
ard Odum realized their best, something 
other than a ragtag camp follower of urban 
progressivism. 

Mencken’s relationship to the Southern 
Renaissance, more specifically to the Fugi- 
tive-Agrarians of Nashville, is more prob- 
lematic, and vividly exhibits, as Hobson 
shows, his defects as a literary critic. Men- 
cken slighted both the literary and social 
significance of the Agrarian writers and of 
their undercover collaborator William 
Faulkner. That is to say, when the re- 
surgence of Southern high culture he had 
hoped for appeared, he failed either to rec- 
ognize or comprehend it. The Agrarians 
spoke out of portions of the Southern tradi- 
tion he was not equipped to appreciate. Yet 
Hobson believes, and perhaps he is right, 
that Mencken, in the “Sahara” and even 
more by his cruel covertings at the Day- 
ton “Monkey Trial,” was the indispensable 
antagonist for the Agrarians, that it  was he 
who sent them back to their roots for that 
periodic renewal Mr. Jefferson had recom- 
mended and thus catalyzed I’ll Take My 
Stand. 

Being gentlemen, the Agrarians, unlike 
the Liberals, were repulsed rather than ex- 
hilarated by the savagery of the public 
Mencken. Constituting most of what 
remained in America of articulate Jeffer- 
sonian democracy (my notion, not Hob- 
son’s), they could not join him in dis- 
missing the yeomanry as boobus american- 
us. To the essentially German Mencken the 
artistic elite realized itself in destructive re- 
bellion against the surrounding social f&- 
ric. The Agrarians, inheritors of a not com- 
pletely attenuated English patriarchical 
tradition (not to mention their archaic 
classical educations) conceived of art as in 
harmonic tension with its environment. 
Certainly the burden of their renewal car- 
ried them far away from Mencken’s 
premier nostrum for Southern ills-de- 
struction of the prevailing religious ortho- 
doxy. Mencken, they saw, failed to discern 
the genuine and indispensable pietas 
beneath the evangelical excesses. To Men- 
cken’s indictment then, the Agrarians had 

no choice but to bring in a verdict of 
“Guilty, and proud of it!” In so doing, they 
affirmed what Babbitt and More had al- 
ready discovered in their own manner: 
Menckenian conservatism was diverting, it 
was often useful in a negative way, and its 
strenuous audacity commanded a certain 
respect, but in the long run its sustenance 
was thin. 

Reviewed by CLYDE WILSON 

The Political Animal 

The Social Philosophers, by 
Nisbet, New York: Thomas Y .  
Co., 1973. 466 pp. $10. 

The Idea of Fraternity, by 

Robert 
CroweU 

Wilson 
Carey McWilliams, Berkeley: The Uni- 
versity of California Press, 1973. 695 
pp.  $14.95. 

WHAT IS COMMUNITY? What impells men 
to enter into society? Is society natural or 
artificial? Such questions have agitated the 
interest of men ever since they began pon- 
dering the riddles of life and the universe; 
but these questions are of especial and ur- 
gent interest today. When we speak of 
LL community,” observes Robert Nisbet, we 
usually use the word in its oldest sense of 
“relationships among individuals that are 
characterized by a high degree of personal 
intimacy, of social cohesion or moral com- 
mitment, and of continuity in time.” Close- 
ly related to the idea of community is the 
idea of anticommunity, that is, of the fear 
of the “social void, of alienation, of es- 
trangement from others, even from one’s 
self, of loss of identity, of great open spaces 
of impersonality and rejection.” Balzac 
spoke truly when he contended that man 
possesses a horror of mental, emotional, so- 
cial and spiritual isolation; and it is this 
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fear of aloneness, argues Professor Nisbet, 
that motivates our intense craving for com- 
munity-for “the sense of relatedness to 
others as persons that transcends all mo- 
mentary isolations, separations, and other 
trials of life, endowing one with the sense 
of identity that can never come from germ 
plasm or from internal consciousness by it- 
self.” 

I t  seems that our own age is obsessed 
with a quest for community; the evidences 
are everywhere around us. We observe 
them in the various political, ethnic, eco- 
nomic and social groupings, in increasingly 
communal styles of living, and in the litera- 
ture and philosophy of our times. 

Our search for community, suggests Wil- 
son Carey McWilliams, is a reaction to the 
atomistic individualism which permeates 
contemporary American society, and which 
is traceable to the Lockean foundations of 
our civil social order. According to Profes- 
sor McWilliams, the influence of the liberal, 
Lockean tradition on American social, eco- 
nomic and political life is manifest in our 
inordinate emphasis on self-interest based 
upon the belief that man is by nature a pri- 
vate, asocial and apolitical being; the belief 
that “politics is the result of scarcity and 
conflict,” and that “the logical aim of poli- 
tics lies in limiting conflict” while we pur- 
sue material well-being and our private, 
selfish interests; and the conviction that the 
“checks and balances” of the competitive 
process are the mechanism for pursuing our 
selfish interests. 

In previous times, argues Professor Mc- 
Williams, religious tradition tempered the 
harshness of the Lockean foundations of 
our civil social order. The religious tradi- 
tion emphasized the importance of frater- 
nity and provided a sense of genuine com- 
munity based upon shared values and goals. 
Unhappily, the older institutions and cus- 
toms which furnished a social base for the 
religious tradition have been slowly eroded. 
And though the cultivation of fraternity 
and a sense of genuine community, Profes- 
sor McWilliams tells us, is “a permanent so- 
cial and psychological necessity of human 

t 

development,” it is “discouraged and in. 
hibited by the institutions and processes of 
our modern industrial society.” 

Although we have had a strong religious 
tradition in this country, our public institu- 
tions, as Professor McWilliams notes, “have 
been based on the assumptions and theories 
of the liberal Enlightenment.” Our socid, 
economic and political systems contain “S 

bias toward individualism, a hostility to  
communities, an assumption that material 
well-being and technological advances are 
in the high interests of man.” The liberal, 
Lockean tradition “proposed to discard fra- 
ternity as a means to human perfection and 
a norm in everyday political and social 
life.” Indeed, this tradition “set aside the 
premise that man was a political animal 
who required civic relations for his perfec- 
tion.” With the erosion of commitment to 
the old religious tradition, so the author be- 
lieves, the liberal tradition and its emphasis 
on competitive ethics, the concern for mate- 
rial power, and an atomistic individualism 
have come to permeate all aspects of Ameri- 
can life with disastrous consequences. One 
such consequence is the sense of isolation- 
social and spiritual-that is felt by increas- 
ing numbers of Americans. 

It is obvious that the author of Idea of 
Fraternity rejects the notion of the “omni- 
competent individual,” the notion that the 
individual-if unfettered by government- 
is, in the words of John Dewey, “competent 
to frame policies, to judge their results; 
competent to know in all situations de- 
manding political action what is for his 
own good and competent to enforce his idea 
of good and the will to effect it against con- 
trary forces.” 

Implicit in the atomistic individualism 
that Professor McWilliams rejects are the 
twin assumptions that society and govern- 
ment are artificial. From the individualistic 
vantage point, men enter society out of 
fear; they enter society as a means for self- 
preservation ; society and government, at 
best, are necessary evils. In sharp contrast 
to this view of social life is the Thomistic 
notion that society and government are nat. 
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ural, that they emanate from the intense de- 
mands of man’s higher nature. Men have 
natural inclinations toward social life ; they 
do not enter society merely from fear and 
a desire for economic well-being; they en- 
ter to share friendship, love, knowledge, 
and the pursuit of the common good. 

Professor McWilliams comes very close 

points out that fraternity is “a permanent 
social and psychological necessity,” and 
when he suggests that man is a “political 
animal” who requires “civic relations for 
his perfection,” yet he does not seem ex- 

would perhaps be offended by the sugges- 
tion that he sounds Thomistic, but when he 
talks about our need for fraternity, he is 
just restating Thomas’ recognition that man 
is by nature social. The author of Idea of 
Fraternity is sensitive to the intense de- 
mands of the spirit; he recognizes, as 
Thomas recognized, that men need one an- 
other, and that sociality appeals to one of 

its demand for love, friendship, family. He 
knows-as Thomas knew-that social life 
can help to satisfy these demands, and thus 
he stresses fraternity as a necessary means 
to  human development. 

Clearly, Messrs. Nisbet and McWilliams 
have provided us with a much-needed view 
of man and society that has been long over- 
due. But their view, it seems to me, needs 
the support of a philosophic recognition 
that while society exists to promote the 
common good, the common good itself is 
a necessary means to a still higher end- 
namely, to know God and to enjoy him for- 
ever. 

Reviewed by HAVEN BRADFORD Gow 

I to saying man is naturally social when he 

, plicitly to say so. Professor McWilliams 

I the intense demands of our higher nature- 

l 
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A Retreat from Utopia 

Chronicles of Wasted Time: The 
Green Stick, by Malcolm Muggeridge, 
New York: William Morrow & Co., 
1973. 284 pp. $6.95. 

I used to believe that there was a 
green stick buried on the edge of a ra- 
vine in the old Zakaz forest at Yasnaya 
Polyana, on which words were carved 
that would destroy all the evil in the 
hearts of .men and bring them every- 
thing good. 

-Leo Tolstoy 

THE STALINIST INTELLECTUALS of the 
1930’s, as George Watson informed us in 
the December, 1970 issue of Encounter, are 
nowadays something of a joke. How could 
such intelligent men of the world as George 
Bernard Shaw and Sidney Webb support 
Stalinist Russia? Could they have been de- 
ceived? Mr. Watson’s view is that the evi- 
dence “does not bear out the myth of inno- 
cence and deception.” Indeed, the evidence 
demonstrates that the Western apologists 
for Stalinist Russia “were attracted to the 
most violent system on earth because it was 
just that.” To them 

the Soviet dictatorships looked like 
a highly disciplined system that could, 
and should, conquer the world: the God 
that failed was a savage god. Between 
1933 and 1939 many (and perhaps 
most) British intellectuals under the age 
of fifty, and a good many in other West- 
ern lands, knowingly supported the 
greatest act of mass-murder in human 
‘history. 

Born in 1903, Malcolm Muggeridge, one 
of the finest prose stylist of the English lan- 
guage today, grew up with the century, and 
through his father, a pioneer Socialist, and 
his wife, Kitty, he became acquainted with 
many of the Western intellectuals who 
viewed Stalinist Russia as a socialist utopia. 
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