Cold War America

Carthy, a prominent figure during the campaign, was widely touted for
his political success. Re-elected by a comfortable margin, the Wiscon-
sin senator also had the pleasure of watching four of his Democratic
Senatorial ‘foes trounced at the polls. Conceding defeat on election
night, Stevenson told his disheartened followers that he was reminded
of Abraham Lincoln’s story of the little boy who had stubbed his toe:
he was too old to cry, but it hurt too much to laugh. At GOP head-
quarters in New York City’s Hotel Commodore, thousands in expen-
sively tailored suits and modish gowns joined in singing “God Bless
America.” “Twenty years of treason” had ended. o

But the Republican landslide of 1952 was underwritten by a double
irony. Despite their justifiable glee at the election results, the Anti-
Communist Crusaders contributed little to the Republican victory; in-

‘deed, they may well have limited its dimensions. Whatever mandate the

Republicans‘received was an Eisenhower mandate; right‘-wingers and
McCarthyites actually fared rather poorly. Everywhere Republican Con-

gressional candidates trailed far behind Eisenhower, and the GOP took -

power in Congress by the thinnest of margins: eight seats in the House
and one in the Senate, In each of the twelve non-Southern states in
which McCarthy had campaigned to elect a Republican Senator, the
Democratic Senatorial candidate ran well ahead of Stevenson. In his
home state of Wisconsin, where McCarthy’s victory margin was 139,042
votes, Eisenhower’s was 357,269; McCarthy, .in fact, trailed-every Re-
publican on the statewide ballot. If any individual was responsible for
restoring the Republicans to power in the White House and on Capitol
Hill, it was not the controversial McCarthy but the immensely popular
Eisenhower. ' . .

Furthermore, insofar as issues counted at all in 1952, the major issue
- of the election as perceived by voters was the Korean War. Here
Stevenson was saddled with the unpopular culmination of Truman’s
Cold War policies—policies which he strongly supported in the cam-
paign and which cost him dearly in competition with Eisenhower’s call
for peace. As in 1948, New Deal-style concerns held together what
elements remained of the Democratic coalition, but, under the stresses
and strains of the Cold War, that coalition was by 1952 in an advanced
state of disintegration. The long Democratic era, then, was brought to a
close, not only because the Republicans nominated a war hero, but
because voters could not abide the consequences of the major policy
innovation provided by the Truman Democrats: the Cold War. Frus-
trated in their desire for peace, millions of Americans found no alter-
native but to abandon the Democratic Party and to turn the reins of
government over to its conservative competitor.
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The Rulers and the Ruled:
American Soc;'ety, 1 945-60

o

What sphinx of cement and aluminum
bashed open their skulls and ate up
their brains and imagination?

Moloch! Solitude! Filth! Ugliness! Ashcans
and unobtainable dollars! Children
screaming under stairways! Boys
sobbing in armies! Old men weeping

in the parks! .
i Moloch! Moloch! Nightmare of Moloch! '
Moloch the loveless! Mental Moloch!

Moloch the heavy judger of men!
ALLEN GINSBERG, Howl, 1956

“AMERICA IS A MIDDLE-CLASS COUNTRY,” sociologist D'av1d' Rxesfrﬁnan
concluded from the vantage point of his Harvard University lo :ee;
“Perhaps people will soon wake up to the fact that there is no onﬁar
. a ‘we’ who don't run things and a ‘they’ who do, but rather that
all ‘we’s’ are ‘they’s’ and all ‘they’s’ are ‘we's’.” Few ideas w:re rr;ﬁ::
widely bruited about in the prosperous postwar years than dt e nor "
that substantial inequalities in the distribution of \.vealth anc powe o
America had ceased to exist. Arthur F. Burns, E\senhqwer s top ed.s_
nomic adviser, remarked in 1951 that “the transformation in the di
tribution of our national income . . . may already be cquntcd asKonfi
of the great social revolutions in history.” When economist John end
neth Galbraith’s The Affluent Society appea-rgd in 1958, it ;ee‘x:ne(d
merely to set the seal of approval on the prevailing consen‘sus.d"l' (;.. c:re
issues” of inequality, slums, and inadequate wages and ‘medica | care
were dead, he contended; instead, the nation now faced the pro e]r'n.
of abundance. All seemed to agree that the‘ crusafles against me;]t;a nttg;
that had marked previous decades in American history Fou\d s‘ale y
abandoned. “The fundamental political problems of the.mdusma revc;
lution have been solved,” sociologist Seymour Martin Lipset announce
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in 1959, with the “triumph of the democratic social revolution in the
West.” ' '

This optimistic assessment owed much to the postwar wave of pros-
perity. The gross national product jumped from $212 billion to $504
billion between 1945 and 1960. In the 1950s alone, per capita personal
income rose 48 per cent. In 1953 an estimated 58 per cent of American

"families earned between’ $3,000 and $10,000 a year compared to 31
per cent with similar purchasing power in 1929. From 1929 to 1945
large sectors of American society had lived in an economy of scarcity,
their purchasing power cut by the low incomes of the Depression and
the rationing of the war years. In the postwar period, however, the
craving for consumer goods at last found satisfaction. Americans bought
8 million automobiles—a record number—in. 1955. By 1960, 75 per
cent of American households owned at least one car, 87 per cent a
television set, 86 per cent a refrigerator, and 75 per cent a washing
machine. Spurred by the new prosperity, the birth rate in America in-.
creased sharply; between 1950 and 1960 the nation’s population ex-
panded by 28 million, with two-thirds of the growth occurring in the
burgeoning’ suburbs; Although full employment did not carry beyond
World War II and recessions struck the nation in 1949, 1954, and
1958, the rate of joblessness remained far below the Jevel of the 1930s.
Most Americans were enjoying a steadily rising standard of living.

But postwar prosperity obscured the more significant reality of eco-
nomic inequality. Although the share of the national income received by
the wealthiest 5 per cent of the American population dropped markedly
in the Depression and war years, it stabilized in 1944 at 21 per cent
and did not change significantly thereafter. The poorest 20 per cent
of American families received 5 per cent of the national income in
1944, and this, too, remained virtually constant. Even more striking was
the increasingly unequal distribution of wealth. According to the Na-
tional Bureau of Economic Research, the share of the nation’s wealth
held by the richest .5 per cent of the adult population steadily declined
between 1929 and 1949 until it hit 19.3 per cent, but thereafter it in-
creased, reaching 25 per cent in 1956, By 1962 the richest 1 per. cent
of the population held 33 per cent of the wealth, the richest 5 per cent
held 53 per cent, and the richest 20 per cent held 77 per cent—more

‘than 154 times the share of the nation’s wealth (less than .5 per cent)
_beld by the poorest 20 per cent, '

Corporate wealth provided the basis for this inequitable structure,
Despite the fanfare given “people’s capitalism” by the National Adver-
tising Council and the U.S. Information Agency, almost 95 -per cent of
the American people owned no corporate stock in 1956. Indeed, a

study by Robert Lampman,} later a top White House economic adviser,
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evealed that the share of corporate stock held by 1 per cent ?f, / ;1; o
l'zm adults increased from 61.7 per cent in I94§ to 76 per cen2 >
;n that same year, 1.6 per cent of the population own‘:d gz . f:rvinu-
of the corporate stock, 88.5 per cent of the corporate bon k,d AR
Tly all of the state and local bonds. If the United States lac 1e s
:la);s conflict from 1945 to 1960, it was nonetheless a class s Y,

rivate ownership of a corporate economy.

baigti(?;l}; managing their businesse§ or merely reapmge;t: ;_);ﬁcﬁt;,oard
e ot v haperi rew?lrdinr%;:si:s] glr:\sozgxi;lysala.ries ranging
chairmen of six American oil co . salaries FAIEMe
250,000. Most corporation executives ge
lf)rl(c);:n]vcs$ t:)’;sc’:(c))(r)r?p;Zys stock; indeed, stock and cash bonus;ei) :f;:a:mo::-
distanced annual salaries. Thus, in 1952, t.he presxdex.nt}c:e o
ceived $153,290 in salary and $350,000 in bonus?'e?),6 652pin iden o
Bethiehem Steel received $150,000 in sala}'y and $I 060  rabary and
E80/00 o bomuses Gener:;‘?d Ot(;rs driiciglev:gs ségr;)oration executives
$380,000 in bonuses—in addi ion to . oration expense

i a variety of less visible emolument§, including
2::2;3:,“;111“3/ clubyprivileges, business cars, lavish pfltt:;.:, c:nms}i)::Z
credit cards, paid vacations, medical tre::nment, and s:zaensc};ccoums
ey e e 10 olion aanlly: met ems charged to rei

illion to $10 billion ann ; s ]
Zﬁdﬁ:;xn?;s in 1958 were billed to blx;sinesses. ll?cx);eec;t :)x;c?}t:le; ;1;;2:
represented only a sm?ll frac?:on of the bonanza ex:j ey O . fod.
ate éli ven this fraction was frequently underesti
::' f;:e;ei:gn:. Nevertheless, the Intema} Revenue Ser]vxcet zxsx;nz:liﬁzg
in 1961 that 398 taxpayers had reported incomes of att T:m ey
that year—as opposed to 62 in 1944..In }953_ Robert ! r}:ine o
estimated that there were 27,000 milho:asxge(s) 01(1)1 America;

Federal Reserve System reported 80,000. o iy
1atg;stgfte their unprecedented prosperity, the c?rporfat; ncl:i é::o:;;er- v
few dramatic changes in the well-ordered routine o t 2(: e
class life. Childhood dancing classes and attendance a {) fed e
Exeter, Andover, Choate, Groton, and Hotchkiss con ;n e
young ’man the proper social training ar}d a,s,socxates bt;,ucgi) : bracacity
élite college or university, joining the “r.lght car’npu]s ;_ A ind
and taking up his place in the approprate men's <:t :e e aion.
e ot Nciietlzotpo?eag;ltl:ec};tﬁ?:le :;r;;nizations, and recrea-
able summer resorts, debutan , fectee
tional activities such as yachting, polo mat;hes, zmdb fox :fur;:lss g:las& "
the opportunity to mingle comfortably with m'embex;s  eming out”
young lady might attend dancing classes as a child ef or O
in society at the crucial debutante ball. The debut of eig y

the
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Charlotte Ford in 1959 took a year to plan, was attended by 1,200
guests, and’cost $250,000. The New York Times noted: “Two million
magnolia leaves were flown in from Mississippi and were used to cover
the walls of the corridors leading to the reception room in the Country
Club of Detroit, which had been redecorated to look like an eighteenth-
century French chateau.” To be sure, the rich had their problems. Ob-
serving in 1952 that his holdings were probably worth several billion
dollars, J. Paul Getty added morosely: “But remember, a billion dollars
isn’t what it used to be.” :

As always, the business élite took a keen interest in the policies of
the American government. “Gulf and every other American corpora-
tion is in-politics, up to its ears in politics,” a senior vice-president re-
marked in 1958. The largest manufacturers and bankers, primarily
white Anglo-Saxon Protestants from families that achieved prominence
between the Civil War and the Depression, controlled the Republican
Party. The Democratic Party, on the other hand, was controlled by
very old and very new elements within the upper class, including South-
ern aristocrats, a few old Northern patricians, and the newer ethnic
rich. In 1952 the top Republican and Democratic campaign committees
received most of their income in contributions of $1,000 or more. The
known contributions to Eisenhower’s 1956 campaign included $100,000
from the Mellons, $152,000 from the Rockefellers, $216,000 from the
Pews, and $248,000 from the Du Ponts. Officers and directors of
America’s largest corporations contributed at least $1.8 million to the
GOP Presidential campaign that year. ’

“Business liberals,” usually from the largest, most internationally
oriented companies, found their voice in the Council on Foreign Rela-
tions and the Committee for Economic Development and their home in
the “moderate” Eastern wing of the GOP or in the Democratic Party.
The “old guard,” more right-wing. in viewpoint, mostly comprised na-
tionally oriented businessmen who provided the bedrock strength of the
National Association of Manufacturers and the conservative wing of the
Republican Party. “Business liberals” were particularly. enraptured by
the Eisenhower Administration, but “old guard” elements, such as the
new Texas oil milfionaires,, lavishly funded right-wing politicians and
causes. Three former presidents of the NAM were among the first lead-
ers of the John Birch Society. »

The political power of the corporate rich is illustrated by the fact
that, although they constituted less than 1 per cent of the population,
they dominated the key policy-making posts within the federal govern-
ment. Of the ninety-one individuals who served as Secretaries and
Under Secretaries of State and Defense, the Secretaxies of the three
military services, the Chairmen of the AEC, and :lpq&gctors of the
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CIA between 1940 and 1967, seventy came from the ranks. of]bxlg b:vlzll-
ness and finance. Members of the upper class seemed part}l)cu ar )é Ny
come in the State, Defense, and Treasury department‘s.. of t e s}:x e
taries of State between 1945 and 1960,' five were listed in t ew ety
Register. Three of the five were corporation lawyer.s, one was a eay
general, and one was a Boston aristocr'flt; the sixth was a4$o e
Southern Democrat of conservative views. Between 19 ,d o

it was created, and 1960 the Department of. Defen'se »Ya; hea : tioz
six men, of whom five were listed in the Social Register; the excep

the president of General Motors. ] '
waIs)urin}; his term of office, President Truman relied heavily upon Wall

-two
-Street financiers, many of whom were not even Democrats. Twenty

key posts in the State Department, ten inttltae Eeiir;s;: Iv)v;};a:r;gentéita}:l;
sitions in other agencies went to bankel
f:;s::)fec? c;(epublicans or po%itical]y ux}aﬂ‘iliated. Elseph%we;cg:siergi(:
to appoint directors of the natior;’s ma]o;r:rsliz:jr:rllftaztfug]r;g icc:r]d’s 1a.rgest
ecretary of Defense was a former 1
?nrs:lsstrial co);poration; his Secretary of the Tr‘easxfry. hz;dc rf;\:lerz
directed a complex of more than thirty cor‘por,atlons,‘ his Se ateylaw
State had been the senior partner of the nation’s le.admg corpgrﬁon "
firm; and every other member of his Cabinet—with the excr;)te n
the Secretary of Labor—came from the ranks of .the_ cc;;lrpofour neh-
Of the thirty-two members of Eisenhower’s subcabinet, only Lour e
not directly associated with the corporate worlfl. Howhevir Son ch;f o
these top-level officials might have been, few rejected the af o e
corporate world. “You will gather that I am an advocate c; N 26’
and so I am,” Secretary of Defense Forrestal wrote on A Tl%e 26
1947. “Calvin Coolidge was ridiculed for saying . . .
business of the United States is business’ but that is a fact(.i ¢ oritical
As the business élite moved assuredly through-the .worl ﬂc: ;I: o
powei', the leading corporations ;tzgﬁ.gther?edlgl:;r ir:tp $osn0 btizmon -
economy. Corporate profits, $19 billion in 1943,
fifteen y)::ars l;}t’er. In 1950 the share of the business .as;:etslgglg ;oty ;:s
naions 200 et ICQn;lPalﬂi;S wa:r 4:;}1.3 hﬂ;rdrifini;rggst manufactur-
per cent. In the latter year, ) )
irsgc:;fpgrsatri’zns drew 57.6 per ceynt of the net profits, while the thou

i cent.
~sand largest manufacturing corporations accounted for 86.4 per

' i iness trends, reported in 1957
Adolph A. Berle, a leading analyst qf busm‘ess ‘ ]
that 'limcrican corporations had achieved “the highest concentration of
economic power.in recorded history.” .

‘A pacesett_er in the business boom, the on! mdustry'acgogtntteeci f;);
six of the ‘ten largest industrial corporations in the Umt’e guct.ion
1959 the United States consumed 60 per cent of the world’s pro ,
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and oil was the largest single item of international trade. More than

one-fourth of the land area of the United States was under lease for oil

and gas exploration. With gross assets of $60 billion in 1960, the oil
and natural gas industries were the largest purchasers of capital goods
in the United‘ States. Standard Oil of New Jersey produced and refined
~about 15 per cent of the world’s crude oil supply in 1957 and held as-
sets of $8.7 billion; by 1959 its assets had climbed fo $9.9 billion. Be-
tween 1946 and 1956 the Phillips Petroleum Company quadrupled its
assets and income, while the Guilf OQil Company quadrupled its assets
and quintupled its net income. In 1957 Fortune’s list of millionaires
was headed by J. Paul Getty, H. L. Hunt, Sid Richardson, and other
oilmen, including numerous Rockefellers, Mellons, and Pews.

Government solicitude for the rich did much to make such gains

possible. A variety of loopholes kept the effective rate of inheritance
taxes under 10 per cent, while sales taxes, a form of government levy
that hardly touched the wealthy, spread to cities and states throughout
the nation. The progressive effects of the federal income tax, once the
pride of liberals, were gutted in the postwar years by preferential treat-
ment for capital gains, depletion allowances, depreciation allowances,
and tax-free privileges for interest on state and municipal bonds. In
1961 seventeen persons with incomes of $1 million or more and thirty-
five others with incomes over $500,000 paid no federal income taxes,
Reporting on the cumulative impact of taxation on income in 1960,
economist Leon Keyserling concluded that those who earned under
$2,000 paid out 38 per cent of their income in taxes, while those who
earned above $10,000 paid out only 31.6 per cent.

Similar government beneficence was extended to corporations. A
study during the 1950s disclosed that, as a result of the 27%4 per cent
oil-depletion allowance, oil companies deducted nineteen times more for
tax purposes than they could deduct under normal cost depletion,
Senator Paul Douglas estimated that between 1945 and 1954 twenty-
seven domestic oil companies with pretax incomes of $3.25 billion paid
federal corporate taxes of only $562 million—an effective rate of 17 per
cent as compared to the official corporate tax rate of 52 per cent.
Other tax breaks,*such as deductions for depreciation, development
costs, and special losses, also favored the oil industry. Thus, Humble
Oil, with a pretax income in 1957 of $193 million, paid only $17 mil-
lion that year in corporate taxes. The Arabian-American Oil Company,
with a net income of $272 million in 1955, paid no corporate income
taxes. ’

Even more significant benefits flowed to American corporations—and

to the cconomy as a whole—from the high level of federal military
e;pendituxjcs._ Between 1946 and 1960 the Defense Department alone
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urchased $501 billion worth of goods and services. Natug;)at]h:e?:;:]); 1
expenditures generally ac;o;:fntedtfor a;:i)s; ‘ig ple9r3<(:)enfcderal iltaey

eral budget. In the half-century ral "
f:ex(:)cndituresg had averaged less t.h.an 1 per cent of thed noamnonas{) :‘:;nlj
GNP, and from 1931 to 1939 military outlays average e)r'l aoout
pér c;nt. From 1946 to 1960, howev,er, fedearlagrrgxllxtzzv slﬁg " agSharp
aged about 10 per cent of the nation’s annual ¢ , g o et

i economy. Indeed, the American e .
:rt\limhutlu;eltloh?vee ff)under)::d in the aftermath of the post;var ;g;r())dullg ?
boim had the military not taken up the. market slack a r::,rof thé'na- ,
1939, the last year of the Great Depression, 18.6 per c:;f s miitory
tion’s work force was either employed as a consequence oL the MY
budget or unemployed; in 1961 16.1 per (‘:‘ent of t,1,1e na cl]‘n e oy
comparable situation. Yet the high level of “defense” spen f]t Ee o o
spurred sales and employment but altered the very naturte ;emand hon
economy. In the new “contract state,” the ?entagon isle g p,rice o
ing its purchases of corporatc;1 qui;:men}n ;v(;thnt;ltx g‘cr)oi;.; e et |

ch equipment was generally determined, arke
cs:l;r:pet?tiol:l, but through a “cost plus” a'rrangement,T Eﬁ:rigzegﬁﬁed
corporation a minimum profit agreed upon m”advance. cact’led by con-
States moved away from the “free enterprise™ system plr) TR
servatives and the “mixed economy” proclam{‘ed by li ;:11; o
government-subsidized private profit system. “We are Rici Rty
curious kind of military Keynesianism,” wrote hlle!l‘lafl: e el
stadter, “in which Mars has rushed in to fill the gap left by
of the market economy.” I

Military Keynesianism proved a great boon to cog(:)rfat:}:) es;:‘laetsion‘s |
1958, for example, the military purchased 100 per ce

its ai ' its ships .
~ ¢ ordnance production, 94 per cent of its aircraft, 61 per cent of its ship:

and boats, 21 per cent of its electronic eqmprmant,Bl’a't Iz:n c:gts Oof a:; :
primary metals, and 10 per cent of its petroleum. Be \:ts O s
1954 General Motors alone " received dc.fensc c<>1x:ltra O com
billion. In May, 1962, a government investigator “;1 Cao e
mittee that therannual profits lc:f c;he B(:::nii i::c;arecedi;r;odecad’e hen
) . net investment, had rang

I3116e ::Fzgnlt)yto 108.6 per cent. In 1954 net profits as ag;;egcen::g:egf tf;g:
worth reached 139 per cent for General Dynamics, 93.3 p

- cent rth American,
- Boeing, 81.1 per cent for Douglas, 80.7 per cent for No

76 per cent for Martin, and 72.3 per cent for Rﬁpgblsi;c::’h;l;obigeﬁux;
" ness_dre ost of the defense bonanza, small bu ,.

: ?:lssé;rcx rln960 study of 1,165 small businesses, sponso;ecli] prys atll:s:
Aegos;;acc Industries Association, found that 48.9 per cent of thei

came from defense contracts, -
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Convinced, in the words of the pro-business U.S. News and World
Report, that the “Cold War is almost a guarantee against a bad depres-
sion,” American corporations tied their fortunes to the ascending mili-
tary star. Corporations lobbijed furiously for bigger Pentagon contracts.
“The aircraft industry,” said Senator Barry Goldwater, “has probably
done more to promote the Air Force than the Air Force has done it-
self.” Cementing their links to the Pentagon, corporations staffed their
hierarchies with unprecedented numbers of retired military officers. A
House subcommittee revealed in 1960 that 1,400 retired officers above
the rank of major, including 261- generals and admirals, were em-
ployed by the hundred leading defense-contract corporations. General
Dynamics, ranking first among defense contractors from 1957 to 1960,
maintained 186 retired officers on its payroll, while retaining a former
Secretary of the Army as chairman of jts board of directors. With sales
and profits soaring under the reign of Pentagon capitalism, American
business showed little enthusiasm for peacetime reconversion. In 1960,
when the projected international summit conference collapsed and talk
of disarmament faded, the stock market rose' dramatically. The New
York Times explained: “Traders decided that the ‘cold war’ was due
to heat up considerably . . . and that this would mean a step-up in
the nation’s defense program.” Pentagon-business collaboration became
so blatant that, in January, 1961, President Eisenhower used his fare-
well address to urge Americans to “guard against the acquisition of
unwarranted influence by ihe military-industrial complex.”

American business also gained significantly from. its expanding over-
seas operations, promoted and protected by US. foreign policy. Be-
tween 1946 and 1960 the value of direct (or controlling) American
private investment abroad increased from $7 billion to $32 billion. Total

- US. private investment abroad increased between 1950 and 1960 from
$19 billion to $49 billion, During the 1950s the direct investment out-
flow was $13.7 billion and the returned income $23.2 billion—a hand-
some profit. About 75 per cent of Standard Oil of New Jersey’s profits
in the late 19505 were derived from its foreign investments, while Gulf
derived two-thirds of its income from its overseas operations. Reporting
on a study in 1955, a U.N. commission revealed that the net profit on

~a barrel of Saudi Arabian oil selling for $1.75 was $1.40. USs. corpo-
rate eamnings on petroleum investments in Latin America, after local
taxes, averaged 25.6 per cent annually from 1951 to 1955, and 20.5
per cent for the period from 1956 through 1958. Such lucrative profits
encouraged a rise in the value of direct U.S. private investment in
Latin America from $4.6 billion to $9 billion between 1950 and 1959,
The dominant position. of American corporations, particularly in the
Third World, is illustrated by the fact that in 1959 seven ofl corpora-

ey

. pace and assume the responsibility

- chieftains sought instead to induce
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tions, five of them American, held two-thirds of the wtvorld ; rc::ic;%‘ngd%
ves, controlled the bulk of the world's crude-oil produc kerii
refning, owned the major pipeline systems, and controlled the tan ol
xtiieﬁrtlsmg'l,'he. five American companies had overseas jnvestments gi on%
b;?io;n, with contracts covering 64 per cent of the Middle Eas '
rcs;r;i'\;'ing volume of world trade proved equalg gru;::;:] ;;)a;ﬁrinnfi;g:;
i e World War II, the net U.S. . :
z:gg;:;?:z lg:f?l:an 1 per cent of domestic consumpt;c;x;,é bauntdﬂ; ;28
ostwar years this pattern shifted sigr}iﬁcantly. Between 6
Fhe United States imported over half its total metal co(;xsumge on &
as more than half its supply fof hﬁft);fo;g er;::f;erég n:; " ;rO\; o Foreign
i ‘staff report of the Pre : |
;::i:noAmilcggzlii‘ya notegothat the “transition‘ of the United Statcc):; :(r)c:rcrilgz {;
position of self-sufficiency to one of increasing deff)cnd::x:;:; :g nforer |
supply is one of the striking economic changes o oura;ion; o rer
e markers o imPOTftS . ra;g”m\jitt;nta}:se’ lzli)t.eivt rCn(:irrE)l?facturcd products. l
ets of the “free wor _ , 0.6 |
glri:nnaIﬂQ(SO to 1960 the value of American exports do.l::il:;s ttcc)) 2%4.7 |
billion, while American imports climbed by almost .twommi(m ot ‘
billion. Moreover, these figures reﬂcf:t ?nly 2 declmmg'n ction o ional |
U.S. overseas commerce, for America’s rapidly %rom.ﬂglin fortian na-
corporations increasingly produced and sold goods ‘leite BT oo
tions themselves. Little “{onder }hat the c{:;;r.;:;riatgtates st set the
.interest in American foreign polncy.og'?}::e n;n;jority cteckholder n his i
> declared the treasurer (later chair-
“American private enter-
11 over the world,

corporation known as the world,’ lared
man) of Standard Oil of New Jersey in 1946. “Amer
prise . . . may strike out ar;d- sav:, ’l’tS own po:

it by and witness its own funeral. . . s
orgbm);nitted to expanding their overseas operatnc;ln§, Arrix:::eca;arkets
' nessmen remained equally determined to develop t telxrnpm e
at home. Widening the base of persc.mal' consumptio e e
: essitated a redistribution of income; corp |

Chstusine sought instes those who could already purchase

and, if possible, to waste -what they
nt of need but the creation 9f de- ;
whose annual volume rose in the |

3 billion to almost $12 billion
educa-

what they wanted to buy-sgill more
had already bought. Not the ful_ﬁ}lme
sire was the function of aui'verltxsmtgh,a A

ars after 1945 from less n _ .
f-f—t:leagu):eﬂ:ree‘ times the nation’s annual expenditures on higher

i igi “ erican
tion. Consumerism became the true American rehglo_n., th;:1 :;nco‘m_
wa ’of life.” Dr. Raymond Saulnier, chairman ‘?f t.he E:senroose" co

- cil )(;f Economic Advisers, proclaimed that the “ultimate purp

S
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American economy was “to produce more consumer goods. This is the
goal. This is the object of everything we are working at.” Caught up in

the mammoth sales campaigns and barraged by the mass media, Ameri-

cans became increasingly convinced that happiness meant ceaseless

acquisition. A young German writer observed: “Now people no longer .

have any opinions; they have refrigerators. Instead of illusions we have
television, instead of tradition, the Volkswagen. The only way to catch
the spirit of the times is to write a handbook on home appliances.”

The mass media served as the principal disseminators of the ideology
of individual acquisition. As one critic noted: “It could almost be argued
that the articles in magazines and programs on television are simply a
device to keep the advertisements and commercials from bumping
loudly together, The message of the media is the commercial.” Between

1946 and 1960 the number of families in the United States with tele-

vision sets rose from 8,000 to 46 million, giving the electronic medium

the ability to reach into 90 per cent of American homes, With families
spending an estimated five hours a day watching television, corporations
worked ceaselessly to exploit this market for their products. Ore of the
three giant broadcasting networks would screen program material to
lure an audience, which would then be surveyed in terms of numbers,
income level, age, and sex, and “sold” to a corporate sponsor. Having
“bought” the audience, the corporation would then saturate it with ads
in an effort to increase its consumption. The primary function of tele-
vision, then, was commerce, which explains why commercials, filling 20
per cent of air time, cost far more to produce and were far more skillfully
done than the programs they framed. The commercial “isn’t art, but
it’s artful,” Newsweek later observed, “which is more than can be said
for many of the tasteless, saccharine, and irritating programs supported

* by the sponsors.” : ,
During the 1950s intellectuals criticized television for appealing to
“the lowest common denominator,” but this charge ‘merely reflected
- their élitism. Television programming represented not what audiences
wanted but what they received from cynical or indifferent broadcasters
and sponsors, devoted to the commercial aspects of the medium. Avoid-
ing “upsetting” programs, corporations fed the public a bland filler of
game shows, audience participation programs, formula comedies, mys-
tery stories, Westerns, and cartoons between the commercials. Chiding
broadcasters in 1961 for the wretched quality of their programming,
Federal Communications, Commission chairman Newton R. Minow
urged them to try sitting and watching their television output for an
entire day, “I' can assure you,” he said, “that you will observe a vast

wasteland,” ' T

Yet television and the mass media also played a crucial ‘politica'l role,
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s di f research told a Senate com-
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ey as ci il a.ctivities . . . but we must consider them as cssenttl:d
§olcly i (t::gf national policy.” On news programs events were rep:ri !
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isi iate o . . .
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was aired in a state of high tension. ’{vlurrowﬁ msmberg}:);md o eincers
célled, “bathed in sweat and smoke,” as stafl me

I g nsor,
" crowded about him to shake his hand. In 1955 See It Now’s spo

ime
the Aluminum Company of America, dropped hth\: program. Its tim
slot was sold to a tobacco compar;);ig:;ez ?::—cs“gerious" about politics
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’ :anm: O;r:sZurcs and biases. By the early 1960s, the Pre:s:aowncrship
ingly dependent upon business' advertising, and ne“',spnpcommunities.
hagdy-become a monopoly in 95 per cent of {!\men,::a e New. York
A few newspapers, like the St. Louis‘ Post-lepattrc. ; i Times, con-
Post, the Washington Post, and the Madison (Wlsc;t)xers pevaded s,
tinued their muckraking  activities, but mPStAO ca. Often they ran
torted the news about power and privilege in Amerca. ,

' i illing to chal-
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lenge government lies. “The news of the CIA and its operatives all over
the world,” James Reston testified before a Congressional committee
in 1955, confronts the Teporter with “the dilemma as to whether he is
going to tell the truth or whether he is going to mislead the American
people by putting out something put out by the Government which he
knows not to be true.” Although Washj '
zle the press during the Korean War, newspapers and press syndicates
took care to police themselves. “We are operating just as we would
under censorship,” the editor-in-chief of the International News Service
wrote to General MacArthur, In April, 1951, the Director of U.Ss.
Defense Mobilization thanked newspapers for “millions of words laying
down the premise . . . that the free world is in mortal danger. . . |, If
the people were not convinced of that it would be impossible for Con-
BTess to vote the vast sums. . ... With the support of public opinion as
marshaled by the press, we are off to a good start,”
~ Staunchly committed to an aggressive American role in the world,
the media engaged in fantasies of thermonuclear war—which, of course,
the United States always won. After devoting four and a half columns

to America’s capacity to destroy Russia “in several ways and several
times over,” the March 25, 1959, issue of the Wall Street Journal
reassured its readers that, *

even granting that Russia would have the
advantage of surprise, U.S. officials reason that a first blow by the
Soviets . . . would not cripple Western power to retaliate.” In late
1951, “alarmed . .

- Over the creeping pessimism of the free world,” the
editors of Collier’s devoted an entire issue to a depiction of World War

IIT, as fought between the United States and the Soviet Union, to
“demonstrate” that, in the event of war, “
war occupation of the devastated Soviet Union, remarked the editors,
“private enterprise would probably evolve in a form that ‘would be
modified by background, environment, and the character of the people
themselves.” Collier’s showed Moscow audiences at the Bolshoj Theatre
enthralled by an “excellent production of Guys and Dolls,” noted that
newsstands featured Time, Life, and the Reader’s Digest, and observed
that “Hollywood columns are very popular.” '
~ The blackout of critical opinion during the postwar years reccived
still further impetus from the loyalty crusade. Learned men assessed
the patriotic merits of movie and television scripts. Performers and
newscasters were dropped as “security risks.” Charlie Chaplin, once

America’s best-loved clown and social satirist, surrendered his re-entry

permit in 1953, choosirig exile from a nation he could no longer endure.
“What is the new loyalty?”

‘ asked historian Henry Steele Commager.
“It is, above all, conformit

' - It is the uncritical and unquestioning
acceptance of America as it is.” :

we will win.” During the post- - -
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i t important educational frontier,” report U, Com.
- mo-s f Education in 1947, was the need to “strength bormaity
lmsmc'merthc;ou h education.” Responding to pre:c,sures4 Sf)orhca::) Commuz
:ﬁzulr\;;{ional ]gducation Association proclfumed mTIhS:ee tcars comm.
ist teachers should be dismissed from their posts. r ysmon e the
xA::)me:ican Federation of Teachers adoll:]):ci :n ;m:lxnzii:erlz?ty prc'sidcms.
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alone should
Attt nd that competence K A
ican Civil Liberties Union took th?t; tz:)f American educational institu

. nt. A minori . ; icago
il_etcrml::e;r;&c;ﬁ; Harvard University and the University of Chicag
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ai ' ts. Most colleges, however,
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employment, it left few institu
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sociologists Paul Lazarsfeld and Wagner Thielens, Jr., 102 of the 165

colleges and universities surveyed reported political firings. The case of

Professor Barrows Dunham is instructive. A full professor with tenure,
head of the Temple University Philosophy Department, and author of
several books, Dunham was summarily dismissed by the university’s presi.
dent, Dr. Robert L. Johnson, for refusal to testify before HUAC. Al.
though Dunham later won a court fight against a Congressional contempt
citation, he remained unemployed-—unlike Johnson, who became head
of the Voice of America. Another well-known sociological study of
ten major American universities in the mid-1950s concluded: “The net
outcome of the prolonged crisis of academic freedom from 1946 to
1956 is a marked restriction of the freedom of professors to engage in
politics. .". . Political activity of any kind by any faculty member is
viewed unfavorably and is likely to bar or delay his advancement.”
Most American academicians retired to their books, their records,
their middle-class circle of well-bein
times located near a slum or racial ghetto, they concerned themselves
with the education of the “gifted” or with turning out the “well-rounded
student.”

But the American university was a valuable institution, and the cor-
porate élite merely wanted it tamed, not destroyed. Thus, despite the
demoralization of the professoriat, its ranks actually swelled from
196,000 to 250,000 between 1948 and 1957 as part of a vast building
and expansion program in higher education. A study by the Council
for Financial Aid to Education found that in 1956 “corporate invest-
ments in education” by 275 firms totaled almost $29 million. University
presidents lent a sympathetic ear to the needs of business, promoted the
establishment or expansion of engineering and business schools, fre-
quented the conference room of wealthy private foundations and the
Pentagon, and managed their growing “plant” like administrators of the
great industrial and financial corporations, on whose boards of directors
they often sat. Grayson Kirk, president of Columbia University after
Eisenhower, served on the boards of Consolidated Edison, IBM, the
Socony-Mobil Qjl Company, and the Nation-Wide Securities Company,

- and would soon' be one of the directors of the Institute for Defense

Analysis. By the mid-1950s, the Pentagon was supplying approximately

3300 million annually for university research, and two major universi-

ties—MIT and Johns Hopkins—placed on the list of the nation’s top

100 defense contractors. According to a 1961 Harvard University re-
port, “science and defense have brought Government and the educa-

tional community together to such an extent that 20% of the total -

expenditures in higher education in the United States now comes from
- Federal sources,” -
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tions: that military deterrence did not work an
war could be “won.” Both led ‘to his logical
preparations for the great day should begin at once.

In these years only a tiny group of intellectuals—most notably Erich
Fromm, Irving Howe, Pauj Goodman, and C. Wright Mills—offered a

radical critique of American life, Mills, the most daring, argued that
power in America was located cent

d that a thermonuclear
conclusion that massive

out serious challenge

in an increasingly helpless, atomized mass society. Scorning “those who

have abandoned criticism for the new American celebration,” Mills
lashed out at his fellow academics and intellectuals, “They live and
work in a benumbing society,” he wrote, “without living and working in
protest and tension with its moral and cultural insensibilities. They use
the liberal rhetoric to Cover the conservative default,” _
The retreat of intellectuals from social criticism reflected a variety of
factors. For some, the failure of American capitalism to collapse and of
the Soviet Union to provide a decent alternative lay at the root of their

disillusionment with “ideology.” Others seemed eager to erase the
stigma of a radical past by “confessing” before leyalty investigators or
simply by becoming “apolitical.” Most significantly, well-paid employ-
ment in book publishing, radio, and television, and with universities,
foundations, magazines, Dewspapers, and the federal government took
the edge off intellectual alienation, Soothed by comfortable salaries and
flattered by the attentio

n of men of power, many intellectuals concluded
that their own upper-middle-class proble

suburban existence were the maj

Communism in the literary and cultural realm, Accordingly, the CIA infil-

: ntellectual groups, subsidized publishing houses
and periodicals, moved agents into universities, and placed articles in
scholarly journals suchuas Foreign Affairs. Its most daring venture was
its sixteen-year subsidy of the Congress for Cultural Freedom, an
Organization actually headed by a C1A agent, which published the British

s Cold War standard. In June, 1950, at

» in Berlin, philosopher Sidney
Hook told the assemblage that he looked forward to the time “when
references to ‘right,” ‘left,” and ‘center’ will vanish from common usage
as meaningless,” Stressing “one basic point, delegates .. . admonished
listeners,” said the New York T imes, “that the time is at hand for a
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Even “serious” fiction skirted America’s social problems. Mary Me-
Carthy, Bernard Malamud, and Saul Bellow devoted their talents to
novels of manners and personal life, offering individual, often im-
probable solutions to the quest for personal identity and freedom,
In his immensely popular Caicher in the Rye (195 1), J. D. Salinger
posed no alternative to the adult world of hypocrisy and corruption
except withdrawal into the innocence of childhood or the consolation of
Zen, Ironically, the “Beat” writers of San Francisco, so different in
their approach to life and literature, shared similar preoccupations.
Cutting loose from bourgeois society to wander restlessly in search of
spiritual enlightenment through the greasy-spoon diners of the world,
they turned ever more frenetically to drugs and mysticism. “If you shun
consciousness as if it were a plague,” Irving Howe wrote of them, “then
a predicament may ravage you, but you cannot cope with it.”. :

One of the few writers who seemed capable of giving definition to
the problems of contemporary America and perhaps projecting solu-
tions was Norman Mailer. The Naked and the Dead ( 1948), his first
novel, established him immediately as a serious writer and social com-
mentator. Mailer’s Barbary Shore (1951) reflected in more surrealistic
fashion on the failures of the OId Left, and The Deer Park (1955) pro-
vided an ambivalent picture of Hollywood. At this point, however,
Mailer seemed to lose his way, and his writing drifted off into strange
and exotic realms of supersexuality, self-analysis, and .demonology. By
1959 literary critic Alfred Kazin could report that Mailer, who “once
seemed another Dos Passos,” now appeared “bent on -becoming the
American Marquis de Sade.” Of all the novels published between 1945
and 1960, perhaps only Ralph Ellison’s The Invisible Man (1952)
could be called a significant work of social criticism. -Here the protag-
onist confronts and finally understands the real world; then, rejecting it
- ~ip horror, he retreats underground, brooding and waiting. ’

Cold War A mericq

alty to the professional officer corps, and in
(1955) he applauded the heroine’s decision 1o

ntellectuals and bohemian; for comfortable mar.

: \ Once the very symbol of life in the lower depths, American labor

seemed to thrive in the postwar years. Incomes rose, unemployment re-
- mained mild by Depression standards, and union membership increased
~ from 14.3 million to 18.1 million between 1945 and 1960, In 1955 the
feud between the CIO and the AFL came to an end when a convention
in New York merged the two labor federations. The political-action
arms of both groups joined to form the Committee .on Political Educa-
tion, and a staff of 265 organizers and millions of dollars in union
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y changes in job conditions. Safety fea-
emained abysmal; mine explosions and

ent. Every year approximately 100,000
American workers were killed or suffered permanent impairment in in-

~dustrial accidents. Factory labor remained exceptionally alienating: the
work was often physically exhausting; the hours were long and the rest
periods few; the assembly line was fast and inexorable; the work was
monotonous and unfulfilling; the shop noisy and ugly; the air filled
with smoke, dust, or chemicals; and the production goals set by a
distant corporate bureaucracy, Interviews with workers revealed con-
siderable resentment and frustration. Typical remarks included: “Some-
times you feel like jamming things up in the machine”; “the only reason
a man works is to make a living”; and “whenever the line jerks, every-
body is wishing, ‘break down, baby.’” A survey of automobile workers
in the late 1940s and early 1950s found that the overwhelming ma-
jority wanted to leave the factory for other work—not to get rich, but
to escape from dissatisfaction on the job.. .
One of the most striking developments of the postwar years was the
growing centralization of power in the union leadership and the con-
comitant decline in rank-and-file participation. Lacking left-wing rivals -
to contest their authority, many labor leaders grew increasingly auto-
cratic and arbitrary, if not actually corrupt. This trend was reinforced
by the merger of the AFL and CIO, which ended competition for locals
and members and thus precluded escape from domination by the na-
tional union’s political machine. In the United Mine Workers, one-man
control by John L. Lewis and: secret bargaining sessions after 1950
d the bituminous coal industry left the membership
inactive and uninvolved, learning of contract negotiations -only after a.
settlement had been reached. After 1950 no major strike occurred ‘in
the soft coal industry—a far cry from the annual strikes and grass-roots -
militancy of the past. In the once lively United Auto Workers, Walter
Reuther consolidated his strength, encouraging organizational solidarity

fits, unions failed to secure man
tures in American coal mines r
other lethal disasters were frequ

v While the Reuther leadership remained capable
and progressive, internal _democracy and insurgency decayed. The
‘Amalgamated Clothing Workers, a formerly Socialist-oric_:nted. union
and a pioneer in collective bargaining, ceased to engage in nationwide
strikes or militant agitation in the postwar years. Its solidly entrenched
leadership kept down' rank-and-file demands for wage increases and
cooperated closely with manufacturers to improve shop efficiency and
- production. The story was the same throughout most of the American.
labor movement. Between 1946 and 1963 the number. of striking
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if local defense plants closed down,

vigorously lobbying against cuts in the
most serious things about this defense
of Defense Charles E. Wilson in 1957,
getting a vested interest in it

votes, ‘opportunities for promotion and advancem
salaries.”

Not surprisingly, organized labor grew more conservative. To be sure,
the AFL-CIO served as a major pressure group in behalf of social-
welfare programs. Nevertheless,

class-conscious politics and anticapitalist
fervor had become historica) relics. Once a leading American Socjal-
ist, David Dubinsky, president of the International Ladies Garment
Workers Union, concluded in the postwar years that “trade unionism
needs capitalism like a fish needs water.” In foreign affairs, few could

old War. Both the AFL and

Had the AFL-CIO’s leadership been less concerned with aping busi-
ness mores and values, it might have shown

20 to 25 per cent of the population—lived in conditions of poverty.

Tucked away in urban ghettos, on tiny farms, and in rural shantytowns,
the poor endured invisible lives of misery and despair, victims of mal.
nutrition, disease, imprisonment, crime, and squalor. While the wealthy
fretted over the problems of overeating, surveys in the .mid-1950s
reported that a majority of the rural poor lacked one or more of
the basic nutrients in their diets. Such malnutrition produced severe
skin infections .and -nlcerations, bacterial and parasitic diseases, heart
weakness, bone diseases, and the Symptoms of anemia—poor muscle
tone, weakness, and lassitude. As the fashionable suburbs expanded
‘around the nation’s central cities, the poor were consigned to crowded,
. wretched dwellings in the decaying urban core; in New York City alone,
an estimated 2,500 human beings—mostly infants—were bitten by rats
every year. The 1960 Census reported. that 27 per cent of the nation’s
occupied dwelling units were substandard—a figure that did not take
account of “sound” housing that was overcrowded. .

unions joined management in
military budget. “One of the
business,” observed Secretary
“is that so many Americans are
- properties, business, jobs, employment,
) ent” and “bigger
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farms of the wealthiest
the nation's farmland.

€ncouraged by the growers,
to accommodate their seasona] 1
children under sixteen year:
California alone between 1950 and 1957,
The wretched lives of these hard-workin

! ia’s rich Imperial Valley the
infant death rate from diarrhea, enteritis, and dysentery was more than

seven times as high as the Statewide average. In Hidalgo County, of

eighty-three children between the ages of six and twelve, twenty-one

needed immediate medical treatment; for twenty-seven others “medical
care was . . . indicated but less urgent.” In one Texas camp 96 per
cent of the children had consumed no milk in the previous six months,

find no better place to sleep than “on the 8
tree, or in a chicken house.”
obtain employment, many migra
a shacktown community of stra
pieces of cardboard.

America’s racial minorities, while never a majority of the nation’s
poor, remained firmly locked in the camp of the impoverished, Victim-
ized by race: and, by poverty, most lived in a dismal world of job
discrimx'nation,‘ urban and ruraj slums, and occasional mob violence, Al-
though black income increased in the postwar years, it never ap-
proached that of whites. In 1947 the nonwhite worker’s wage averaged
54 per cent of the white worker's; by 1958 it had climbed to 58 per
cent, but by 1962 it had fallen back to 55 per cent. Median family in-
come for whites stood at $5,643 in 1959, for nonwhites $2,917. The
status of black farm families in the South was far worse; a 1954 study
* by the Department of Agriculture found that their median income was

round, in a cave, under a
During those months they could not

y boards, scrap metal, burlap sacks, and
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most one-fourth of nonwhite college graduates worked in laboring or
service jobs, compared to only 1.4 per cent of similarly educated whites.

By 1960 most blacks in America lived in overwhelmingly segregated
ghettos—usually slums in the nation’s cities—and suffered from inade-
quate housing, nutrition, and health conditions. The Civil Rights Com-
mission reported the same year that 57 per cent of all nonwhite housing
units were substandard. As late as 1950 almost half of all nonwhite
homes had outdoor privies, while nearly 42 per cent of nonwhite homes
in urban areas lacked a private flush toilet. In 1960 nonwhite life
expectancy was seven years less than white, the nonwhite infant mor-
tality rate was almost twice that for whites, and the nonwhite maternal
mortality rate was almost four times that for whites. While nonwhite
infant and maternal mortality rates did decline after 1940, they grew
worse relative to those for whites.

In 1960 New York’s Harlem housed 232,792 people within its 3.5
square miles—a population density which, if applied to all the inhabi-
tants of the United States, would have enabled them to fit within three
of New York City’s five boroughs. About half of Harlem’s residential
buildings were erected before 1900, and, according to the 1960 Census,
44 per cent of its buildings were dilapidated or deteriorating. In 1959
infant mortality was about three times as high in Central Harlem as in
one of the city’s wealthier white districts. Black psychologist Kenneth
Clark observed: “Where flies and maggots breed, where the plumbing is
stopped up and not repaired, where rats bite helpless infants, the condi-
tions of life are brutal and inhuman.” Not surprisingly, between 1955
and 1961 the rate of narcotics use in Har]em was consistently ten times
that of New York Clty '

- Nonwhites lived in such areas not only because they were poor but
because of racial discrimination. Banks, realtors, and property owners
kept much of the nation’s better housing out of the hands of nonwhites
through a deliberate policy of exclusion. Until 1950 the code of ethics
of the Nauonal Association of Real Estate Boards contained the canon:

" “A realtor should never be instrumental in introducing into a neigh-
borhood . . . members of apy race or nationality . . . whose pres-
ence will clearly be detrimental to property values.” Although this
statement was slightly- modified thereafter, its meaning remained clear.
Furthermore, much American housing was subject to racially restrictive
covenants. During the 1952 Presidential campaign both Vice-Presi-
dential candidates lived in such houses. Slumlords actually encouraged
the existence of racial ghettos, for they were enabled thereby to over-
crowd and to overcharge for deteriorating housing. Even when a promi-
nent black made an occasional breakthrough into the land of the lily-
vhite, it could provide but a bitter satisfaction. “Thank the people of

_times while he was pushing me ahead of him.
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San Francisco for Ietting you buy this house,” the star Giant outfielder
- Willie Mays was told in the late 1950s, after resistance to his purchase
of a home in a wealthy white neighborhood had been overcome. “What
do I have to thank anybody for?" Mays retorted. *‘For letting me spend
$40,000?7”

Conditions for black Americans reached their nadir in the South.
Here white supremacy was buttressed by the police power of state and
local governments and enforced, if necessary, by terror. In 1960 South-
ern lunch counters, motels, theaters, toilets, and drinking fountains
were segregated; in more than forty Southern counties not a single
black was registered to vote; only one-sixth of one per cent of Southern
black students attended desegregated schools; the Ku Klux Klan acted
openly in many communities; and the White Citizens Councils, founded
in 1954, increasingly dominated local governments. Bombings and other
assaults upon blacks were common. In December, 1950, when dyna-
miters destroyed the home of a black woman who had led a court fight
against a Birmingham zoning law, it was the fifth bombing of a black
house in that city since the spring of 1949. In Dallas alone, thirteen
dynamitings of black homes occurred during a seventeen-month period.
The brutal lynching of fourteen-year-old Emmett Till provided only the
best-known example of “Southern Justice” in the 1950s. In 1961 the
Commission on Civil Rights found 100 Southern counties where blacks
were ‘‘prevented—by outright discrimination or by fear of physical vio-

lence or economic reprisal—from exercising the right to vote,” and

“many counties” where “a substantial Negro population not only has
no voice in government, but suffers extensive depnvatlon—legal eco-
nomic, educational, and social.”

Nor was the North immune to racist violence. Between 1945 and
1954 there were nine race riots in Chicago alone, and from 1949 to
1951 more than 100 lesser racial incidents occurred in that city, in-
cluding fires, bombings, and organized assaults upon black families.
Dunng 1953 racial violence, arson, or bomb-throwing by whites erupted
in Kansas City, Madison, East Saint Louis, Cleveland, Chicago, Indian-
apolis, Long Island, and Los Angeles county One of the more dra-
matic incidents occurred in Cicero, Illinois, where Harvey E. Clark, Jr,,
a black war veteran and graduate of Fisk University, sought in the
summer of 1951 to move his family’s furniture into a $60-a-month
apartment he had leased. The moving van was halted by police. Ac-
cording to an affidavit by Clark, the chief of police “hit me about eight
. When we reached
my.car . . . the chief shoved me inside and said, ‘Get out of Cicero

and don’t come back . . . or vou’ll set a hullae n--
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otherwise harassing Clark,” he did, in fact, begin to move in on Ju]y
10. Crowds of jeering whites started to gather and smash windows. B

the following day a mob of 4,000 had collected. Undeterred by police-
men, who joked with them, or by the mayor and chief of police, who
were “out of town,” the mob began three days of savage rioting, durin

which it tore up ‘trees by the roots to build fires; hurled bricks, flares,
and burning torches into the apartment house; ripped out radiators and

which pushed back the mob
felled in the process. In a biz
NAACP attorney, the apart
agent for conspiracy to injur
market selling price.”

“I am an invisible man,”
Ellison’s 1952 novel. “I am in
refuse to see me.” Few, indee
justice in the postwar United
become functional to a soci

arre aftermath, a grand jury indicted the
ment owner, her lawyer, and her rental
€ property by causing “depreciation in the

visible, understand, simply because people
d, would face up to the reality of social in-
States, for the American celebration had

ety seduced by prosperity and patrolled
by the state. And so starvation went unrecognized in the midst of un-

precedented abundance, political purges in the bastions of intellectual
freedom, worker alienation in a time of business expansion, and racial
lynchings amid hosannahs for “free world” democracy. Fostered by the
wealthy and powerful, it was a situation much to their advantage. If

Fortune smiled on the postwar United States, she reserved her keenest
delights for the forces of privilege.

Cold War Americq
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