in the same New York neighborhood.
“The Lesson,” reprinted here, is widely admired for its exploration of racial and class divisions
through the perspective and language of a street-smart but curious and determined preteen
girl. The stories in The Sea Birds Are Alive (1977) reflect Bambara’s travels in the mid—1970s
to Cuba, Vietnam, and Atlanta, Georgia. In the 1980s, Bambara turned increasingly to
theater and filmmaking. Her film The Bombing of Osage Avenue, about the 1985 police
attack on the MOVE headquarters in Philadelphia, won an Oscar for Best Documentary
in 1986. Deep Sightings and Rescue Missions: Fiction, Essays, and Conversations was published
in 1996, after Bambara’s death from cancer, a year that also saw the release of her film bio-
graphy of W. E. B. DuBois. Those Bones Are Not My Child, a novel about the Atlanta child
murders in the early 1980s, appeared in 1999, edited by Bambara’s friend Toni Morrison.

THE LESSON

Back in the days when everyone was old and stupid or young and foolish and me and Sugar
were the only ones just right, this lady moved on our block with nappy hair and proper speech
and no makeup. And quite naturally we laughed at her, laughed the way we did at the junk
man who went about his business like he was some big-time president and his sorry-ass horse
his secretary. And we kinda hated her too, hated the way we did the winos who cluttered up
our parks and pissed on our handball walls and stank up our hallways and stairs so you
couldn’t halfway play hide-and-seek without 2 goddamn gas mask. Miss Moore was her
name. The only woman on the block with no first name. And she was black as hell, cept for
her feet, which were fish-white and spooky. And she was always planning these boring-ass
things for us to do, us being my cousin, mostly, who lived on the block cause we all moved
North the same time and to the same apartment then spread out gradual to breathe. And
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our parents would yank our heads into some kinda shape and crisp up our clothes so we’d be
presentable for travel with Miss Moore, who always looked like she was going to church,
though she never did. Which is just one of things the grown-ups talked about when they talked
behind her back like a dog. But when she came calling with some sachet she’d sewed up or
some gingerbread she'd made or some book, why then they'd all be too embarrassed to turn
her down and we'd get handed over all spruced up. She’d been to college and said it was only
right that she should take responsibility for the young ones’ education, and she not even related
by marriage or blood. So they'd go for it. Specially Aunt Gretchen. She was the main gofer
in the family. You got some ole dumb shit foolishness you want somebody to go for, you send
for Aunt Gretchen. She been screwed into the go-along for so long, it’s a blood-deep natural
thing with her. Which is how she got saddled with me and Sugar and Junior in the first
place while our mothers were in a la-de-da apartment up the block having a good ole time.

So this one day Miss Moore rounds us all up at the mailbox and it’s puredee hot and she’s
knockin herself out about arithmetic. And school suppose to let up in summer I heard, but
she don’t never let up. And the starch in my pinafore scratching the shit outta me and I'm
really hating this nappy-head bitch and her goddamn college degree. I'd much rather g0 to
the pool or to the show where it’s cool. So me and Sugar leaning on the mailbox being surly,
which is a Miss Moore word. And Flyboy checking out what everybody brought for lunch.
And Fat Butt already wasting his peanut-butter-andjelly sandwich like the pig he is. And
Junebug punchin on Q. T’s arm for potato chips. And Rosie Giraffe shifting from one hip to
the other waiting for somebody to step on her foot or ask her if she from Georgia so she can
kick ass, preferably Mercedes’. And Miss Moore asking us do we know what money is, like we
a bunch of retards. I mean real money, she say, like it’s only poker chips or monopoly papers
we lay on the grocer. So right away I'm tired of this and say so. And would much rather
snatch Sugar and go to the Sunset and terrorize the West Indian kids and take their hair
ribbons and their money too. And Miss Moore files that remark away for next week’s lesson on
brotherhood, I can tell. And finally I say we oughta get to the subway cause it’s cooler and
besides we might meet some cute boys. Sugar done swiped her mama’s lipstick, so we ready.

So we heading down the street and she’s boring us silly about what things cost and
what our parents make and how much goes for rent and how money ain’t divided up right
in this country. And then she gets to the part about we all poor and live in the slums, which
I don’t feature. And I'm ready to speak on that, but she steps out in the street and hails two
cabs just like that. Then she hustles half the crew in with her and hands me a five-dollar
bill and tells me to calculate 10 percent tip for the driver. And we're off, Me and Sugar and
Junebug and Flyboy hangin out the window and hollering to everybody, putting lipstick
on each other cause Flyboy a faggot anyway, and making farts with our sweaty armpits.
But I'm mostly trying to figure how to spend this money. But they all fascinated with the
meter ticking and Junebug starts laying bets as to how much it’ll read when Flyboy can't
hold his breath no more. Then Sugar lays bets as to how much it’ll be when we get there.
So I'm stuck. Don't nobody want to go for my plan, which is to jump out at the next light
and run off to the first bar-b-que we can find. Then the driver tells us to get the hell out
cause we there already. And the meter reads eighty-five cents. And I'm stalling to figure
out the tip and Sugar say give him a dime. And I decide he don'’t need it bad as I do, so
later for him. But then he tries to take off with Junebug foot still in the door so we talk
about his mama something ferocious. Then we check out that we on Fifth Avenue and
everybody dressed up in stockings. One lady in fur coat, hot as it is. White folks crazy.

“This is the place,” Miss Moore say, presenting it to us in the voice she uses at the
museum. “Let’s look in the windows before we go in”

“Can we steal?” Sugar asks very serious like she’s getting the ground rules squared away
before she plays. “I beg your pardon,” say Miss Moore, and we fall out. So she leads us around
the windows of the toy store and me and Sugar screamin, “This is mine, that’s mine, I gotta
have that, that was made for me, I was born for that” till Big Butt drowns us out.
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“Hey, I'm goin to buy that there.”

“That there? You don’t even know what it is, stupid.”

“I do s0,” he say punchin on Rosie Giraffe. “It’s a microscope.”

“Whatcha gonna do with a microscope, fool?”

“Look at things.”

“Like what, Ronald?” ask Miss Moore. And Big Butt ain’t got the first notion. So here
go Miss Moore gabbing about the thousands of bacteria in a drop of water anfl the some-
thinorother in a speck of blood and the million and one living things in the air around us
is invisible to the naked eye. And what she say that for? Junebug go to town on that
“naked” and we rolling. Then Miss Moore ask what it cost. So we all jam into the
window smudgin it up and the price tag say $300. So then she ask how long'd take for
Big Butt and Junebug to save up their allowances. “Too long,” I say. “Yeh,” a_dds Sugar,
“outgrown it by that time” And Miss Moore say no, you never outgrow learning instru-
ments. “Why, even medical students and interns and,” blah, blah, blah. And we ready to
choke Big Butt for bringing it up in the first damn place. \

“This here costs four hundred eighty dollars,” say Rosie Giraffe. So we pile up all over
her to see what she pointin out. My eyes tell me it’s a chunk of glass cracked yvith some-
thing heavy, and different-color inks dripped into the splits, then the whole thing put into
a oven or something. But for $480 it don’t make sense.

“That’s a paperweight made of semi-precious stones fused together under tremendous
pressure,” she explains slowly, with her hands doing the mining and all the factory work.

“So what’s a paperweight?” asks Rosie Giraffe.

“To weigh paper with, dumbbell,” say Flyboy, the wise man from the East.

“Not exactly,” say Miss Moore, which is what she say when you warm or way off too.
“It’s to weigh paper down so it won't scatter and make your desk untidy.” $o right away
me and Sugar curtsy to each other and then to Mercedes who is more the tidy type.

“We don’t keep paper on top of the desk in my class,” say Junebug, figuring Miss
Moore crazy or lyin one.

“At home, then,” she say. “Don’t you have a calendar and a pencil case and a blotter and
a letter-opener on your desk at home where you do your homework?” And she know damn
well what our homes look like cause she nosys around in them every chance she gets.

“I don’t even have a desk,” say Junebug. “Do we?”

“No. And I don't get no homework neither,” say Big Butt. '

“And I don't even have a home,” say Flyboy like he do at school to keep the.whlte
folks off his back and sorry for him. Send this poor kid to camp posters, is his specialty.

“I do,” says Mercedes. “I have a box of stationery on my desk and a picture of my cat.
My godmother bought the stationery and the desk. There’s a big rose on each sheet and
the envelopes smell like roses.”

“Who wants to know about your smelly-ass stationery,” say Rosie Giraffe fore I can
get my two cents in.

“It’s important to have a work area all your own so that .. .” —

“Will you look at this sailboat, please,” say Flyboy, cuttin her off and pointin to the
thing like it was his. So once again we tumble all over each other to gaze at this magnificent
thing in the toy store Wwhich is just big enough to maybe sail two kittetns across the pond
if you strap them to the posts tight. We all start reciting the price tag like we in assembly.
“Handcrafted sailboat of fiberglass at one thousand one hundred ninety-five dollars.” '

“Unbelievable,” I hear myself say and am really stunned. I read it again for mY.self just
in case the group recitation put me in a trance. Same thing. For some reason this pisses me
off. We look at Miss Moore and she lookin at us, waiting for I dunno what.

“Who'd pay all that when you can buy a sailboat set for a quarter at Pop’s, a tube of
glue for a dime, and a ball of string for eight cents? It must have a motor and a whole lot
else besides,” I say. “My sailboat cost me about fifty cents.”
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“But will it take water?” say Mercedes with her smart ass.

“Took mine to Alley Pond Park once,” say Flyboy. “String broke, Lost it. Pity.”

“Sailed mine in Central Park and it keeled over and sank. Had to ask my father for
another dollar”

“And you got the strap,” laugh Big Butt. “The jerk didn’t even have a string on it.
My old man wailed on his behind.”

Little Q. T. was staring hard at the sailboat and you could see he wanted it bad. But
he too little and somebody’d just take it from him. So what the hell. “This boat for kids,
Miss Moore?”

“Parents silly to buy something like that just to get all broke up,” say Rosie Giraffe.

“That much money it should last forever,” I figure.

“My father’d buy it for me if I wanted it.”

“Your father, my ass,” say Rosie Giraffe getting a chance to finally push Mercedes.

“Must be rich people shop here,” say Q. T.

“You are a very bright boy,” say Flyboy. ““What was your first clue?” And he rap him
on the head with the back of his knuckles, since Q. T. the only one he could get away
with. Though Q. T. liable to come up behind you years later and get his licks in when you
half expect it.

“What I want to know is,” I says to Miss Moore though I never talk to her, I wouldn’t
give the bitch that satisfaction, “is how much a real boat costs? I figure a thousand’d get
you a yacht any day.”

“Why don’t you check that out,” she says, “and report back to the group?” Which really
pains my ass. If you gonna mess up a perfectly good swim day least you could do is have
some answers. “‘Let’s go in,” she say like she got something up her sleeve. Only she don’t
lead the way. So me and Sugar turn the corner to where the entrance is, but when we get
there I kinda hang back. Not that I'm scared, what's there to be afraid of, just a toy store.
But I feel funny, shame. But what I got to be shamed about? Got as much right to go in
as anybody. But somehow I can't seem to get hold of the door, so I step away for Sugar to
lead. But she hangs back too. And I look at her and she looks at me and this is ridiculous.
I mean, damn, I have never ever been shy about doing nothing or going nowhere. But
then Mercedes steps up and then Rosie Giraffe and Big Butt crowd in behind and shove,
and next thing we all stuffed into the doorway with only Mercedes squeezing past us,
smoothing out her jumper and walking right down the aisle. Then the rest of us tumble
in like a glued-together jigsaw done all wrong. And people lookin at us. And it’s like the
time me and Sugar crashed into the Catholic church on a dare. But once we got in there
and everything so hushed and holy and the candles and the bowin and the handkerchiefs
on all the drooping heads, I just couldn’t go through with the plan. Which was for me to
run up to the altar and do a tap dance while Sugar played the nose flute and messed around
in the holy water. And Sugar kept givin me the elbow. Then later teased me so bad I tied
her up in the shower and turned it on and locked her in. And she’d be there till this day if
Aunt Gretchen hadn’t finally figured I was lyin about the boarder takin a shower.

Same thing in the store. We all walkin on tiptoe and hardly touchin the games and
puzzles and things. And I watched Miss Moore who is steady watchin us like she waitin
for a sign. Like Mama Drewery watches the sky and sniffs the air and takes note of just how
much slant is in the bird formation. Then me and Sugar bump smack into each other, so
busy gazing at the toys, specially the sailboat. But we don’t laugh and go into our fat-lady
bump-stomach routine. We just stare at that price tag. Then Sugar run a finger over the
whole boat. And I’'m jealous and want to hit her. Maybe not her, but I sure want to punch
somebody in the mouth.

“Watcha bring us here for, Miss Moore?”

“You sound angry, Sylvia. Are you mad about something?” Givin me one of them
grins like she tellin a grown-up joke that never turns out to be funny. And she’s lookin
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very closely at me like maybe she plannin to do my portrait from memory. I'm mad,
but I won’t give her that satisfaction. So I slouch around the store bein very bored and
say, “Let’s go.”

Me and Sugar at the back of the train watchin the tracks whizzin by large then small
then gettin gobbled up in the dark. I'm thinkin about this tricky toy I saw in the store.
A clown that somersaults on a bar then does chin-ups just cause you yank lightly at his
leg. Cost $35. I could see me askin my mother for a $35 birthday clown. “You wanna who
that costs what?” she’d say, cocking her head to the side to get a better view of the hole in
my head. Thirty-five dollars could buy new bunk beds for Junior and Gretchen’s boy.
Thirty-five dollars and the whole household could go visit Granddaddy Nelson in the
country. Thirty-five dollars would pay for the rent and the piano bill too. Who are these
people that spend that much for performing clowns and $1,000 for toy sailboats? What
kinda work they do and how they live and how come we ain’t in on it? Where we are is
who we are, Miss Moore always pointin out. But it don’t necessarily have to be that way,
she always adds then waits for somebody to say that poor people have to wake up and
demand their share of the pie and don’t none of us know what kind of pie she talkin about
in the first damn place. But she ain’t so smart cause I still got her four dollars from the taxi
and she sure ain’t gettin it. Messin up my day with this shit. Sugar nudges me in my pocket
and winks.

Miss Moore lines us up in front of the mailbox where we started from, seem like years
ago, and I got a headache for thinkin so hard. And we lean all over each other so we can
hold up under the draggy-ass lecture she always finishes us off with at the end before we
thank her for borin us to tears. But she just looks at us like she readin tea leaves. Finally
she say, “Well, what did you think of E A. O. Schwartz?”

Rosie Giraffe mumbles, “White folks crazy”

“I'd like to go there again when [ get my birthday money,” says Mercedes, and we
shove her out the pack so she has to lean on the mailbox by herself.

“I'd like a shower. Tiring day,” say Flyboy.

Then Sugar surprises me by sayin, “You know, Miss Moore, I don’t think all of us here
put together eat in a year what that sailboat costs.” And Miss Moore lights up like some-
body goosed her. “And?” she say, urging Sugar on. Only I'm standin on her foot so she
don’t continue.

“Imagine for a minute what kind of society it is in which some people can spend on
a toy what it would cost to feed a family of six or seven. What do you think?”

“I think,” say Sugar pushing me off her feet like she never done before, cause I whip
her ass in a minute, “that this is not much of a democracy if you ask me. Equal chance
to pursue happiness means an equal crack at the dough, don't it?” Miss Moore is besides
herself and I am disgusted with Sugar’s treachery. So I stand on her foot one more time to
see if she’ll shove me. She shuts up, and Miss Moore looks at me, sorrowfully ’'m thinkin.
And somethin weird is goin on, I can feel it in my chest.

“Anybody else learn anything today?” lookin dead at me.

I walk away and Sugar has to run to catch up and don't even seem to notice when
I shrug her arm off my shoulder.

“Well, we got four dollars anyway,” she says.

“Uh hunh”

“We could go to Hascombs and get half a chocolate layer and then go to the Sunset
and still have plenty money for potato chips and ice-cream sodas.”

“Uh hunh”

“Race you to Hascombs,” she say.

We start down the block and she gets ahead which is O.K. by me cause 'm goin to
the West End and then over to the Drive to think this day through. She can run if she want
to and even run faster. But ain’t nobody gonna beat me at nuthin.






Poems by Langston Hughes (1902-1967)

I, Too

1, too, sing America.

I am the darker brother.

They send me to eat in the kitchen
When company comes,

But I laugh,

And eat well,

And grow strong.

Tomorrow,

I'll be at the table
When company comes.
Nobody'll dare

Say to me,

"Eat in the kitchen,"
Then.

Besides,
They'll see how beautiful T am
And be ashamed—

I, too, am America.

The Weary Blues

Droning a drowsy syncopated tune,

Rocking back and forth to a mellow croon,
I heard a Negro play.

Down on Lenox Avenue the other night

By the pale dull pallor of an old gas light
He did a lazy sway. . . .
He did a lazy sway. . . .

To the tune o’ those Weary Blues.

With his ebony hands on each ivory key

He made that poor piano moan with melody.
O Blues!

Swaying to and fro on his rickety stool

He played that sad raggy tune like a musical fool.
Sweet Blues!

Coming from a black man’s soul.
O Blues!

In a deep song voice with a melancholy tone

I heard that Negro sing, that old piano moan—
“Ain’t got nobody in all this world,



Ain’t got nobody but ma self.
I’s gwine to quit ma frownin’
And put ma troubles on the shelf.”

Thump, thump, thump, went his foot on the floor.
He played a few chords then he sang some more—
“I got the Weary Blues
And I can’t be satisfied.
Got the Weary Blues
And can’t be satisfied—
I ain’t happy no mo’
And 1 wish that I had died.”
And far into the night he crooned that tune.
The stars went out and so did the moon.
The singer stopped playing and went to bed
While the Weary Blues echoed through his head.
He slept like a rock or a man that’s dead.

Po’ Boy Blues

When I was home de

Sunshine seemed like gold.
When I was home de

Sunshine seemed like gold.

Since I come up North de
Whole damn world's turned cold.

I was a good boy,

Never done no wrong.

Yes, I was a good boy,
Never done no wrong,

But this world is weary

An' de road is hard an' long.

I fell in love with

A gal I thought was kind.
Fell in love with

A gal I thought was kind.
She made me lose ma money
An' almost lose ma mind.

Weary, weary,

Weary eatly in de morn.
Weary, weary,

Eatly, eatly in de morn.

T's so weary

I wish I'd never been botn.



The Negro Speaks of Rivers

I’'ve known rivers:
I’ve known rivers ancient as the world and older than the flow of human blood in human veins.

My soul has grown deep like the rivers.

I bathed in the Euphrates when dawns were young,.

I built my hut near the Congo and it lulled me to sleep.

I'looked upon the Nile and raised the pyramids above it.

I heard the singing of the Mississippi when Abe Lincoln went down to New Orleans, and I've seen
its muddy bosom turn all golden in the sunset.

I've known rivers:
Ancient, dusky rivers.

My soul has grown deep like the rivers.
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Theodor Adorno and Max Horkheimer (1944)

The Culture Industry:
Enlightenment as Mass
Deception

Adorno, Theodor W., and Max Horkheimer. Trans. Andy Blunden. “The
Culture Industry: Enlightenment as Mass Deception.” Marxists.org. Web. 21
Jan. 2015.

Transcribed: by Andy Blunden 1998;
proofed and corrected Feb. 2005.

THE sociological theory that the loss of the support of objectively
established religion, the dissolution of the last remnants of pre-
capitalism, together with technological and social differentiation or
specialisation, have led to cultural chaos is disproved every day; for

culture now impresses the same stamp on everything.

Films, radio and magazines make up a system which is uniform as a
whole and in every part. Even the aesthetic activities of political
opposites are one in their enthusiastic obedience to the rhythm of the
iron system. The decorative industrial management buildings and
exhibition centers in authoritarian countries are much the same as
anywhere else. The huge gleaming towers that shoot up everywhere are
outward signs of the ingenious planning of international concerns,
toward which the unleashed entrepreneurial system (whose monuments

are a mass of gloomy houses and business premises in grimy, spiritless

cities) was already hastening. Even now the older houses just outside the
concrete city centres look like slums, and the new bungalows on the
outskirts are at one with the flimsy structures of world fairs in their
praise of technical progress and their built-in demand to be discarded

after a short while like empty food cans.

Yet the city housing projects designed to perpetuate the individual as
a supposedly independent unit in a small hygienic dwelling make him all
the more subservient to his adversary — the absolute power of
capitalism. Because the inhabitants, as producers and as consumers, are
drawn into the center in search of work and pleasure, all the living units
crystallise into well-organised complexes. The striking unity of
microcosm and macrocosm presents men with a model of their culture:
the false identity of the general and the particular. Under monopoly all
mass culture is identical, and the lines of its artificial framework begin to
show through. The people at the top are no longer so interested in
concealing monopoly: as its violence becomes more open, so its power
grows. Movies and radio need no longer pretend to be art. The truth
that they are just business is made into an ideology in order to justify the
rubbish they deliberately produce. They call themselves industries; and
when their directors’ incomes are published, any doubt about the social

utility of the finished products is removed.

Interested parties explain the culture industry in technological terms.
It is alleged that because millions participate in it, certain reproduction
processes are necessary that inevitably require identical needs in
innumerable places to be satisfied with identical goods. The technical
contrast between the few production centers and the large number of

widely dispersed consumption points is said to demand organisation and
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planning by management. Furthermore, it is claimed that standards were
based in the first place on consumers’ needs, and for that reason were
accepted with so little resistance. The result is the circle of manipulation
and retroactive need in which the unity of the system grows ever
stronger. No mention is made of the fact that the basis on which
technology acquires power over society is the power of those whose
economic hold over society is greatest. A technological rationale is the
rationale of domination itself. It is the coercive nature of society
alienated from itself. Automobiles, bombs, and movies keep the whole
thing together until their leveling element shows its strength in the very
wrong which it furthered. It has made the technology of the culture
industry no more than the achievement of standardisation and mass
production, sacrificing whatever involved a distinction between the logic

of the work and that of the social system.

This is the result not of a law of movement in technology as such but
of its function in today’s economy. The need which might resist central
control has already been suppressed by the control of the individual
consciousness. The step from the telephone to the radio has clearly
distinguished the roles. The former still allowed the subscriber to play
the role of subject, and was liberal. The latter is democratic: it turns all
participants into listeners and authoritatively subjects them to broadcast
programs which are all exactly the same. No machinery of rejoinder has
been devised, and private broadcasters are denied any freedom. They are
confined to the apocryphal field of the “amateur,” and also have to

accept organisation from above.

But any trace of spontaneity from the public in official broadcasting is

controlled and absorbed by talent scouts, studio competitions and

official programs of every kind selected by professionals. Talented
performers belong to the industry long before it displays them;
otherwise they would not be so eager to fit in. The attitude of the public,
which ostensibly and actually favours the system of the culture industry,
is a part of the system and not an excuse for it. If one branch of art
follows the same formula as one with a very different medium and
content; if the dramatic intrigue of broadcast soap operas becomes no
more than useful material for showing how to master technical
problems at both ends of the scale of musical experience — real jazz or a
cheap imitation; or if a movement from a Beethoven symphony is
crudely “adapted” for a film sound-track in the same way as a Tolstoy
novel is garbled in a film script: then the claim that this is done to satisfy

the spontaneous wishes of the public is no more than hot air.

We are closer to the facts if we explain these phenomena as inherent
in the technical and personnel apparatus which, down to its last cog,
itself forms part of the economic mechanism of selection. In addition
there is the agreement — or at least the determination — of all executive
authorities not to produce or sanction anything that in any way differs
from their own rules, their own ideas about consumers, or above all

themselves.

In our age the objective social tendency is incarnate in the hidden
subjective purposes of company directors, the foremost among whom
are in the most powerful sectors of industry — steel, petroleum,
electricity, and chemicals. Culture monopolies are weak and dependent
in comparison. They cannot afford to neglect their appeasement of the
real holders of power if their sphere of activity in mass society (a sphere

producing a specific type of commodity which anyhow is still too closely
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bound up with easy-going liberalism and Jewish intellectuals) is not to
undergo a series of purges. The dependence of the most powerful
broadcasting company on the electrical industry, or of the motion
picture industry on the banks, is characteristic of the whole sphere,
whose individual branches are themselves economically interwoven. All
are in such close contact that the extreme concentration of mental
forces allows demarcation lines between different firms and technical

branches to be ignored.

The ruthless unity in the culture industry is evidence of what will
happen in politics. Marked differentiations such as those of A and B
films, or of stories in magazines in different price ranges, depend not so
much on subject matter as on classifying, organising, and labelling
consumers. Something is provided for all so that none may escape; the
distinctions are emphasised and extended. The public is catered for with
a hierarchical range of mass-produced products of varying quality, thus
advancing the rule of complete quantification. Everybody must behave
(as if spontaneously) in accordance with his previously determined and
indexed level, and choose the category of mass product turned out for
his type. Consumers appear as statistics on research organisation charts,
and are divided by income groups into red, green, and blue areas; the

technique is that used for any type of propaganda.

How formalised the procedure is can be seen when the mechanically
differentiated products prove to be all alike in the end. That the
difference between the Chrysler range and General Motors products is
basically illusory strikes every child with a keen interest in varieties.
What connoisseurs discuss as good or bad points serve only to

perpetuate the semblance of competition and range of choice. The same

applies to the Warner Brothers and Metro Goldwyn Mayer productions.
But even the differences between the more expensive and cheaper
models put out by the same firm steadily diminish: for automobiles,
there are such differences as the number of cylinders, cubic capacity,
details of patented gadgets; and for films there are the number of stars,
the extravagant use of technology, labor, and equipment, and the
introduction of the latest psychological formulas. The universal criterion
of merit is the amount of “conspicuous production,” of blatant cash
investment. The varying budgets in the culture industry do not bear the
slightest relation to factual values, to the meaning of the products

themselves.

Even the technical media are relentlessly forced into uniformity.
Television aims at a synthesis of radio and film, and is held up only
because the interested parties have not yet reached agreement, but its
consequences will be quite enormous and promise to intensify the
impoverishment of aesthetic matter so drastically, that by tomorrow the
thinly veiled identity of all industrial culture products can come
triumphantly out into the open, derisively fulfilling the Wagnerian dream

of the Gesamtlunstwerk — the fusion of all the arts in one work.

The alliance of word, image, and music is all the more perfect than in
Tristan because the sensuous elements which all approvingly reflect the
surface of social reality are in principle embodied in the same technical
process, the unity of which becomes its distinctive content. This process
integrates all the elements of the production, from the novel (shaped
with an eye to the film) to the last sound effect. It is the triumph of
invested capital, whose title as absolute master is etched deep into the

hearts of the dispossessed in the employment line; it is the meaningful
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content of every film, whatever plot the production team may have

selected.

The man with leisure has to accept what the culture manufacturers
offer him. Kant’s formalism still expected a contribution from the
individual, who was thought to relate the varied experiences of the
senses to fundamental concepts; but industry robs the individual of his
function. Its prime service to the customer is to do his schematising for

him.

Kant said that there was a secret mechanism in the soul which
prepared direct intuitions in such a way that they could be fitted into the
system of pure reason. But today that secret has been deciphered. While
the mechanism is to all appearances planned by those who serve up the
data of experience, that is, by the culture industry, it is in fact forced
upon the latter by the power of society, which remains irrational,
however we may try to rationalise it; and this inescapable force is
processed by commercial agencies so that they give an artificial

impression of being in command.

There is nothing left for the consumer to classify. Producers have
done it for him. Art for the masses has destroyed the dream but still
conforms to the tenets of that dreaming idealism which critical idealism
baulked at. Everything derives from consciousness: for Malebranche
and Berkeley, from the consciousness of God; in mass art, from the
consciousness of the production team. Not only are the hit songs, stars,
and soap operas cyclically recurrent and rigidly invariable types, but the
specific content of the entertainment itself is derived from them and
only appears to change. The details are interchangeable. The short

interval sequence which was effective in a hit song, the hero’s

momentary fall from grace (which he accepts as good sport), the rough
treatment which the beloved gets from the male star, the latter’s rugged
defiance of the spoilt heiress, are, like all the other details, ready-made
clichés to be slotted in anywhere; they never do anything more than
fulfil the purpose allotted them in the overall plan. Their whole razson
d’étre is to confirm it by being its constituent parts. As soon as the film
begins, it is quite clear how it will end, and who will be rewarded,
punished, or forgotten. In light music, once the trained ear has heard the
first notes of the hit song, it can guess what is coming and feel flattered
when it does come. The average length of the short story has to be
rigidly adhered to. Even gags, effects, and jokes are calculated like the
setting in which they are placed. They are the responsibility of special
experts and their narrow range makes it easy for them to be apportioned

in the office.

The development of the culture industry has led to the predominance
of the effect, the obvious touch, and the technical detail over the work
itself — which once expressed an idea, but was liquidated together with
the idea. When the detail won its freedom, it became rebellious and, in
the period from Romanticism to Expressionism, asserted itself as free
expression, as a vehicle of protest against the organisation. In music the
single harmonic effect obliterated the awareness of form as a whole; in
painting the individual colour was stressed at the expense of pictorial
composition; and in the novel psychology became more important than

structure. The totality of the culture industry has put an end to this.

Though concerned exclusively with effects, it crushes their
insubordination and makes them subserve the formula, which replaces

the work. The same fate is inflicted on whole and parts alike. The whole
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inevitably bears no relation to the details — just like the career of a
successful man into which everything is made to fit as an illustration or a
proof, whereas it is nothing more than the sum of all those idiotic
events. The so-called dominant idea is like a file which ensures order but
not coherence. The whole and the parts are alike; there is no antithesis
and no connection. Their prearranged harmony is a mockery of what
had to be striven after in the great bourgeois works of art. In Germany
the graveyard stillness of the dictatorship already hung over the gayest

films of the democratic era.

The whole world is made to pass through the filter of the culture
industry. The old experience of the movie-goer, who sees the world
outside as an extension of the film he has just left (because the latter is
intent upon reproducing the world of everyday perceptions), is now the
producer’s guideline. The more intensely and flawlessly his techniques
duplicate empirical objects, the easier it is today for the illusion to
prevail that the outside world is the straightforward continuation of that
presented on the screen. This purpose has been furthered by mechanical

reproduction since the lightning takeover by the sound film.

Real life is becoming indistinguishable from the movies. The sound
film, far surpassing the theatre of illusion, leaves no room for
imagination or reflection on the part of the audience, who is unable to
respond within the structure of the film, yet deviate from its precise
detail without losing the thread of the story; hence the film forces its
victims to equate it directly with reality. The stunting of the mass-media
consumer’s powers of imagination and spontaneity does not have to be
traced back to any psychological mechanisms; he must ascribe the loss

of those attributes to the objective nature of the products themselves,

especially to the most characteristic of them, the sound film. They are so
designed that quickness, powers of observation, and experience are
undeniably needed to apprehend them at all; yet sustained thought is out

of the question if the spectator is not to miss the relentless rush of facts.

Even though the effort required for his response is semi-automatic,
no scope is left for the imagination. Those who are so absorbed by the
world of the movie — by its images, gestures, and words — that they are
unable to supply what really makes it a world, do not have to dwell on
particular points of its mechanics during a screening. All the other films
and products of the entertainment industry which they have seen have

taught them what to expect; they react automatically.

The might of industrial society is lodged in men’s minds. The
entertainments manufacturers know that their products will be
consumed with alertness even when the customer is distraught, for each
of them is a model of the huge economic machinery which has always
sustained the masses, whether at work or at leisure — which is akin to
work. From every sound film and every broadcast program the social
effect can be inferred which is exclusive to none but is shared by all
alike. The culture industry as a whole has moulded men as a type
unfailingly reproduced in every product. All the agents of this process,
from the producer to the women’s clubs, take good care that the simple

reproduction of this mental state is not nuanced or extended in any way.

The art historians and guardians of culture who complain of the
extinction in the West of a basic style-determining power are wrong.
The stereotyped appropriation of everything, even the inchoate, for the
purposes of mechanical reproduction surpasses the rigour and general

currency of any “real style,” in the sense in which cultural cognoscenti
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celebrate the organic pre-capitalist past. No Palestrina could be more of
a purist in eliminating every unprepared and unresolved discord than the
jazz arranger in suppressing any development which does not conform
to the jargon. When jazzing up Mozart he changes him not only when
he is too serious or too difficult but when he harmonises the melody in
a different way, perhaps more simply, than is customary now. No
medieval builder can have scrutinised the subjects for church windows
and sculptures more suspiciously than the studio hierarchy scrutinises a
work by Balzac or Hugo before finally approving it. No medieval
theologian could have determined the degree of the torment to be
suffered by the damned in accordance with the order of divine love
more meticulously than the producers of shoddy epics calculate the
torture to be undergone by the hero or the exact point to which the
leading lady’s hemline shall be raised. The explicit and implicit, exoteric
and esoteric catalogue of the forbidden and tolerated is so extensive that
it not only defines the area of freedom but is all-powerful inside it.

Everything down to the last detail is shaped accordingly.

Like its counterpart, avant-garde art, the entertainment industry
determines its own language, down to its very syntax and vocabulary, by
the use of anathema. The constant pressure to produce new effects
(which must conform to the old pattern) serves merely as another rule
to increase the power of the conventions when any single effect
threatens to slip through the net. Every detail is so firmly stamped with
sameness that nothing can appear which is not marked at birth, or does
not meet with approval at first sight. And the star performers, whether
they produce or reproduce, use this jargon as freely and fluently and
with as much gusto as if it were the very language which it silenced long

ago. Such is the ideal of what is natural in this field of activity, and its

influence becomes all the more powerful, the more technique is
perfected and diminishes the tension between the finished product and
everyday life. The paradox of this routine, which is essentially travesty,
can be detected and is often predominant in everything that the culture
industry turns out. A jazz musician who is playing a piece of serious
music, one of Beethoven’s simplest minuets, syncopates it involuntarily
and will smile superciliously when asked to follow the normal divisions
of the beat. This is the “nature” which, complicated by the ever-present
and extravagant demands of the specific medium, constitutes the new
style and is a “system of non-culture, to which one might even concede
a certain ‘unity of style’ if it really made any sense to speak of stylised

barbarity.” [Nietzsche]

The universal imposition of this stylised mode can even go beyond
what is quasi-officially sanctioned or forbidden; today a hit song is more
readily forgiven for not observing the 32 beats or the compass of the
ninth than for containing even the most clandestine melodic or
harmonic detail which does not conform to the idiom. Whenever Orson
Welles offends against the tricks of the trade, he is forgiven because his
departures from the norm are regarded as calculated mutations which
serve all the more strongly to confirm the validity of the system. The
constraint of the technically-conditioned idiom which stars and directors
have to produce as “nature” so that the people can appropriate it,
extends to such fine nuances that they almost attain the subtlety of the
devices of an avant-garde work as against those of truth. The rare
capacity minutely to fulfil the obligations of the natural idiom in all
branches of the culture industry becomes the criterion of efficiency.
What and how they say it must be measurable by everyday language, as

in logical positivism.



The producers are experts. The idiom demands an astounding
productive power, which it absorbs and squanders. In a diabolical way it
has overreached the culturally conservative distinction between genuine
and artificial style. A style might be called artificial which is imposed
from without on the refractory impulses of a form. But in the culture
industry every element of the subject matter has its origin in the same
apparatus as that jargon whose stamp it bears. The quarrels in which the
artistic experts become involved with sponsor and censor about a lie
going beyond the bounds of credibility are evidence not so much of an
inner aesthetic tension as of a divergence of interests. The reputation of
the specialist, in which a last remnant of objective independence
sometimes finds refuge, conflicts with the business politics of the
Church, or the concern which is manufacturing the cultural commodity.
But the thing itself has been essentially objectified and made viable
before the established authorities began to argue about it. Even before
Zanuck acquired her, Saint Bernadette was regarded by her latter-day
hagiographer as brilliant propaganda for all interested parties. That is
what became of the emotions of the character. Hence the style of the
culture industry, which no longer has to test itself against any refractory
material, is also the negation of style. The reconciliation of the general
and particular, of the rule and the specific demands of the subject
matter, the achievement of which alone gives essential, meaningful
content to style, is futile because there has ceased to be the slightest
tension between opposite poles: these concordant extremes are dismally

identical; the general can replace the particular, and vice versa.

Nevertheless, this caricature of style does not amount to something
beyond the genuine style of the past. In the culture industry the notion

of genuine style is seen to be the aesthetic equivalent of domination.

Style considered as mere aesthetic regularity is a romantic dream of the
past. The unity of style not only of the Christian Middle Ages but of the
Renaissance expresses in each case the different structure of social
power, and not the obscure experience of the oppressed in which the
general was enclosed. The great artists were never those who embodied
a wholly flawless and perfect style, but those who used style as a way of
hardening themselves against the chaotic expression of suffering, as a
negative truth. The style of their works gave what was expressed that
force without which life flows away unheard. Those very art forms
which are known as classical, such as Mozart’s music, contain objective
trends which represent something different to the style which they

incarnate.

As late as Schonberg and Picasso, the great artists have retained a
mistrust of style, and at crucial points have subordinated it to the logic
of the matter. What Dadaists and Expressionists called the untruth of
style as such triumphs today in the sung jargon of a crooner, in the
carefully contrived elegance of a film star, and even in the admirable
expertise of a photograph of a peasant’s squalid hut. Style represents a
promise in every work of art. That which is expressed is subsumed
through style into the dominant forms of generality, into the language of
music, painting, or words, in the hope that it will be reconciled thus with
the idea of true generality. This promise held out by the work of art that
it will create truth by lending new shape to the conventional social
forms is as necessary as it is hypocritical. It unconditionally posits the
real forms of life as it is by suggesting that fulfilment lies in their
aesthetic derivatives. To this extent the claim of art is always ideology

too.



However, only in this confrontation with tradition of which style is
the record can art express suffering. That factor in a work of art which
enables it to transcend reality certainly cannot be detached from style;
but it does not consist of the harmony actually realised, of any doubtful
unity of form and content, within and without, of individual and society;
it is to be found in those features in which discrepancy appears: in the
necessary failure of the passionate striving for identity. Instead of
exposing itself to this failure in which the style of the great work of art
has always achieved self-negation, the inferior work has always relied on

its similarity with others — on a surrogate identity.

In the culture industry this imitation finally becomes absolute. Having
ceased to be anything but style, it reveals the latter’s secret: obedience to
the social hierarchy. Today aesthetic barbarity completes what has
threatened the creations of the spirit since they were gathered together
as culture and neutralised. To speak of culture was always contrary to
culture. Culture as a common denominator already contains in embryo
that schematisation and process of cataloguing and classification which
bring culture within the sphere of administration. And it is precisely the
industrialised, the consequent, subsumption which entirely accords with
this notion of culture. By subordinating in the same way and to the same
end all areas of intellectual creation, by occupying men’s senses from the
time they leave the factory in the evening to the time they clock in again
the next morning with matter that bears the impress of the labor process
they themselves have to sustain throughout the day, this subsumption
mockingly satisfies the concept of a unified culture which the

philosophers of personality contrasted with mass culture.

And so the culture industry, the most rigid of all styles, proves to be
the goal of liberalism, which is reproached for its lack of style. Not only
do its categories and contents derive from liberalism — domesticated
naturalism as well as operetta and revue — but the modern culture
monopolies form the economic area in which, together with the
corresponding entrepreneurial types, for the time being some part of its
sphere of operation survives, despite the process of disintegration

elsewhere.

It is still possible to make one’s way in entertainment, if one is not
too obstinate about one’s own concerns, and proves appropriately
pliable. Anyone who resists can only survive by fitting in. Once his
particular brand of deviation from the norm has been noted by the
industry, he belongs to it as does the land-reformer to capitalism.
Realistic dissidence is the trademark of anyone who has a new idea in
business. In the public voice of modern society accusations are seldom
audible; if they are, the perceptive can already detect signs that the
dissident will soon be reconciled. The more immeasurable the gap
between chorus and leaders, the more certainly there is room at the top
for everybody who demonstrates his superiority by well-planned
originality. Hence, in the culture industry, too, the liberal tendency to

give full scope to its able men survives.

To do this for the efficient today is still the function of the market,
which is otherwise proficiently controlled; as for the market’s freedom,
in the high period of art as elsewhere, it was freedom for the stupid to
starve. Significantly, the system of the culture industry comes from the
more liberal industrial nations, and all its characteristic media, such as

movies, radio, jazz, and magazines, flourish there. Its progress, to be
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sure, had its origin in the general laws of capital. Gaumont and Pathe,
Ullstein and Hugenberg followed the international trend with some
success; Europe’s economic dependence on the United States after war
and inflation was a contributory factor. The belief that the barbarity of
the culture industry is a result of “cultural lag,” of the fact that the
American consciousness did not keep up with the growth of technology,
is quite wrong. It was pre-Fascist Europe which did not keep up with

the trend toward the culture monopoly.

But it was this very lag which left intellect and creativity some degree
of independence and enabled its last representatives to exist — however
dismally. In Germany the failure of democratic control to permeate life
had led to a paradoxical situation. Many things were exempt from the
market mechanism which had invaded the Western countries. The
German educational system, universities, theatres with artistic standards,
great orchestras, and museums enjoyed protection. The political powers,
state and municipalities, which had inherited such institutions from
absolutism, had left them with a measure of the freedom from the
forces of power which dominates the market, just as princes and feudal
lords had done up to the nineteenth century. This strengthened art in
this late phase against the verdict of supply and demand, and increased
its resistance far beyond the actual degree of protection. In the market
itself the tribute of a quality for which no use had been found was
turned into purchasing power; in this way, respectable literary and music
publishers could help authors who yielded little more in the way of

profit than the respect of the connoisseur.

But what completely fettered the artist was the pressure (and the

accompanying drastic threats), always to fit into business life as an

aesthetic expert. Formerly, like Kant and Hume, they signed their letters
“Your most humble and obedient servant,” and undermined the
foundations of throne and altar. Today they address heads of
government by their first names, yet in every artistic activity they are

subject to their illiterate masters.

The analysis Tocqueville offered a century ago has in the meantime
proved wholly accurate. Under the private culture monopoly it is a fact
that “tyranny leaves the body free and directs its attack at the soul. The
ruler no longer says: You must think as I do or die. He says: You are
free not to think as I do; your life, your property, everything shall remain
yours, but from this day on you are a stranger among us.” Not to
conform means to be rendered powetless, economically and therefore
spiritually — to be “self-employed.” When the outsider is excluded from

the concern, he can only too easily be accused of incompetence.

Whereas today in material production the mechanism of supply and
demand is disintegrating, in the superstructure it still operates as a check
in the rulers’ favour. The consumers are the workers and employees, the
farmers and lower middle class. Capitalist production so confines them,
body and soul, that they fall helpless victims to what is offered them. As
naturally as the ruled always took the morality imposed upon them more
seriously than did the rulers themselves, the deceived masses are today
captivated by the myth of success even more than the successful are.
Immovably, they insist on the very ideology which enslaves them. The
misplaced love of the common people for the wrong which is done
them is a greater force than the cunning of the authorities. It is stronger
even than the rigorism of the Hays Office, just as in certain great times

in history it has inflamed greater forces that were turned against it,
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namely, the terror of the tribunals. It calls for Mickey Rooney in
preference to the tragic Garbo, for Donald Duck instead of Betty Boop.
The industry submits to the vote which it has itself inspired. What is a
loss for the firm which cannot fully exploit a contract with a declining
star is a legitimate expense for the system as a whole. By craftily
sanctioning the demand for rubbish it inaugurates total harmony. The
connoisseur and the expert are despised for their pretentious claim to
know better than the others, even though culture is democratic and
distributes its privileges to all. In view of the ideological truce, the
conformism of the buyers and the effrontery of the producers who
supply them prevail. The result is a constant reproduction of the same

thing.

A constant sameness governs the relationship to the past as well.
What is new about the phase of mass culture compared with the late
liberal stage is the exclusion of the new. The machine rotates on the
same spot. While determining consumption it excludes the untried as a
risk. The movie-makers distrust any manuscript which is not
reassuringly backed by a bestseller. Yet for this very reason there is
never-ending talk of ideas, novelty, and surprise, of what is taken for
granted but has never existed. Tempo and dynamics serve this trend.
Nothing remains as of old; everything has to run incessantly, to keep
moving. For only the universal triumph of the rhythm of mechanical
production and reproduction promises that nothing changes, and
nothing unsuitable will appear. Any additions to the well-proven culture
inventory are too much of a speculation. The ossified forms — such as
the sketch, short story, problem film, or hit song — are the standardised
average of late liberal taste, dictated with threats from above. The

people at the top in the culture agencies, who work in harmony as only

one manager can with another, whether he comes from the rag trade or
from college, have long since reorganised and rationalised the objective
spirit. One might think that an omnipresent authority had sifted the
material and drawn up an official catalogue of cultural commodities to
provide a smooth supply of available mass-produced lines. The ideas are
written in the cultural firmament where they had already been numbered
by Plato — and were indeed numbers, incapable of increase and

immutable.

Amusement and all the elements of the culture industry existed long
before the latter came into existence. Now they are taken over from
above and brought up to date. The culture industry can pride itself on
having energetically executed the previously clumsy transposition of art
into the sphere of consumption, on making this a principle, on divesting
amusement of its obtrusive naivetes and improving the type of
commodities. The more absolute it became, the more ruthless it was in
forcing every outsider either into bankruptcy or into a syndicate, and
became more refined and elevated — until it ended up as a synthesis of
Beethoven and the Casino de Paris. It enjoys a double victory: the truth
it extinguishes without it can reproduce at will as a lie within. “Light” art
as such, distraction, is not a decadent form. Anyone who complains that
it is a betrayal of the ideal of pure expression is under an illusion about
society. The purity of bourgeois art, which hypostasised itself as a world
of freedom in contrast to what was happening in the material world, was
from the beginning bought with the exclusion of the lower classes —
with whose cause, the real universality, art keeps faith precisely by its
freedom from the ends of the false universality. Serious art has been
withheld from those for whom the hardship and oppression of life make

a mockery of seriousness, and who must be glad if they can use time not
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spent at the production line just to keep going. Light art has been the
shadow of autonomous art. It is the social bad conscience of serious art.
The truth which the latter necessarily lacked because of its social
premises gives the other the semblance of legitimacy. The division itself
is the truth: it does at least express the negativity of the culture which
the different spheres constitute. Least of all can the antithesis be
reconciled by absorbing light into serious art, or vice versa. But that is

what the culture industry attempts.

The eccentricity of the circus, peepshow, and brothel is as
embarrassing to it as that of Schonberg and Karl Kraus. And so the jazz
musician Benny Goodman appears with the Budapest string quartet,
more pedantic rhythmically than any philharmonic clarinettist, while the
style of the Budapest players is as uniform and sugary as that of Guy
Lombardo. But what is significant is not vulgarity, stupidity, and lack of
polish.

The culture industry did away with yesterday’s rubbish by its own
perfection, and by forbidding and domesticating the amateurish,
although it constantly allows gross blunders without which the standard
of the exalted style cannot be perceived. But what is new is that the
irreconcilable elements of culture, art and distraction, are subordinated
to one end and subsumed under one false formula: the totality of the
culture industry. It consists of repetition. That its characteristic
innovations are never anything more than improvements of mass
reproduction is not external to the system. It is with good reason that
the interest of innumerable consumers is directed to the technique, and
not to the contents — which are stubbornly repeated, outworn, and by

now half-discredited. The social power which the spectators worship

shows itself more effectively in the omnipresence of the stereotype
imposed by technical skill than in the stale ideologies for which the

ephemeral contents stand in.

Nevertheless the culture industry remains the entertainment business.
Its influence over the consumers is established by entertainment; that
will ultimately be broken not by an outright decree, but by the hostility
inherent in the principle of entertainment to what is greater than itself.
Since all the trends of the culture industry are profoundly embedded in
the public by the whole social process, they are encouraged by the
survival of the market in this area. Demand has not yet been replaced by
simple obedience. As is well known, the major reorganisation of the film
industry shortly before World War I, the material prerequisite of its
expansion, was precisely its deliberate acceptance of the public’s needs
as recorded at the box-office — a procedure which was hardly thought
necessary in the pioneering days of the screen. The same opinion is held
today by the captains of the film industry, who take as their criterion the
more or less phenomenal song hits but wisely never have recourse to
the judgment of truth, the opposite criterion. Business is their ideology.
It is quite correct that the power of the culture industry resides in its
identification with a manufactured need, and not in simple contrast to it,
even if this contrast were one of complete power and complete

powerlessness.

Amusement under late capitalism is the prolongation of work. It is
sought after as an escape from the mechanised work process, and to
recruit strength in order to be able to cope with it again. But at the same
time mechanisation has such power over a man’s leisure and happiness,

and so profoundly determines the manufacture of amusement goods,
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that his experiences are inevitably after-images of the work process
itself. The ostensible content is merely a faded foreground; what sinks in
is the automatic succession of standardised operations. What happens at
work, in the factory, or in the office can only be escaped from by

approximation to it in one’s leisure time.

All amusement suffers from this incurable malady. Pleasure hardens
into boredom because, if it is to remain pleasure, it must not demand
any effort and therefore moves rigorously in the worn grooves of
association. No independent thinking must be expected from the
audience: the product prescribes every reaction: not by its natural
structure (which collapses under reflection), but by signals. Any logical
connection calling for mental effort is painstakingly avoided. As far as
possible, developments must follow from the immediately preceding
situation and never from the idea of the whole. For the attentive movie-
goer any individual scene will give him the whole thing. Even the set
pattern itself still seems dangerous, offering some meaning — wretched
as it might be — where only meaninglessness is acceptable. Often the
plot is maliciously deprived of the development demanded by characters
and matter according to the old pattern. Instead, the next step is what
the script writer takes to be the most striking effect in the particular

situation. Banal though elaborate surprise interrupts the story-line.

The tendency mischievously to fall back on pure nonsense, which was
a legitimate part of popular art, farce and clowning, right up to Chaplin
and the Marx Brothers, is most obvious in the unpretentious kinds. This
tendency has completely asserted itself in the text of the novelty song, in
the thriller movie, and in cartoons, although in films starring Greer

Garson and Bette Davis the unity of the socio-psychological case study

provides something approximating a claim to a consistent plot. The idea
itself, together with the objects of comedy and terror, is massacred and
fragmented. Novelty songs have always existed on a contempt for
meaning which, as predecessors and successors of psychoanalysis, they
reduce to the monotony of sexual symbolism. Today, detective and
adventure films no longer give the audience the opportunity to
experience the resolution. In the non-ironic varieties of the genre, it has
also to rest content with the simple horror of situations which have

almost ceased to be linked in any way.

Cartoons were once exponents of fantasy as opposed to rationalism.
They ensured that justice was done to the creatures and objects they
electrified, by giving the maimed specimens a second life. All they do
today is to confirm the victory of technological reason over truth. A few
years ago they had a consistent plot which only broke up in the final
moments in a crazy chase, and thus resembled the old slapstick comedy.
Now, however, time relations have shifted. In the very first sequence a
motive is stated so that in the course of the action destruction can get to
work on it: with the audience in pursuit, the protagonist becomes the
worthless object of general violence. The quantity of organised
amusement changes into the quality of organised cruelty. The self-
elected censors of the film industry (with whom it enjoys a close
relationship) watch over the unfolding of the crime, which is as drawn-
out as a hunt. Fun replaces the pleasure which the sight of an embrace
would allegedly afford, and postpones satisfaction till the day of the
pogrom. Insofar as cartoons do any more than accustom the senses to
the new tempo, they hammer into every brain the old lesson that
continuous friction, the breaking down of all individual resistance, is the

condition of life in this society. Donald Duck in the cartoons and the
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unfortunate in real life get their thrashing so that the audience can learn

to take their own punishment.

The enjoyment of the violence suffered by the movie character turns
into violence against the spectator, and distraction into exertion.
Nothing that the experts have devised as a stimulant must escape the
weary eye; no stupidity is allowed in the face of all the trickery; one has
to follow everything and even display the smart responses shown and
recommended in the film. This raises the question whether the culture
industry fulfils the function of diverting minds which it boasts about so
loudly. If most of the radio stations and movie theatres were closed
down, the consumers would probably not lose so very much. To walk
from the street into the movie theatre is no longer to enter a world of
dream; as soon as the very existence of these institutions no longer
made it obligatory to use them, there would be no great urge to do so.
Such closures would not be reactionary machine wrecking. The
disappointment would be felt not so much by the enthusiasts as by the
slow-witted, who are the ones who suffer for everything anyhow. In
spite of the films which are intended to complete her integration, the
housewife finds in the darkness of the movie theatre a place of refuge
where she can sit for a few hours with nobody watching, just as she used
to look out of the window when there were still homes and rest in the
evening. The unemployed in the great cities find coolness in summer
and warmth in winter in these temperature-controlled locations.
Otherwise, despite its size, this bloated pleasure apparatus adds no
dignity to man’s lives. The idea of “fully exploiting” available technical
resources and the facilities for aesthetic mass consumption is part of the

economic system which refuses to exploit resources to abolish hunger.

The culture industry perpetually cheats its consumers of what it
perpetually promises. The promissory note which, with its plots and
staging, it draws on pleasure is endlessly prolonged; the promise, which
is actually all the spectacle consists of, is illusory: all it actually confirms
is that the real point will never be reached, that the diner must be
satisfied with the menu. In front of the appetite stimulated by all those
brilliant names and images there is finally set no more than a
commendation of the depressing everyday world it sought to escape. Of
course works of art were not sexual exhibitions either. However, by
representing deprivation as negative, they retracted, as it were, the

prostitution of the impulse and rescued by mediation what was denied.

The secret of aesthetic sublimation is its representation of fulfilment
as a broken promise. The culture industry does not sublimate; it
represses. By repeatedly exposing the objects of desire, breasts in a
clinging sweater or the naked torso of the athletic hero, it only
stimulates the unsublimated forepleasure which habitual deprivation has
long since reduced to a masochistic semblance. There is no erotic
situation which, while insinuating and exciting, does not fail to indicate
unmistakably that things can never go that far. The Hays Office merely
confirms the ritual of Tantalus that the culture industry has established
anyway. Works of art are ascetic and unashamed; the culture industry is
pornographic and prudish. Love is downgraded to romance. And, after
the descent, much is permitted; even license as a marketable speciality
has its quota bearing the trade description “daring.” The mass
production of the sexual automatically achieves its repression. Because
of his ubiquity, the film star with whom one is meant to fall in love is
from the outset a copy of himself. Every tenor voice comes to sound

like a Caruso record, and the “natural” faces of Texas girls are like the

13



successful models by whom Hollywood has typecast them. The
mechanical reproduction of beauty, which reactionary cultural
fanaticism wholeheartedly serves in its methodical idolisation of
individuality, leaves no room for that unconscious idolatry which was

once essential to beauty.

The triumph over beauty is celebrated by humour — the
Schadenfreude that every successful deprivation calls forth. There is
laughter because there is nothing to laugh at. Laughter, whether
conciliatory or terrible, always occurs when some fear passes. It
indicates liberation either from physical danger or from the grip of logic.
Conciliatory laughter is heard as the echo of an escape from power; the
wrong kind overcomes fear by capitulating to the forces which are to be
feared. It is the echo of power as something inescapable. Fun is a
medicinal bath. The pleasure industry never fails to prescribe it. It makes
laughter the instrument of the fraud practised on happiness. Moments
of happiness are without laughter; only operettas and films portray sex
to the accompaniment of resounding laughter. But Baudelaire is as
devoid of humour as Hélderlin. In the false society laughter is a disease
which has attacked happiness and is drawing it into its worthless totality.
To laugh at something is always to deride it, and the life which,
according to Bergson, in laughter breaks through the barrier, is actually
an invading barbaric life, self-assertion prepared to parade its liberation
from any scruple when the social occasion arises. Such a laughing
audience is a parody of humanity. Its members are monads, all dedicated
to the pleasure of being ready for anything at the expense of everyone
else. Their harmony is a caricature of solidarity. What is fiendish about
this false laughter is that it is a compelling parody of the best, which is

conciliatory. Delight is austere: res severa verum gandium. The monastic

theory that not asceticism but the sexual act denotes the renunciation of
attainable bliss receives negative confirmation in the gravity of the lover
who with foreboding commits his life to the fleeting moment. In the
culture industry, jovial denial takes the place of the pain found in ecstasy
and in asceticism. The supreme law is that they shall not satisfy their
desires at any price; they must laugh and be content with laughter. In
every product of the culture industry, the permanent denial imposed by
civilisation is once again unmistakably demonstrated and inflicted on its
victims. To offer and to deprive them of something is one and the same.
This is what happens in erotic films. Precisely because it must never take
place, everything centres upon copulation. In films it is more strictly
forbidden for an illegitimate relationship to be admitted without the
parties being punished than for a millionaire’s future son-in-law to be
active in the labour movement. In contrast to the liberal era,
industrialised as well as popular culture may wax indignant at capitalism,
but it cannot renounce the threat of castration. This is fundamental. It
outlasts the organised acceptance of the uniformed seen in the films
which are produced to that end, and in reality. What is decisive today is
no longer puritanism, although it still asserts itself in the form of
women’s organisations, but the necessity inherent in the system not to
leave the customer alone, not for a moment to allow him any suspicion

that resistance is possible.

The principle dictates that he should be shown all his needs as
capable of-fulfilment, but that those needs should be so predetermined
that he feels himself to be the eternal consumer, the object of the
culture industry. Not only does it make him believe that the deception it
practices is satisfaction, but it goes further and implies that, whatever

the state of affairs, he must put up with what is offered. The escape
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from everyday drudgery which the whole culture industry promises may
be compared to the daughter’s abduction in the cartoon: the father is
holding the ladder in the dark. The paradise offered by the culture
industry is the same old drudgery. Both escape and elopement are pre-
designed to lead back to the starting point. Pleasure promotes the

resignation which it ought to help to forget.

Even today the culture industry dresses works of art like political
slogans and forces them upon a resistant public at reduced prices; they
are as accessible for public enjoyment as a park. But the disappearance
of their genuine commodity character does not mean that they have
been abolished in the life of a free society, but that the last defence
against their reduction to culture goods has fallen. The abolition of
educational privilege by the device of clearance sales does not open for
the masses the spheres from which they were formerly excluded, but,
given existing social conditions, contributes directly to the decay of
education and the progress of barbaric meaninglessness. Those who
spent their money in the nineteenth or the eatly twentieth century to see
a play or to go to a concert respected the performance as much as the
money they spent. The bourgeois who wanted to get something out of it
tried occasionally to establish some rapport with the work. Evidence for
this is to be found in the literary “introductions” to works, or in the
commentaries on Fausz. These were the first steps toward the
biographical coating and other practices to which a work of art is

subjected today.

Even in the early, prosperous days of business, exchange-value did

carry use value as a mere appendix but had developed it as a prerequisite

for its own existence; this was socially helpful for works of art. Art
exercised some restraint on the bourgeois as long as it cost money. That
is now a thing of the past. Now that it has lost every restraint and there
is no need to pay any money, the proximity of art to those who are
exposed to it completes the alienation and assimilates one to the other
under the banner of triumphant objectivity. Criticism and respect
disappear in the culture industry; the former becomes a mechanical
expertise, the latter is succeeded by a shallow cult of leading
personalities. Consumers now find nothing expensive. Nevertheless,
they suspect that the less anything costs, the less it is being given them.
The double mistrust of traditional culture as ideology is combined with
mistrust of industrialised culture as a swindle. When thrown in free, the
now debased works of art, together with the rubbish to which the
medium assimilates them, are secretly rejected by the fortunate
recipients, who are supposed to be satisfied by the mere fact that there
is so much to be seen and heard. Everything can be obtained. The
screenos and vaudevilles in the movie theatre, the competitions for
guessing music, the free books, rewards and gifts offered on certain
radio programs, are not mere accidents but a continuation of the
practice obtaining with culture products. The symphony becomes a
reward for listening to the radio, and — if technology had its way - the
film would be delivered to people’s homes as happens with the radio. It
is moving toward the commercial system. Television points the way to a
development which might easily enough force the Warner Brothers into
what would certainly be the unwelcome position of serious musicians
and cultural conservatives. But the gift system has already taken hold
among consumers. As culture is represented as a bonus with undoubted
private and social advantages, they have to seize the chance. They rush

in lest they miss something. Exactly what, is not clear, but in any case
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the only ones with a chance are the participants. Fascism, however,
hopes to use the training the culture industry has given these recipients

of gifts, in order to organise them into its own forced battalions.

Culture is a paradoxical commodity. So completely is it subject to the
law of exchange that it is no longer exchanged; it is so blindly consumed
in use that it can no longer be used. Therefore it amalgamates with
advertising. The more meaningless the latter seems to be under a
monopoly, the more omnipotent it becomes. The motives are markedly

economic.

One could certainly live without the culture industry, therefore it
necessarily creates too much satiation and apathy. In itself, it has few
resources itself to correct this. Advertising is its elixir of life. But as its
product never fails to reduce to a mere promise the enjoyment which it
promises as a commodity, it eventually coincides with publicity, which it
needs because it cannot be enjoyed. In a competitive society, advertising
performed the social service of informing the buyer about the market; it
made choice easier and helped the unknown but more efficient supplier

to dispose of his goods. Far from costing time, it saved it.

Today, when the free market is coming to an end, those who control
the system are entrenching themselves in it. It strengthens the firm bond
between the consumers and the big combines. Only those who can pay
the exorbitant rates charged by the advertising agencies, chief of which
are the radio networks themselves; that is, only those who are already in
a position to do so, or are co-opted by the decision of the banks and
industrial capital, can enter the pseudo-market as sellers. The costs of
advertising, which finally flow back into the pockets of the combines,

make it unnecessary to defeat unwelcome outsiders by laborious

competition. They guarantee that power will remain in the same hands —
not unlike those economic decisions by which the establishment and
running of undertakings is controlled in a totalitarian state. Advertising
today is a negative principle, a blocking device: everything that does not
bear its stamp is economically suspect. Universal publicity is in no way
necessary for people to get to know the kinds of goods — whose supply
is restricted anyway. It helps sales only indirectly. For a particular firm,
to phase out a current advertising practice constitutes a loss of prestige,
and a breach of the discipline imposed by the influential clique on its
members. In wartime, goods which are unobtainable are still advertised,
merely to keep industrial power in view. Subsidising ideological media is
more important than the repetition of the name. Because the system
obliges every product to use advertising, it has permeated the idiom —
the “style” — of the culture industry. Its victory is so complete that it is
no longer evident in the key positions: the huge buildings of the top
men, floodlit stone advertisements, are free of advertising; at most they
exhibit on the rooftops, in monumental brilliance and without any self-
glorification, the firm’s initials. But, in contrast, the nineteenth-century
houses, whose architecture still shamefully indicates that they can be
used as a consumption commodity and are intended to be lived in, are
covered with posters and inscriptions from the ground right up to and
beyond the roof: until they become no more than backgrounds for bills
and sign-boards. Advertising becomes art and nothing else, just as
Goebbels — with foresight — combines them: /art pour /'art, advertising
for its own sake, a pure representation of social power. In the most
influential American magazines, Life and Fortune, a quick glance can
now scarcely distinguish advertising from editorial picture and text. The
latter features an enthusiastic and gratuitous account of the great man

(with illustrations of his life and grooming habits) which will bring him
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new fans, while the advertisement pages use so many factual
photographs and details that they represent the ideal of information

which the editorial part has only begun to try to achieve.

The assembly-line character of the culture industry, the synthetic,
planned method of turning out its products (factory-like not only in the
studio but, more or less, in the compilation of cheap biographies,
pseudo-documentary novels, and hit songs) is very suited to advertising:
the important individual points, by becoming detachable,
interchangeable, and even technically alienated from any connected
meaning, lend themselves to ends external to the work. The effect, the
trick, the isolated repeatable device, have always been used to exhibit
goods for advertising purposes, and today every monster close-up of a
star is an advertisement for her name, and every hit song a plug for its
tune. Advertising and the culture industry merge technically as well as
economically. In both cases the same thing can be seen in innumerable
places, and the mechanical repetition of the same culture product has
come to be the same as that of the propaganda slogan. In both cases the
insistent demand for effectiveness makes technology into psycho-
technology, into a procedure for manipulating men. In both cases the
standards are the striking yet familiar, the easy yet catchy, the skilful yet
simple; the object is to overpower the customer, who is conceived as

absent-minded or resistant.

By the language he speaks, he makes his own contribution to culture
as publicity. The more completely language is lost in the announcement,
the more words are debased as substantial vehicles of meaning and

become signs devoid of quality; the more purely and transparently

words communicate what is intended, the more impenetrable they

become.

The demythologisation of language, taken as an element of the whole
process of enlightenment, is a relapse into magic. Word and essential
content were distinct yet inseparable from one another. Concepts like
melancholy and history, even life, were recognised in the word, which
separated them out and preserved them. Its form simultaneously
constituted and reflected them. The absolute separation, which makes
the moving accidental and its relation to the object arbitrary, puts an end

to the superstitious fusion of word and thing.

Anything in a determined literal sequence which goes beyond the
correlation to the event is rejected as unclear and as verbal metaphysics.
But the result is that the word, which can now be only a sign without
any meaning, becomes so fixed to the thing that it is just a petrified
formula. This affects language and object alike. Instead of making the
object experiential, the purified word treats it as an abstract instance,
and everything else (now excluded by the demand for ruthless clarity
from expression — itself now banished) fades away in reality. A left-half
at football, a black-shirt, a member of the Hitler Youth, and so on, are
no more than names. If before its rationalisation the word had given rise
to lies as well as to longing, now, after its rationalisation, it is a

straitjacket for longing more even than for lies.

The blindness and dumbness of the data to which positivism reduces
the world pass over into language itself, which restricts itself to
recording those data. Terms themselves become impenetrable; they
obtain a striking force, a power of adhesion and repulsion which makes

them like their extreme opposite, incantations. They come to be a kind
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of trick, because the name of the prima donna is cooked up in the
studio on a statistical basis, or because a welfare state is anathematised
by using taboo terms such as “bureaucrats” or “intellectuals,” or because

base practice uses the name of the country as a charm.

In general, the name — to which magic most easily attaches — is
undergoing a chemical change: a metamorphosis into capricious,
manipulable designations, whose effect is admittedly now calculable, but
which for that very reason is just as despotic as that of the archaic name.
First names, those archaic remnants, have been brought up to date
cither by stylisation as advertising trade-marks (film stars’ surnames have

become first names), or by collective standardisation.

In comparison, the bourgeois family name which, instead of being a
trade-mark, once individualised its bearer by relating him to his own
past history, seems antiquated. It arouses a strange embarrassment in
Americans. In order to hide the awkward distance between individuals,
they call one another “Bob” and “Harry,” as interchangeable team
members. This practice reduces relations between human beings to the
good fellowship of the sporting community and is a defence against the

true kind of relationship.

Signification, which is the only function of a word admitted by
semantics, reaches perfection in the sign. Whether folk-songs were
rightly or wrongly called upper-class culture in decay, their elements
have only acquired their popular form through a long process of
repeated transmission. The spread of popular songs, on the other hand,
takes place at lightning speed. The American expression “fad,” used for
fashions which appear like epidemics — that is, inflamed by highly-

concentrated economic forces — designated this phenomenon long

before totalitarian advertising bosses enforced the general lines of
culture. When the German Fascists decide one day to launch a word —
say, “intolerable” — over the loudspeakers the next day the whole nation
is saying “intolerable.” By the same pattern, the nations against whom
the weight of the German blitzkrieg was thrown took the word into their
own jargon. The general repetition of names for measures to be taken
by the authorities makes them, so to speak, familiar, just as the brand
name on everybody’s lips increased sales in the era of the free market.
The blind and rapidly spreading repetition of words with special
designations links advertising with the totalitarian watchword. The layer
of experience which created the words for their speakers has been
removed; in this swift appropriation language acquires the coldness
which until now it had only on billboards and in the advertisement
columns of newspapers. Innumerable people use words and expressions
which they have either ceased to understand or employ only because
they trigger off conditioned reflexes; in this sense, words are trade-
marks which are finally all the more firmly linked to the things they
denote, the less their linguistic sense is grasped. The minister for mass
education talks incomprehendingly of “dynamic forces,” and the hit

>

songs unceasingly celebrate “reverie” and “rhapsody,” yet base their
popularity precisely on the magic of the unintelligible as creating the
thrill of a more exalted life. Other stereotypes, such as memory, are still
partly comprehended, but escape from the experience which might
allow them content. They appear like enclaves in the spoken language.
On the radio of Flesch and Hitler they may be recognised from the
affected pronunciation of the announcer when he says to the nation,
“Good night, everybody!” or “This is the Hitler Youth,” and even

intones “the Fuehrer” in a way imitated by millions. In such cliches the

last bond between sedimentary experience and language is severed

18



which still had a reconciling effect in dialect in the nineteenth century.
But in the prose of the journalist whose adaptable attitude led to his
appointment as an all-German editor, the German words become
petrified, alien terms. Every word shows how far it has been debased by

the Fascist pseudo-folk community.

By now, of course, this kind of language is already universal,
totalitarian. All the violence done to words is so vile that one can hardly
bear to hear them any longer. The announcer does not need to speak
pompously; he would indeed be impossible if his inflection were
different from that of his particular audience. But, as against that, the
language and gestures of the audience and spectators are coloured more
strongly than ever before by the culture industry, even in fine nuances

which cannot yet be explained experimentally.

Today the culture industry has taken over the civilising inheritance of
the entrepreneurial and frontier democracy — whose appreciation of
intellectual deviations was never very finely attuned. All are free to
dance and enjoy themselves, just as they have been free, since the
historical neutralisation of religion, to join any of the innumerable sects.
But freedom to choose an ideology — since ideology always reflects
economic coercion — everywhere proves to be freedom to choose what
is always the same. The way in which a girl accepts and keeps the
obligatory date, the inflection on the telephone or in the most intimate
situation, the choice of words in conversation, and the whole inner life
as classified by the now somewhat devalued depth psychology, bear
witness to man’s attempt to make himself a proficient apparatus, similar

(even in emotions) to the model served up by the culture industry.

The most intimate reactions of human beings have been so
thoroughly reified that the idea of anything specific to themselves now
persists only as an utterly abstract notion: personality scarcely signifies
anything more than shining white teeth and freedom from body odour
and emotions. The triumph of advertising in the culture industry is that
consumers feel compelled to buy and use its products even though they

see through them.
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1 What is popular
culture?

Before we consider in detail the different ways in which popular culture has been
defined and analysed, [ want to outline some of the general features of the debate that
the study of popular culture has generated. It is not my intention to pre-empt the
specific findings and arguments that will be presented in the following chapters. Here
I simply wish to map out the general conceptual landscape of popular culture. This is,
in many ways, a daunting task. Part of the difficulty stems from the implied otherness
that is always absent/present when we use the term ‘popular culture’. As we shall see
in the chapters that follow, popular culture is always defined, implicitly or explicitly,
in contrast to other conceptual categories: folk culture, mass culture, high culture,
dominant culture, working-class culture. A full definition must always take this into
account. Moreover, as we shall also see, whichever conceptual category is deployed as
popular culture’s absent other, it will always powerfully affect the connotations brought
into play when we use the term ‘popular culture’.

Therefore, to study popular culture we must first confront the difficulty posed by the
term itself. For it will almost certainly be the case that the kind of analysis we do
and the theoretical frame we employ to do this analysis will be largely shaped by the
definition of popular culture we use. The main argument that [ suspect readers will take
from this book is that popular culture is in effect an empty conceptual category, one that
can be filled in a wide variety of often conflicting ways, depending on the context of use.

Culture

In order to define popular culture we first need to define the term ‘culture’. Raymond
Williams (1983) calls culture ‘one of the two or three most complicated words in the
English language’ (87). Williams suggests three broad definitions. First, culture can be
used to refer to ‘a general process of intellectual, spiritual and aesthetic development’
(90). We could, for example, speak about the cultural development of Western Europe
and be referring only to intellectual, spiritual and aesthetic factors — great philosophers,
great artists and great poets. This would be a perfectly understandable formulation.
A second use of the word ‘culture’ might be to suggest ‘a particular way of life, whether
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Chapter 1 What is popular culture?

of a people, a period or a group’ (ibid.). Using this definition, if we speak of the
cultural development of Western Europe, we would have in mind not just intellectual
and aesthetic factors, but the development of, for example, literacy, holidays, sport,
religious festivals. Finally, Williams suggests that culture can be used to refer to ‘the
works and practices of intellectual and especially artistic activity’ (ibid.). In other
words, culture here means the texts and practices whose principal function is to signify,
to produce or to be the occasion for the production of meaning. Culture in this third
definition is synonymous with what structuralists and post-structuralists call ‘signifying
practices’ (see Chapter 6). Using this definition, we would probably think of examples
such as poetry, the novel, ballet, opera and fine art. To speak of popular culture
usually means to mobilize the second and third meanings of the word ‘culture’. The
second meaning - culture as a particular way of life —~ would allow us to speak of such
practices as the seaside holiday, the celebration of Christmas, and youth subcultures,
as examples of culture. These are usually referred to as lived cultures or practices.
The third meaning - culture as signifying practices - would allow us to speak of soap
opera, pop music, and comics as examples of culture. These are usually referred to
as texts. Few people would imagine Williams's first definition when thinking about
popular culture.

Id_eology

Before we turn to the different definitions of popular culture, there is another term we
have to think about: ideology. Ideology is a crucial concept in the study of popular
culture. Graeme Turner (2003) calls it ‘the most important conceptual category in
cultural studies’ (182). James Carey (1996) has even suggested that ‘British cultural
studies could be described just as easily and perhaps more accurately as ideological
studies’ (65). Like culture, ideology has many competing meanings. An understanding
of this concept is often complicated by the fact that in much cultural analysis the
concept is used interchangeably with culture itself, and especially popular culture. The
fact that ideology has been used to refer to the same conceptual terrain as culture and
popular culture makes it an important term in any understanding of the nature of
popular culture. What follows is a brief discussion of just five of the many ways of
understanding ideology. We will consider only those meanings that have a bearing on
the study of popular culture.

First, ideology can refer to a systematic body of ideas articulated by a particular group
of people. For example, we could speak of ‘professional ideology’ to refer to the ideas
that inform the practices of particular professional groups. We could also speak of the
‘ideology of the Labour Party’. Here we would be referring to the collection of political,
economic and social ideas that inform the aspirations and activities of the party.

A second definition suggests a certain masking, distortion or concealment. Ideology is
used here to indicate how some texts and practices present distorted images of reality.



Ideology

They produce what is sometimes called ‘false consciousness’. Such distortions, it is
argued, work in the interests of the powerful against the interests of the powerless.
Using this definition, we might speak of capitalist ideology. What would be intimated
by this usage would- be the way in which ideology conceals the reality of domination
from those in power: the dominant class do not see themselves as exploiters or oppres-
sors. And, perhaps more importantly, the way in which ideology conceals the reality
of subordination from those who are powerless: the subordinate classes do not see
themselves as oppressed or exploited. This definition derives from certain assumptions
about the circumstances of the production of texts and practices. It is argued that they
are the superstructural ‘reflections’ or ‘expressions’ of the power relations of ‘the eco-
nomic structure of society’. This is one of the fundamental assumptions of classical
Marxism. Here is Karl Marx’s (1976a) famous formulation:

In the social production of their existence men enter into definite, necessary
relations, which are independent of their will, namely, relations of production
corresponding to a determinate stage of development of their material forces of
production. The totality of these relations of production constitutes the economic
structure of society, the real foundation on which there arises a legal and political
superstructure and to which there correspond definite forms of social conscious-
ness. The mode of production of material life conditions the social, political and
intellectual life process in general (3).

What Marx is suggesting is that the way a society organizes the means of its material
production will have a determining effect on the type of culture that society produces
or makes possible. The cultural products of this so-called base/superstructure relation-
ship are deemed ideological to the extent that, as a result of this relationship, they
implicitly or explicitly support the interests of dominant groups who, socially, politically,
economically and culturally, benefit from this particular economic organization of
society. In Chapter 4, we shall consider this formulation in more detail.

We can also use ideology in this general sense to refer to power relations outside
those of class. For instance, feminists speak of the power of patriarchal ideology,
and how it operates to conceal, mask and distort gender relations in our society {see
Chapter 7). In Chapter 8 we shall examine the ideology of racism.

A third definition of ideology (closely related to, and in some ways dependent on,
the second definition) uses the term to refer to ‘ideological forms’ (Marx, 1976a: 5).
This usage is intended to draw attention to the way in which texts (television fiction,
pop songs, novels, feature films, etc.) always present a particular image of the world.
This definition depends on a notion of society as conflictual rather than consensual,
structured around inequality, exploitation and oppression. Texts are said to take sides,
consciously or unconsciously, in this conflict. The German playwright Bertolt Brecht
(1978) summarizes the point: ‘Good or bad, a play always includes an image of the
world. . . . There is no play and no theatrical performance which does not in some way
affect the dispositions and conceptions of the audience. Art is never without conse-
quences’ (150-1). Brecht’s point can be generalized to apply to all texts. Another way
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of saying this would be simply to argue that all texts are ultimately political. That is,
they offer competing ideological significations of the way the world is or should be.
Popular culture is thus, as Hall (2009a) claims, a site where ‘collective social under-
standings are created’: a terrain on which ‘the politics of signification’ are played out in
attempts to win people to particular ways of seeing the world (122-3).

A fourth definition of ideology is one associated with the early work of the French
cultural theorist Roland Barthes (discussed in more detail in Chapter 6). Barthes argues
that ideology {or ‘myth’ as Barthes himself calls it) operates mainly at the level of
connotations, the secondary, often unconscious, meanings that texts and practices
carry, or can be made to carry. For example, a Conservative Party political broadcast
transmitted in 1990 ended with the word ‘socialism’ being transposed into red prison
bars. What was being suggested is that the socialism of the Labour Party is synonymous
with social, economic and political imprisonment. The broadcast was attempting to fix
the connotations of the word ‘socialism’. Moreover, it hoped to locate socialism in a
binary relationship in which it connoted unfreedom, whilst conservatism connoted
freedom. For Barthes, this would be a classic example of the operations of ideology, the
attempt to make universal and legitimate what is in fact partial and particular; an
attempt to pass off that which is cultural (i.e. humanly made) as something which is
natural (i.e. just existing). Similarly, it could be argued that in British society white,
masculine, heterosexual, middle class, are unmarked in the sense that they are the
‘normal’, the ‘natural’, the ‘universal’, from which other ways of being are an inferior
variation on an original. This is made clear in such formulations as a female pop singer,
a black journalist, a working-class writer, a gay comedian. In each instance the first
term is used to qualify the second as a deviation from the ‘universal’ categories of pop
singer, journalist, writer and comedian.

A fifth definition is one that was very influential in the 1970s and early 1980s. It
is the definition of ideology developed by the French Marxist philosopher Louis
Althusser. We shall discuss Althusser in more detail in Chapter 4. Here I will simply
outline some key points about one of his definitions of ideclogy. Althusser's main
contention is to see ideology not simply as a body of ideas, but as a material practice.
What he means by this is that ideology is encountered in the practices of everyday life
and not simply in certain ideas about everyday life. Principally, what Althusser has in
mind is the way in which certain rituals and customs have the effect of binding us to
the social order: a social order that is marked by enormous inequalities of wealth,
status and power. Using this definition, we could describe the seaside holiday or the
celebration of Christmas as examples of ideological practices. This would point to the
way in which they offer pleasure and release from the usual demands of the social order,
but, ultimately, return us to our places in the social order, refreshed and ready to tolerate
our exploitation and oppression until the next official break comes along. In this sense,
ideology works to reproduce the social conditions and social relations necessary for the
economic conditions and economic relations of capitalism to continue.

So far we have briefly examined different ways of defining culture and ideology.
What should be clear by now is that culture and ideology do cover much the same
conceptual landscape. The main difference between them is that ideology brings a
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political dimension to the shared terrain. In addition, the introduction of the concept
of ideotogy suggests that relations of power and politics inescapably mark the culture/
ideology landscape; it suggests that the study of popular culture amounts to something
more than a simple discussion of entertainment and leisure.

Popular culture

There are various ways to define popular culture. This book is of course in part about
that very process, about the different ways in which various critical approaches have
attempted to fix the meaning of popular culture. Therefore, all I intend to do for the
remainder of this chapter is to sketch out six definitions of popular culture that, in their
different, general ways, inform the study of popular culture. But first a few words about
the term ‘popular’. Williams (1983) suggests four current meanings: ‘well liked by
many people’; ‘inferior kinds of work’; ‘work deliberately setting out to win favour with
the people’; ‘culture actually made by the people for themselves’ (237). Clearly, then,
any definition of popular culture will bring into play a complex combination of the
different meanings of the term ‘culture’ with the different meanings of the term ‘popular’.
The history of cultural theory's engagement with popular culture is, therefore, a history
of the different ways in which the two terms have been connected by theoretical labour
within particular historical and social contexts.

An obvious starting point in any attempt to define popular culture is to say that
popular culture is simply culture that is widely favoured or well liked by many people.
And, undoubtedly, such a quantitative index would meet the approval of many people.
We could examine sales of books, sales of CDs and DVDs. We could also examine
attendance records at concerts, sporting events and festivals. We could also scrutinize
market research figures on audience preferences for different television programmes.
Such counting would undoubtedly tell us a great deal. The difficulty might prove to be
that, paradoxically, it tells us too much. Unless we can agree on a figure over which
something becomes popular culture, and below which it is just culture, we might find
that widely favoured or well liked by many people included so much as to be virtually
useless as a conceptual definition of popular culture.

Despite this problem, what is clear is that any definition of popular culture must
include a quantitative dimension. The popular of popular culture would seem to
demand it. What is also clear, however, is that on its own, a quantitative index is not
enough to provide an adequate definition of popular culture. Such counting would
almost certainly include ‘the officially sanctioned “high culture” which in terms of
book and record sales and audience ratings for television dramatisations of the classics,
can justifiably claim to be “popular” in this sense’ {Bennett, 1980: 20-1).

A second way of defining popular culture is to suggest that it is the culture that is left
over after we have decided what is high culture. Popular culture, in this definition, is
a residual category, there to accommodate texts and practices that fail to meet the
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required standards to qualify as high culture. In other words, it is a definition of popular
culture as inferior culture. What the culture/popular culture test might include is a
range of value judgements on a particular text or practice. For example, we might want
to insist on formal complexity. In other words, to be real culture, it has to be difficult.
Being difficult thus ensures its exclusive status as high culture. Its very difficulty literally
excludes, an exclusion that guarantees the exclusivity of its audience. The French
sociologist Pierre Bourdieu argues that cultural distinctions of this kind are often used
to support class distinctions. Taste is a deeply ideological category: it functions as a
marker of ‘class’ (using the term in a double sense to mean both a social economic
category and the suggestion of a particular level of quality). For Bourdieu (1984), the
consumption of culture is ‘predisposed, consciously and deliberately or not, to fulfil a
social function of legitimating social differences’ (5). This will be discussed in more
detail in Chapters 9 and 10.

This definition of popular culture is often supported by claims that popular culture
is mass-produced commercial culture, whereas high culture is the result of an individual
act of creation. The latter, therefore, deserves a moral and aesthetic response; the former
requires only a fleeting sociological inspection to unlock what little it has to offer.
Whatever the method deployed, those who wish to make the case for the division
between high and popular culture generally insist that the division between the two is
absolutely clear. Moreover, not only is this division clear, it is trans-historical - fixed
for all time. This latter point is usually insisted on, especially if the division is dependent
on supposed essential textual qualities.

There are many problems with this certainty. For example, William Shakespeare is
now seen as the epitome of high culture, yet as late as the nineteenth century his work was
very much a part of popular theatre.! The same point can also be made about Charles
Dickens's work. Similarly, film noir can be seen to have crossed the border supposedly
separating popular and high culture: in other words, what started as popular cinema is
now the preserve of academics and film clubs.? One recent example of cultural traffic
moving in the other direction is Luciano Pavarotti’s recording of Puccini’s ‘Nessun
Dorma’, Even the most rigorous defenders of high culture would not want to exclude
Pavarotti or Puccini from its select enclave. But in 1990, Pavarotti managed to take
‘Nessun Dorma’ to number one in the British charts. Such commercial success on any
quantitative analysis would make the composer, the performer and the aria popular
culture.’ In fact, one student I know actually complained about the way in which the
aria had been supposedly devalued by its commercial success. He claimed that he now
found it embarrassing to play the aria for fear that someone should think his musical
taste was simply the result of the aria being ‘The Official BBC Grandstand World Cup
Theme'. Other students laughed and mocked. But his complaint highlights something
very significant about the high/popular divide: the elitist investment that some put in
its continuation.

On 30 July 1991, Pavarotti gave a free concert in London's Hyde Park. About
250,000 people were expected, but because of heavy rain, the number of those who
actually attended was around 100,000. Two things about the event are of interest to a
student of popular culture. The first is the enormous popularity of the event. We could



Popular culture

connect this with the fact that Pavarotti’s previous two albums (Essential Pavarotti 1 and
Essential Pavarotti 2) had both topped the British album charts. His obvious popularity
would appear to call into question any clear division between high and popular culture.
Second, the extent of his popularity would appear to threaten the class exclusivity of a
high/popular divide. It is therefore interesting to note the way in which the event was
4 reported in the media. All the British tabloids carried news of the event on their front
pages. The Daily Mirror, for instance, had five pages devoted to the concert. What the
tabloid coverage reveals is a clear attempt to define the event for popular culture. The
Sun quoted a woman who said, ‘I can't afford to go to posh opera houses with toffs
and fork out £100 a seat.” The Daily Mirror ran an editorial in which it claimed that
Pavarotti’s performance ‘wasn’t for the rich’ but ‘for the thousands . . . who could never
normally afford a night with an operatic star’. When the event was reported on television
news programmes the following lunchtime, the tabloid coverage was included as part
of the general meaning of the event. Both the BBC's One O’clock News and ITV's 12.30
News referred to the way in which the tabloids had covered the concert, and, moreover,
the extent to which they had covered the concert. The old certainties of the cultural
landscape suddenly seemed in doubt. However, there was some attempt made to
reintroduce the old certainties: ‘some critics said that a park is no place for opera’ (One
O'clock News); 'some opera enthusiasts might think it all a bit vulgar’ (12.30 News).
Although such comments invoked the spectre of high-culture exclusivity, they seemed
strangely at a loss to offer any purchase on the event. The apparently obvious cultural
division between high and popular culture no longer seemed so obvious. It suddenly
seemed that the cultural had been replaced by the economic, revealing a division
between ‘the rich” and ‘the thousands'. It was the event's very popularity that forced the
television news to confront, and ultimately to find wanting, old cultural certainties.
This can be partly illustrated by returning to the contradictory meaning of the term
‘popular’.* On the one hand, something is said to be good because it is popular. An
example of this usage would be: it was a popular performance. Yet, on the other hand,
something is said to be bad for the very same reason. Consider the binary oppositions
in Table 1.1. This demonstrates quite clearly the way in which popular and popular
culture carries within its definitional field connotations of inferiority; a second-best
culture for those unable to understand, let alone appreciate, real culture ~ what
Matthew Arnold refers to as ‘the best that has been thought and said in the world’ (see
Chapter 2). Hall (2009b) argues that what is important here is not the fact that popular
forms move up and down the ‘cultural escalator’; more significant are ‘the forces and
relations which sustain the distinction, the difference . . . [the] institutions and institu-
tional processes . . . required to sustain each and to continually mark the difference

Table 1.1 Popular culture as ‘inferior’ culture.

Popular press Quality press
Popular cinema : Art cinema
Popular entertainment Art
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between them’ (514). This is principally the work of the education system and its
promotion of a selective tradition (see Chapter 3).

A third way of defining popular culture is as ‘mass culture’. This draws heavily on
the previous definition. The mass culture perspective will be discussed in some detail in
Chapter 2; therefore all I want to do here is to suggest the basic terms of this definition.
The first point that those who refer to popular culture as mass culture want to establish
is that popular culture is a hopelessly commercial culture. It is mass-produced for mass
consumption. Its audience is a mass of non—discrimirnating consumers. The culture
itself is formulaic, manipulative (to the political right or left, depending on who is
doing the analysis). It is a culture that is consumed with brain-numbed and brain-
numbing passivity. But as John Fiske (198%a) points out, ‘between 80 and 90 per cent
of new products fail despite extensive advertising . . . many films fail to recover even
their promotional costs at the box office’ (31). Simon Frith {1983: 147) also points out
that about 80 per cent of singles and albums lose money. Such statistics should clearly
call into question the notion of consumption as an automatic and passive activity
{see Chapters 7 and 10). .

Those working within the mass culture perspective usually have in mind a previous
‘golden age’ when cultural matters were very different. This usually takes one of two
forms: a lost organic community or a lost folk culture. But as Fiske (1989a) points
out, ‘In capitalist societies there is no so-called authentic folk culture against which to
measure the “inauthenticity” of mass culture, so bemoaning the loss of the authentic
is a fruitless exercise in romantic nostalgia’ (27). This also holds true for the ‘lost’
organic community. The Frankfurt School, as we shall see in Chapter 4, locate the lost
golden age not in the past, but in the future. |

For some cultural critics working within the mass culture paradigm, mass culture is
not just an imposed and impoverished culture - it is, in a clear identifiable sense, an
imported American culture: ‘If popular culture in its modern form was invented in any
one place, it was . . . in the great cities of the United States, and above all in New York’
(Maltby, 1989: 11; my italics). The claim that popular culture is American culture has
a long history within the theoretical mapping of popular culture. It operates under the
term ‘Americanization’. Its central theme is that British culture has declined under the
homogenizing influence of American culture. There are two things we can say with
some confidence about the United States and popular culture. First, as Andrew Ross
(1989) has pointed out, ‘popular culture has been socially and institutionally central
in America for longer and in a more significant way than in Furope’ (7). Second,
although the availability of American culture worldwide is undoubted, how what is
available is consumed is at the very least contradictory (see Chapter 9). What is true is
that in the 1950s (one of the key periods of Americanization), for many young people
in Britain, American culture represented a force of liberation against the grey certainties
of British everyday life. What is also clear is that the fear of Americanization is closely
related to a distrust (regardless of national origin) of emerging forms of popular
culture. As with the mass culture perspective generally, there are political left and
political right versions of the argument. What are under threat are either the traditional
values of high culture, or the traditional way of life of a ‘tempted’ working class.
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There is what we might call a benign version of the mass culture perspective. The
texts and practices of popular culture are seen as forms of public fantasy. Popular
culture is understood as a collective dream world. As Richard Maltby (1989) claims,
popular culture provides ‘escapism that is not an escape from or to anywhere, but an
escape of our utopian selves’ (14). In this sense, cultural practices such as Chrstmas
and the seaside holiday, it could be argued, function in much the same way as dreams:
they articulate, in a disguised form, collective (but repressed) wishes and desires. This
is a benign version of the mass culture critique because, as Maltby points out, ‘If it is
the crime of popular culture that it has taken ‘our dreams and packaged them and sold
them back to us, it is also the achievement of popular culture that it has brought us
more and more varied dreams than we could otherwise ever have known’ (ibid.).

Structuralism, although not usually placed within the mass culture perspective, and
certainly not sharing its moralistic approach, nevertheless sees popular culture as a sort of
ideological machine that more or less effortlessly reproduces the prevailing structures
of power. Readers are seen as locked into specific ‘reading positions’. There is little
space for reader activity or textual contradiction. Part of post-structuralism’s critique of
structuralism is the opening up of a critical space in which such questions can be
addressed. Chapter 6 will consider these issues in some detail.

A fourth definition contends that popular culture is the culture that originates from
‘the people’. It takes issue with any approach that suggests that it is something imposed
on ‘the people’ from above. According to this definition, the term should be used only
to indicate an ‘authentic’ culture of ‘the people’. This is popular culture as folk culture:
a culture of the people for the people. As a definition of popular culture, it is ‘often
equated with a highly romanticised concept of working-class culture construed as the
major source of symbolic protest within contemporary capitalism’ {(Bennett, 1980: 27).
One problem with this approach is the question of who qualifies for inclusion in the
category ‘the people’. Another problem with it is that it evades the ‘commercial’ nature
of much of the resources from which popular culture is made. No matter how much
we might insist on this definition, the fact remains that people do not spontaneously
produce culture from raw materials of their own making. Whatever popular culture is,
what is certain is that its raw materials are those that are commercially provided. This
approach tends to avoid the full implications of this fact. Critical analysis of pop and
rock music is particularly replete with this kind of analysis of popular culture. At a
conference I once attended, a contribution from the floor suggested that Levi’s jeans
would never be able to use a song from the Jam to sell its products. The fact that they had
already used a song by the Clash would not shake this conviction. What underpinned
this claim was a clear sense of cultural difference - television commercials for Levi's
jeans are mass culture; the music of the Jam is popular culture defined as an opposi-
tional culture of ‘the people’. The only way the two could meet would be through the
Jam ‘selling out’. As this was not going to happen, Levi's jeans would never use a song
by the Jam to sell its products. But this had already happened to the Clash, a band with
equally sound political credentials. This circular exchange came to a stop. The cultural
studies use of the concept of hegemony would, at the very least, have fuelled further
discussion (see Chapter 4):
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A fifth definition of popular culture, then, is one that draws on the political analysis
of the Italian Marxist Antonio Gramsci, particularly on his development of the concept
of hegemony. Gramsci {(2009) uses the term ‘hegemony’ to refer to the way in which
dominant groups in society, through a process of ‘intellectual and moral leadership’
(75). seek to win the consent of subordinate groups in society. This will be discussed
in some detail in Chapter 4. What I want to do here is to offer a general outline of how
cultural theorists have taken Gramsci’s political concept and used it to explain the
nature and politics of popular culture. Those using this approach see popular culture
as a site of struggle between the ‘resistance’ of subordinate groups and the forces of
‘incorporation’ operating in the interests of dominant groups. Popular culture in this
usage is not the imposed culture of the mass culture theorists, nor is it an emerging
from below, spontaneously oppositional culture of ‘the people’ - it is a terrain of
exchange and negotiation between the two: a terrain, as already stated, marked by
resistance and incorporation. The texts and practices of popular culture move within
what Gramsci (1971) calls a ‘compromise equilibrium’ (161) - a balance that is mostly
weighted in the interests of the powerful. The process is historical (labelled popular
culture one moment, and another kind of culture the next), but it is also synchronic
(moving between resistance and incorporation at any given historical moment). For
instance, the seaside holiday began as an aristocratic event and within a hundred years
it had become an example of popular culture. Film noir started as despised popular
cinema and within thirty years had become art cinema. In general terms, those looking
at popular culture from the perspective of hegemony theory tend to see it as a terrain
of ideological struggle between dominant and subordinate classes, dominant and sub- -
ordinate cultures. As Bennett (2009) explains,

The field of popular culture is structured by the attempt of the ruling class to win
hegemony and by forms of opposition to this endeavour. As such, it consists not
simply of an imposed mass culture that is coincident with dominant ideology, nor
simply of spontaneously oppositional cultures, but is rather an area of negotiation
between the two within which - in different particular types of popular culture -
dominant, subordinate and oppositional cultural and ideological values and
elements are ‘mixed’ in different permutations (96).

The compromise equilibrium of hegemony can also be employed to analyse different
types of conflict within and across popular culture. Bennett highlights class conflict,
but hegemony theory can also be used to explore and explain conflicts involving eth-
nicity, ‘race’, gender, generation, sexuality, disability, etc. - all are at different moments
engaged in forms of cultural struggle against the homogenizing forces of incorporation
of the official or dominant culture. The key concept in this use of hegemony theory,
especially in post-Marxist cultural studies (see Chapter 4), is the concept of ‘articulation’
(the word being employed in its double sense to mean both to express and to make a
temporary connection). Popular culture is marked by what Chantal Mouffe (1981)
calls ‘a process of disarticulation-articulation’ (231). The Conservative Party political
broadcast, discussed earlier, reveals this process in action. What was being attempted
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was the disarticulation of socialism as a political movement concerned with economic,
social and political emancipation, in favour of its articulation as a political movement
concerned to impose restraints on individual freedom. Also, as we shall see in Chapter
7, feminism has always recognized the importance of cultural struggle within the con-
tested landscape of popular culture. Feminist presses have published science fiction,
detective fiction and romance fiction. Such cultural interventions represent an attempt
to articulate popular genres for feminist politics. It is also possible, using hegemony
theory, to locate the struggle between resistance and incorporation as taking place
within and across individual popular texts and practices. Raymond Williams (1980)
suggests that we can identify different moments within a popular text or practice -
what he calls ‘dominant’, ‘emergent’ and ‘residual’ — each pulling the text in a different
direction. Thus a text is made up of a contradictory mix of different cultural forces.
How these elements are articulated will depend in part on the social circumstances and
historical conditions of production and consumption. Hall (1980a) uses Williams's insight
to construct a theory of reading positions: ‘subordinate’, ‘dominant’, and 'negotiated’.
David Morley (1980) has modified the model to take into account discourse and
subjectivity: seeing reading as always an interaction between the discourses of the text
and the discourses of the reader.

There is another aspect of popular culture that is suggested by hegemony theory. This
is the claim that theories of popular culture are really theories about the constitution
of ‘the people’. Hall (2009b), for instance, argues that popular culture is a contested
site for political constructions of ‘the people’ and their relation to ‘the power bloc’
(see Chapter 4):

‘the people’ refers neither to everyone nor to a single group within society but to
a variety of social groups which, although differing from one another in other
respects (their class position or the particular struggles in which they are most
immediately engaged), are distinguished from the economically, politically and
culturally powerful groups within society and are hence potentially capable of
being united - of being organised into ‘the people versus the power bloc’ - if their
separate struggles are connected (Bennett, 1986: 20).

This is of course to make popular culture a profoundly political concept.

Popular culture is a site where the construction of everyday life may be examined.
The point of doing this is not only academic ~ that is, as an attempt to understand
a process or practice — it is also political, to examine the power relations that
constitute this form of everyday life and thus reveal the configurations of interests
its construction serves (Tumer, 2003: 6).

In Chapter 10, I will consider John Fiske’s ‘semiotic’ use of Gramsci's concept of
hegemony. Fiske argues, as does Paul Willis from a slightly different perspective (also
discussed in Chapter 10), that popular culture is what people make from the products
of the culture industries — mass culture is the repertoire, popular culture is what people
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actively make from it, actually do with the commodities and commodified practices
they consume.

A sixth definition of popular culture is one informed by recent thinking around the
debate on postmodernism. This will be the subject of Chapter 9. All 1 want to do now
1s to draw attention to some of the basic points in the debate about the relationship
between postmodernism and popular culture. The main point to insist on here is the claim
that postmodern culture is a culture that no longer recognizes the distinction between
high and popular culture. As we shall see, for some this is a reason to celebrate an end
to an elitism constructed on arbitrary distinctions of culture; for others it is a reason to
despair at the final victory of commerce over culture. An example of the supposed
interpenetration of commerce and culture (the postmodem blurring of the distinction
between ‘authentic’ and ‘commercial’ culture) can be found in the relationship between
television commercials and pop music. For example, there is a growing list of artists
who have had hit records as a result of their songs appearing in television commercials.
One of the questions this relationship raises is: ‘What is being sold: song or product?’
[ suppose the obvious answer is both. Moreover, it is now possible to buy CDs that
consist of the songs that have become successful, or have become successful again, as
a result of being used in advertisements. There is a wonderful circularity to this: songs
are used to sell products and the fact that they do this successfully is then used to sell
the songs. For those with little sympathy for either postmodernism or the celebratory
theorizing of some postmodernists, the real question is: ‘What is such a relationship
doing to culture?’ Those on the political left might worry about its effect on the oppo-
sitional possibilities of popular culture. Those on the political right might worry about
what it is doing to the status of real culture. This has resulted in a sustained debate in
cultural studies. The significance of popular culture is central to this debate. This, and
other questions, will be explored in Chapter 9. The chapter will also address, from the
perspective of the student of popular culture, the question: ‘What is postmodernism?’

Finally, what all these definitions have in common is the insistence that whatever
else popular culture is, it is definitely a culture that only emerged following industrial-
ization and urbanization. As Williams (1963) argues in the Foreword to Culture and
Society, ‘The organising principle of this book is the discovery that the idea of culture,
and the word itself in its general modern uses, came into English thinking in the period
which we commonly describe as that of the Industrial Revolution’ (11). It is a definition
of culture and popular culture that depends on there being in place a capitalist market
economy. This of course makes Britain the first country to produce popular culture
defined in this historically restricted way. There are other ways to define popular culture,
which do not depend on this particular history or these particular circumstances, but
they are definitions that fall outside the range of the cultural theorists and the cultural
theory discussed in this book. The argument, which underpins this particular periodiza-
tion of popular culture, is that the experience of industrialization and urbanization
changed fundamentally the cultural relations within the landscape of popular culture.
Before industrialization and urbanization, Britain had two cultures: a common culture
that was shared, more or less, by all classes, and a separate elite culture produced and
consumed by a section of the dominant classes in sodety (see Burke, 1994; Storey,
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This book, then, is about the theorizing that has brought us 1o our present state of
thinking on popular culture. It is about how the changing terrain of popular culture
has been explored and mapped by different cultural theorists and different theoretical
approaches. It is upon their shoulders that we stand when we think critically about
popular culture. The aim of this book is to introduce readers to the different ways in which
popular culture has been analysed and the different popular cultures that have been
articulated as a result of the process of analysis. For it must be remembered that popular
culture is not a historically fixed set of popular texts and practices, noris it a historically
fixed conceptual category. The object under theoretical scrutiny is both historically
variable, and always in part constructed by the very act of theoretical engagement. This
is further complicated by the fact that different theoretical perspectives have tended to
focus on particular areas of the popular cultural landscape. The most common division
is between the study of texts (popular fiction, television, pop music, etc.) and lived
cultures or practices (seaside holidays, youth subcultures, the celebration of Christmas,
etc.). The aim of this book, therefore, is to provide readers with a map of the terrain to
enable them to begin their own explorations, to begin their own mapping of the main
theoretical and political debates that have characterized the study of popular culture.

Further reading

Storey, John (ed.), Cultural Theory and Popular Culture: A Reader, 4th edn, Harlow:
Pearson Education, 2009. This is the companion volume to this book. It contains
examples of most of the work discussed here. The books share an interactive website
{(www.pearsoned.co.uk/storey). The website has links to other useful sites and
electronic resources.

Agger, Ben, Cultural Studies as Cultural Theory, London: Falmer Press, 1992. As the title
implies, this is a book about cultural studies written from a perspective sympathetic
to the Frankfurt School. It offers some useful commentary on popular culture,
especially Chapter 2: ‘Popular culture as serious business’.

Allen, Robert C. (ed.), Channels of Discourse, Reassembled, London: Routledge, 1992.
Although this collection is specifically focused on television, it contains some
excellent essays of general interest to the student of popular culture.

Bennett, Tony, Colin Mercer and Janet Woollacott (eds), Popular Culture and Social
Relations, Milton Keynes: Open University Press, 1986. An interesting collection of
essays, covering both theory and analysis.

Brooker, Peter, A Concise Glossary of Cultural Theory, London: Edward Arnold, 1999. A
brilliant glossary of the key terms in cultural theory.

Day, Gary (ed.), Readings in Popular Culture, London: Macmillan, 1990. A mixed collec-
tion of essays, some interesting and useful, others too unsure about how seriously
to take popular culture. :



Further reading

Du Gay, Paul, Stuart Halil, Linda janes, Hugh Mackay and Keith Negus, Doing Cultural
Studies: The Story of the Sony Walkman, London: Sage, 1997. An excellent introduc-
tion to some of the key issues in cultural studies. Certainly worth reading for the
explanation of ‘the circuit of culture’.

Fiske, John, Reading the Popular, London: Unwin Hyman, 1989. A collection of essays
analysing different examples of popular culture.

Fiske, John, Understanding Popular Culture, London: Unwin Hyman, 1989. A clear
presentation of his particular approach to the study of popular culture.

Goodall, Peter, High Culture, Popular Culture: The Long Debate, St Leonards: Allen &
Unwin, 1995. The book traces the debate between high and popular culture,
with particular, but not exclusive, reference to the Australian experience, from the
eighteenth century to the present day.

Milner, Andrew, Contemporary Cultural Studies, 2nd edn, London: UCL Press, 1994.
A useful introduction to contemporary cultural theory.

Mukerji, Chandra and Michael Schudson (eds), Rethinking Popular Culture, Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1991, A collection of essays, with an informed and
interesting introduction. The book is helpfully divided into sections on different
approaches to popular culture: historical, anthropological, sociological and cultural.

Naremore, James and Patrick Brantlinger, Modernity and Mass Culture, Bloomington
and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1991. A useful and interesting collection
of essays on cultural theory and popular culture.

Storey, John, Inventing Popular Culture, Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2003. An historical
account of the concept of popular culture.

Storey, John, Culture and Power in Cultural Studies: The Politics of Signification, Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2010. Extends many of the arguments in this book into
more detailed areas of research.

Strinatj, Dominic, An Introduction to Theories of Popular Culture, London: Routledge,
1995. A clear and comprehensive introduction to theories of popular culture.

Tolson, Andrew, Mediations: Text and Discourse in Media Studies, London: Edward
Amold, 1996. An excellent introduction to the study of popular media culture.

Tumner, Graeme, British Cultural Studies, 31d edn, London: Routledge, 2003. Still the
best introduction to British cultural studies.

Walton, David, Introducing Cultural Studies: Learning Through Practice, London: Sage, 2008.
Another excellent introduction to cultural studies: useful, informative and funny.



Rearmament
— Robinson Jeffers, from Such Counsels Yon Gave Me, 1935

These grand and fatal movements toward death: the grandeur of the mass
Makes pity a fool, the tearing pity

For the atoms of the mass, the persons, the victims, makes it seem monstrous
To admire the tragic beauty they build.

It is beautiful as a river flowing or a slowly gathering

Glacier on a high mountain rock-face,

Bound to plow down a forest, or as frost in November,

The gold and flaming death-dance for leaves,

Or a gitl in the night of her spent maidenhood, bleeding and kissing.

I would burn my right hand in a slow fire

To change the future ... I should do foolishly. The beauty of modern
Man is not in the persons but in the

Disastrous thythm, the heavy and mobile masses, the dance of the
Dream-led masses down the dark mountain.



America
— Allen Ginsberg, from How/ and Other Poems, 1956

America I've given you all and now I'm nothing.

America two dollars and twentyseven cents January
17, 1956.

I can't stand my own mind.

America when will we end the human war?

Go fuck yourself with your atom bomb.

I don't feel good don't bother me.

I won't write my poem till I'm in my right mind.

America when will you be angelic?

When will you take off your clothes?

When will you look at yourself through the grave?

When will you be worthy of your million Trotskyites?

America why are your libraries full of tears?

America when will you send your eggs to India?

I'm sick of your insane demands.

When can I go into the supermarket and buy what I
need with my good looks?

America after all it is you and I who are perfect not
the next world.

Your machinery is too much for me.

You made me want to be a saint.

There must be some other way to settle this argument.

Burroughs is in Tangiers I don't think he'll come back
it's sinister.

Are you being sinister or is this some form of practical
joke?

I'm trying to come to the point.

I refuse to give up my obsession.

America stop pushing I know what I'm doing.

America the plum blossoms are falling.

I haven't read the newspapers for months, everyday
somebody goes on trial for murder.

America I feel sentimental about the Wobblies.

America I used to be a communist when I was a kid
I'm not sorty.

I smoke marijuana every chance I get.

I sit in my house for days on end and stare at the roses
in the closet.

When I go to Chinatown I get drunk and never get laid.

My mind is made up there's going to be trouble.

You should have seen me reading Marx.

My psychoanalyst thinks I'm perfectly right.

I won't say the Lord's Prayer.

I have mystical visions and cosmic vibrations.
America I still haven't told you what you did to Uncle
Max after he came over from Russia.

I'm addressing you.
Are you going to let your emotional life be run by



Time Magazine?

I'm obsessed by Time Magazine.

I read it every week.

Its cover stares at me every time I slink past the corner
candystore.

I read it in the basement of the Berkeley Public Library.

It's always telling me about responsibility. Business-
men are serious. Movie producers are serious.
Everybody's setious but me.

It occurs to me that I am America.

I am talking to myself again.

Asia is rising against me.

I haven't got a chinaman's chance.

I'd better consider my national resources.

My national resources consist of two joints of
marijuana millions of genitals an unpublishable
private literature that goes 1400 miles an hour
and twenty-five-thousand mental institutions.

I say nothing about my prisons nor the millions of
underprivileged who live in my flowerpots
under the light of five hundred suns.

I have abolished the whorehouses of France, Tangiers
is the next to go.

My ambition is to be President despite the fact that
I'm a Catholic.

America how can I write a holy litany in your silly
mood?

I will continue like Henry Ford my strophes are as
individual as his automobiles more so they're
all different sexes.

America I will sell you strophes $2500 apiece $500
down on your old strophe

America free Tom Mooney

America save the Spanish Loyalists

America Sacco & Vanzetti must not die

America I am the Scottsboro boys.

America when I was seven momma took me to Com-
munist Cell meetings they sold us garbanzos a
handful per ticket a ticket costs a nickel and the
speeches were free everybody was angelic and
sentimental about the workers it was all so sin-
cere you have no idea what a good thing the
party was in 1835 Scott Nearing was a grand
old man a real mensch Mother Bloor made me
cry I once saw Israel Amter plain. Everybody
must have been a spy.

America you don't really want to go to war.

America it's them bad Russians.

Them Russians them Russians and them Chinamen.
And them Russians.

The Russia wants to eat us alive. The Russia's power
mad. She wants to take our cars from out our



garages.

Her wants to grab Chicago. Her needs a Red Readers'
Digest. Her wants our auto plants in Siberia.
Him big bureaucracy running our fillingsta-
tions.

That no good. Ugh. Him make Indians learn read.
Him need big black niggers. Hah. Her make us
all work sixteen hours a day. Help.

America this is quite serious.

America this is the impression I get from looking in
the television set.

America is this correct?

I'd better get right down to the job.

It's true I don't want to join the Army or turn lathes
in precision parts factories, I'm nearsighted and
psychopathic anyway.

America I'm putting my queer shoulder to the wheel.

- Berkeley, January 17, 1956

From How! and Other Poems by Allen Ginsberg, November 1, 1956



ISN'T IT GREAT?
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being sold.
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