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Norman Podhoretz: I think it may be fair to  eventual merging of the two races, though of

say that American liberals are by now divided
into two schools of thought on what is often
called the Negro problem—though it probably
would be better to use the term that Professor
Myrdal used as the title of his famous book, and
to speak not of a Negro problem but of an Ameri-
can dilemma. On the one side, we have those
liberals whose ultimate perspective on race rela-
tions (as David Danzig puts it*) envisages the
gradual absorption of deserving Negroes one by
one into white society. At its most extreme, this
position has sometimes looked forward to an

* “The Meaning of Negro Strategy,” COMMENTARY, Feb-
ruary 1964.

course that possibility has rarely been discussed in
public among liberals—and for very good reason,
as I am here to testify. Over the past two or three
years, however, a new school of liberal (or per-
haps it should be called radical) thought has
been developing which is based on the premise—
to quote Danzig again—that “the rights and privi-
leges of an individual rest upon the status
attained by the group to which he belongs.” From
this premise certain points follow that are appar-
ently proving repugnant to the traditional liberal
mentality (if one can judge by New York Times

. editorials and the statements of presumably lib-

eral politicians like Governor Rockefeller and the
late President Kennedy). For the traditional lib-



up not_of wmpetmg ecommic clmes and e:thmc
groups, but rather of competing individuals who
confront a neutral body of law and a neutral
- institutional complex. At any rate, the newer
-school of liberal thought on race relations main-
tains that the Negro community as a whole has
- ‘been crippled by three hundred years of slavery
and persecution and that the simple removal of
legal and other barriers to the advancement of
. individual Negroes can “therefore only result in
what is derxswely called “tokenism.” This school
‘of thought insists that radical measures are now
needed to overcome the Negro’s inherited dis-
abilities. Whitney Young of the National Urban
" League, for example, has recently spoken of a
. domestic Marshall Plan, a crash program which
- he says need last only ten years, in order to bring
the Negro community up to a point where it can
" begin to compete on equal terms with the white
- world. Other Negro leaders have similarly talked
. about 10 per cent quotas in hiring, housing, and
so on. Negroes, they say, ought to be represented
in_all areas of American life according to their
_. proportion in the population, and where they are
" not so represented, one is entitled to draw an
inference of discrimination. The slogan “prefer-
-ential treatment for Negroes” is the most con-
troversial one that has so far come up in this
discussion. To get some nation of how controver-
~sial this particular idea is, we need only remind
ourselves of how roughly -Stanley Lowell, chair-
man of the Mayor's Human Rights Commission
in New York, was attacked when he recently
- .advocated the adoption of such a policy.

There is, then, a conflict within the liberal
community on the question of race relations; that
. much seems obvious. And the conflict is exacer-

‘bated by certain economic considerations that
. Profcssor Myrdal, in particular, speaks of in his

- new book, Challenge to Affluence. Given our slug-
. gish rate of economic growth, can enough jobs be

created to satisfy the demands and aspirations of
‘the Negro community even if formal discrimina-
tion is eliminated altogether? In other words, it
- may. be that the problem of unemployment is the
- erucial one, and not the problem of segregation.
But that's something I hope we'll get into later.
‘What we want to take up first is the question of
whether the conflict I have been trying to describe
will lead—as some people deeply fear that it will,
or indeed already has—to a widening split
between the Negro movement and the white lib-
eral community, and whether and how this split
- might be adjudicated, both in principle and in
practice. Mr. Hook, while you may not be an ex-
pert on race relations, you are most certainly an
expert on the principles of liberalism, and so I
think I'll ask you to start.

Sidney Hook: Well, let me begin by referring to
an experience I had thirty years ago, when I was

" on the executive committes of thé American

Workers Party, which was certamly dedicated to
the proposxtlon that society consists of competing
economic groups. We had sent our orgamzers to
the South, and one night, at a meeting of our
executive committee, the organizer from Texas
appeared. He had succeeded in organizing coun-
cils of unemployed workers among the whites and
Negroes, and the question then developed as to
how and under what circumstances to arrange the
first meeting. It turned out that the white mem-
bers had refused to come to a meeting unless the
seating were segregated, and our organizer was
now reporting back to us for instructions. Now,
all of us were liberals, all of us were socialists—
indeed left-wing socialists—and we were faced
with a dilemma, because if we insisted upon ban-
ning segregated seating at that meeting, there
would be no organization and no possibility of
getting the reforms we were working for. Well,
the decision was made to have the first meeting,
at least, segregated—in the hope that when these
unemployed workers got together, they would, in
recognition of their common interests and com-
mon struggle, abandon segregated seating in the
future. It didn’t work out that way because there
was no future: the opposition to any kind of
council of the unemployed, segregated or deseg-
regated, was too strong. I cite this story to illus-
trate the fact that a conflict of principles can
arise whether you take the traditional, liberal-
individualistic point of view or the social group-
conflict point of view. :

To me, the case against discrimination rests
fundamentally on ethical premises. The justifica-
tion of formal rules of equality lies in the hope
that such rules will further both the economic
and the ethical equality of human beings—and I
define this ethical equality as an equality of con-
cern on the part of the community for each indi-
vidual within it to develop his capacities to their
greatest reach, for each individual to become a
fully developed person. From this perspective, I
do not see any conflict with the traditional prin-
ciples of liberalism, as I understand them, in the
idea of a temporary crash program to improve the
position of the Negro community.

Let us imagine that an earthquake or some
other disaster has taken place in a neighboring
city followed by an influx of the population from
that region to ours. I think it would be perfectly
compatible with our commitment to democracy to
make special provision for the people involved—
individuals who had been disadvantaged, who
had suffered more than members of our own com-
munity—so long as the provision were temporary.
There might be some relative injustice to some
other individuals in our community who were
also in need, but any moral order of priority
would have to recognize the greater need. We
have done comparable things in the past. In the
30’s, there was an influx of refugees from Ger-




'maniytd the United States. Very often these immmi-

grants were given vocational opportunities that
others in theé community may have been just as
qualified to fill. But no one thought it was unjust
to provide special opportunities for them, because
their need was more urgent, sometimes desperate.

" The other day I read that James Farmer had
proposed a program to the President involving
vast measures of remedial educational enrich-
ment for deprived children. Now to be sure, those
who would profit most by a program of this kind
would be Negro children. It isn’t because they are
Negro children that we ought to support this
program; it's because they are deprived children.
They have been disadvantaged more than other
children, their need is greater, and therefore they
are morally entitled to special treatment. This is
how we can achieve the level of ethical equality 1
was talking about a minute ago. I draw the line
only where I think a respect for the personality of
Negroes requires that it be drawn. It is well
known that in some institutions like the Bronx
High School of Science, and in certain other spe-
cial schools for the gifted, the number of Negro
students in relation to the school population is
small. Some of my friends have argued that in
order to establish a proper balance, in order to
provide equal educational opportunity for the
Negro student, he should be given a special status
in those schools—which means that standards
should be lowered or waived altogether; other-
wise, the argument runs, it would take too long
for the imbalance to right itself. This seems to me
to be objectionable on many grounds. I consider
a program which would lower the standards of
achievement for Negroes as tantamount to regard-
ing them as second-class citizens. We have a moral
responsibility to provide the educational oppor-
tunities that Negroes need to achieve the full
measure of their own potential. But to say to the
Negro in a spirit of patronizing friendliness,
“Well, if you can’t make the grade we set for the
whites, we'll lower it for you,” is an expression—
perhaps an unconscious expression—of the kind
of chauvinistic attitude which in the past all gen-
uine liberals have deplored. Negroes have just as
much right, for example, to be treated by ade-
quately trained physicians as whites. Under pres-
ent conditions, unfortunately, this depends upon
there being many more Negro physicians in prac-
tice. And although it may take time for a sufficient
number of Negro physicians to be trained—
unhappily there are not many more today than
there were twenty or thirty years ago—the meas-
ures required to counteract that situation do not
entail a lowering of professional and intellectual
standards. What is needed is a program to create
greater educational opportunities for those now
deprived, and to mobilize the nation’s resources
at the most strategic points toward that end.

Podhoretz: Mr. Baldwin, you've had some

unkind words to say about liberals, i 1 feinembei =

rightly. Do you still want to say them? How does
the situation look to you—especially in terms of
what Mr. Hook has just said?

James Baldwin: I don’t want to sound—as I'm
told so often I do sound—bitter or disaffected, but
I do think that there’s a very real problem in
talking, as Mr. Hook was just doing, about ethical
considerations in a society which is essentially not
ethical. I might be perfectly willing to be one of
the first Negroes to be accepted either here or
there; 1 might even be perfectly willing to wait
ten years or a generation to be fitted into Ameri-~
can civilization, or American society, if I really
fele that one could be fitted into it as it now is, as
it's now constituted. But to my mind, you see,
before one can really talk about the Negro prob-
lem in this country, one has got to talk about the
white people’s problem. The German refugees
that Mr. Hook mentioned and all the other immi-
grants who have come to these shores and who
have gotten or not gotten preferential treatment
were nevertheless looked on by the bulk of the .

American community as white people, and they

never served—at least not in the memory of any
man living—the same function that American
Negroes have served. I don’t think we can discuss
this properly unless we begin at the beginning.
And the beginning is that Negroes were a source
of cheap labor and everything white people did
thereafter in relation to Negroes was a way of
justifying this. I think it can be said, and I think
that most liberals would finally have to agree, that
the presence of the Negro here is precisely what
has allowed white people to say they were free;
and it is what has allowed them to assume they
were rich. There is a sense in which one can say
that the history of this country was built on my
back. I don’t mean that other people didn’t pay
for it too, but 1 do mean that the economy would
be very different today if I hadn’t built the rail-
roads for nothing, if I hadn’t picked the cotton
for nothing—if, in fact, my role weren’t to keep on
doing all that, in effect, for nothing. After all,
part of the reason there is a battle going on in the
Deep South (to leave it only there for the
moment) is that as the Negro starts voting and
becomes economically free, the power of the
Southern oligarchy will obviously be broken and
the South is apt to become a very different place.
And if the South becomes a different place, so will
the rest of the nation.

Now, to get back to preferential treatment and
ethics and morality: from a certain point of view,
it doesn’t matter whether you send Negro kids to
the Bronx High School of Science or to any other
school, indeed; and it doesn’t matter what you
teach them about ethics and morality there.
Because those kids don’t live in school, they go
home. I went to DeWitt Clinton High in New
York; I wasn’t a bad student; and I got along
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very well with my playmates and all that jazz.
Nevertheless, when the school day was over, I
went back into a condition which they could not
imagine; and I knew, no matter what anybody
said, that the future I faced was not the future
they faced. So inevitably, as graduation time
approached, what had looked like a friendship
broke up and we went our different ways—because
the forces of our society drove us in different ways.
Clearly, in terms of the American mythology and
in terms of any realistic assessment of my future, I
was going to be a porter, and they were not.

What I am trying to say is that you can’t hope
to invest a child with a morality in school which
is going to be destroyed in the streets of Harlem—
and every Negro in America lives in one or
another version of Harlem. Until we can deal
with the question of why Negroes are kept in
ghettos and why white men move out when
Negroes move in; until we can deal with the ques-
tion of why precisely in a free country we allow
the South to dictate to the federal government;
until we face our responsibilities as citizens of this
country quite apart from the Negro problem, I
don’t see that we can begin to talk about the
Negro problem with any hope of clarity.

Podhoretzz Mr. Glazer, as a sociologist who has
studied what is called in the trade the accultura-
tion of immigrant groups, do you agree with Mr.
Baldwin that this whole problem begins with
cheap labor?

Nathan Glazer: T'll get to that point eventu-
ally, I suppose, but I'd rather talk about liberal-
ism first, because I see a number of very serious
problems in connection with that word. Liberal-
ism assumes the existence of certain mechanisms
for the solution of problems: it assumes reason-
ableness; it assumes also a kind of good will; it
-assumes an acceptance of the principle of the
fundamental equality of all men. But none of
these assumptions applies in the South. Let me
read you a newspaper clipping I've brought with
me: “A group of housewives in Jackson, Missis-
sippi charged in a bitter hearing today that their
children are being subjected to brainwashing by
textbooks that teach them that prejudice is
wrong. The women also contended that the school
books introduce pleas for world government, and
try to further a belief in the brotherhood of all
people.”

Now this seems to me a real challenge to the
American Creed—to use a term that Dr. Myrdal
made famous—and it raises a question similar to
the on¢ that the appearance of Nazism in Ger-
many raised for liberalism in the 1920’s, or for
that matter that the Southern defense of slavery
raised for this country in the 1850’s. What does
liberalism do or say in the face of what seems to
be a mass commitment to evil, or at least to a
point of view that doesn’t enforce on those who

hold it an obligation to work toward any improve-
ment? . :

Having mentioned the worst problem, I would
now like to speak about the big cities of the
North, which seem to be the major context for
our discussion here. Unfortunately what happens
in the big cities of the North is colored by the fact
that they're part of the same country as Missis-
sippi and Alabama. Maybe it would have been
better if we hadn’t fought the Civil War at all,
and could now take the same attitude to the
South as we do to South Africa—because I do
think that the Southern kind of position just can’t
be found in the North. Regardless of their behav-
ior, people in the North won’t even admit to poll-
takers that they are prejudiced—or anyway very
prejudiced. Now even if this is hypocrisy, a case
of the homage that vice pays to virtue, it'’s still
true that the American Creed does prevail in the
North. Bills can be passed; whites and Negroes
can confer together on what ought to be done
about discrimination; you can get a Fair Employ-
ment Practices Law; you can get a Fair Housing
Law. Of course, many Northern Negroes see all
this as not only illusory but as some sort of farce.
The assumption seems to be that the people who
run the Fair Employment Practices Law aren’t
doing their job or that the law itself is irrelevant.
So Negroes in New York, for instance, insist on
jobs by demonstrating in the streets and chain-
ing themselves to cranes, while the political
authorities run around trying to do something
about it. But I'm convinced that the Fair Employ-
ment Practices Law isn’t a farce. In New York
they have a big budget; they check personnel
procedures and application forms (in the big
organizations anyway); they act pretty quickly on
complaints. And they get results—Negroes do get
jobs. But the results aren’t good enough—at least
not good enough to make the Negroes feel that
the political order is responsive to their real situ-
ation and their needs. A

Then take the case of housing. It’s not a matter
of “tokenism,” nor can you talk about an exclu-
sive power structure, when a Negro, Robert
Weaver, heads the Federal Housing and Home
Finance Agency in Washington, or when a Negro
runs or is second in command of a local housing
commission (he’s usually one or the other), and

- when 30 per cent of his staff is Negro. Despite

what the Amsterdam News says about those
Negroes—that they’ve sold out, that they're Uncle
Toms, or what have you—if not for an accident of
fate, they might today have been on the staff of
the Amsterdam News writing editorials them-
selves. Anyhow, I know something personally
about the housing situation since I worked for
Mr. Weaver for a year in the Housing and Home
Finance Agency. There’s no question that prob-
ably four-fifths of the Negroes in New York City
(and other cities as well) live under awful condi-
tions; a small number, of course, live in nice




houses in Queens, and a much larger number

(about onesixth or oneseventh) in-public hous-
ing projects. Now, it’s hard enough to deal with
the demand for “Freedom Now” in general, but
how do you even deal with the demand for Free-
dom Now from rats, from vermin, from crowding,
from garbage? How do you provide good housing
conditions now? People with. perfectly good cre-
dentials, both racial and libertarian, have been
struggling with such matters for a long time, and
they have to contend with conflicts of interest—
this, I suppose, brings us back to Mr. Baldwin’s
point about the power structure and the economy
—that no one seems able to overcome. It isn’t Mr.
Weaver’s fault or the fault of any other adminis-
trator. There are some cities, for example, which
could build far more public housing than they are
currently doing. Why don’t they? Well, one of the
reasons is that this housing would be available to
Negroes, and the white people of those cities
don’t want Negroes living near them. But that’s
only the beginning. There is also the question of
money. We don’t have adequate funds for public
housing. Two per cent of all housing in this coun-
try is public housing as against something like 30
per cent in England and similar percentages in
other countries. Americans don’t like public hous-
ing, and one of the reasons they don’t like it is
that they put all sorts of restrictions into the law
to make sure that it will be awful. Nobody ever
quite says this, but the idea is that while the poor
may be entitled to safe, decent, and sanitary hous-
ing, they aren’t entitled to live as well as we do.
The Northern problem, then, is not a problem
of laws or of formal equality. Negroes in the
North vote, they go to school, they get jobs, there
aren’t any repressive or discriminatory statutes on
the books. But formal equality simply hasn't
worked to produce actual equality, or rather it
has been working too slowly. It’s ridiculous that
there should be only one Negro principal out of
six hundred or eight hundred in New York City.
The Amsterdam News, looking at such a figure,
says that the Board of Examiners discriminates. I
myself feel sure that the Board of Examiners
doesn’t discriminate—not in the way the Amster-
dam News means. They have tests which for a lot
of reasons Negroes find hard to pass: the school
system, like everything else, is a bureaucracy, and
Negroes haven’t yet been able to penetrate it.
Now let me come back to an important point
that James Baldwin brought up. The formal
equality that prevails in this country has always
been accompanied by a great order of inequality
that doesn’t apply only to Negroes, though
Negroes are its worst victims. Traditionally, there
have been ways of dealing with this problem, and
these ways have worked well enough to prevent
ethnic and race wars from breaking out. One of
them has been the provision of formal equality
itself: formally we take no cognizance of differ-
ences among groups. Informally, however, cogui-

zance has always been taken of these differences.
We set up “balanced” tickets, we make sure that
different groups are represented on boards, com-
missions, and so on. Of course, all this comes
about as a result of pressure from these groups—
pressure that elicits an intelligent or a civilized
response from someone in power. Sometimes the
man in power, like the mayor of Detroit, is clever
enough to give a job to a member of the pressure
group before he is asked for it, or before the pres-
sure group even thinks of asking for it. In' my
opinion, this is a reasonable procedure. American
democracy has always been a hazardous thing.
The official idea—call it hypocritical if you will—
is that we are all alike and can live together in
harmony. But everyone knows that we are all dif-
ferent and want to live apart—which we do. The
Jews live apart, not only because they are often
socially excluded, but also because they them-
selves want to maintain their separateness. The
same is true of the Catholics: they want a certain
amount of contact with other groups, but not that
much, and they do many things to insure their
separateness, including the maintenance of a very
expensive parochial school system. This, then, is
the American group pattern. The problem for
Negroes is not that they are outside the pattern,
but that they have been very badly off within it.
And this too poses a challenge—a challenge of
another sort—to liberalism.

Podhoretz: Mr. Myrdal, to what extent do these
matters we're discussing seem to you a problem of
laws—some that can be made, and others that can
be removed? 1 know that you have some ideas as
to what is likely to happen so far as the legal sit-
uation is concerned in the next ten years.

Gunnar Myrdal: Let me start a little further
back with the ideological framework that you
sketched in before, because I don’t feel myself at
home at all within that framework, and most
American liberals I know, Negro and white, don’t
fit into it either. You tell me that there are now
two schools of thought. The first believes that if
the Negroes are given their rights, they can move
up one by one, and eventually you will have an
integrated society. Then there is another school
which says that society is made up of groups and
not of individuals, and that it is the whole group
which must be moved up. I don’t see those two
positions as the real alternatives. Certainly as a
liberal, I believe that all laws and rules that dis-
criminate against Negroes must be done away
with, and I personally am optimistic enough to
believe that within the next ten years all such
laws and rules will in fact disappear. But we
should not be so stupid as to think that this by
itself will solve the problem. It won’t. Prejudice
will continue to exist even if the legal and insti-
tutional basis for it is removed. And not only that,
but since the Negroes are poor—and since they




,imve a lngher pmportion of ﬂhte’racy of achool
dropouts, and the rest of it—other things besides
the removal of prejudice are needed to lift the
“group. To that extent, I agree with the second
school of liberal thought that Mr. Podhoretz was
talking about—except that I don’t understand
why they should speak of the Negro group. I
don’t think Negroes are going to be given prefer-

. ential treatment and I think it would be most
unfortunate if they were—though Professor Hook
is probably right in saying that there are individ-
ual cases in which preferential treatment might
work. But on the whole, what is needed, of course,
is to lift all the poor people at the bottom, the
-people I call the “underclass” or the submerged
group, out of poverty and everything that poverty
‘implies. And this means—as Mr. Baldwin said—
‘remaking American society. I think it would be
‘most unfortunate to try to get a kind of Marshall
Plan specifically for the Negro. There are several
reasons. Politically, I doubt that it would be pos-
sible to push such a plan through—if only because
white people today simply do not have a bad
-conscience over the fact that Negroes were
brought here into slavery a long time ago. My

“ancestors were the Vikings, who were of course a
murderous crowd—murdering, raping, and enslav-
ing people. And yet you'll find the average Swede
or Norwegian almost proud when he talks about
the Vikings. The point is that ancestral guilt
doesn’t work, and it certainly won't work in
America where the underclass includes so many
other groups—the Puerto Ricans, the Mexicans,
and the poor whites in all the big slums in the big
cities and the small slums in the small cities and
the rural slums in the country. Improving the lot
of this whole submerged group has become a very
acute problem for America, and it is only in that
larger setting that the Negroes will be able to

_achieve anything more than formal equality. Fur-
“thermore, looking just at the practical side of the
whole matter, anyone with any sense knows that
it’s not possible to solve the Negro housing prob-
lem as a Negro housing problem. For one thing,
you could never get the money; and even if you
could get the money, I doubt that it could tech-
nically be done. I think the same is true of educa-
tion: you’ll have to get rid of all your bad schools
and improve the whole educational system.

Of course at the moment the Negroes are the
only active part of the submerged group. The
others—the Mexicans, the Puerto Ricans—are just
quiet. The Negro rebellion—it seems to me very
interesting that this should have happened—is an
exception to the general rule that America has the
least revolutionary proletariat in the world. But
when the situation of a rising group is aggravated
by unemployment, you inevitably get a revolu-
tionary situation; and now you've got one in
America. This doesn’t mean, however, that some-
thing preferential ought to be done for the
Negro group alone. For the last six years I've

been working very hard oir development problems
in Southeast Asia, and I've seen something of
how a policy of preferential treatment works out
in practice. There is India, for example, where,
as you know, the Untouchables constitute a much
larger group than the Negroes do in America. The
Untouchables for some time now have been given
preference in employment, in education, in vot-
ing, and in many other areas. But when you look
at all this closely, you find that it really amounts to
nothing more than tokenism, because it affects
only a very tiny minority of the Untouchables.

.And in addition, it also contributes to stabilizing

the situation of caste in India, just as, I am sure,
preferential treatment for Negroes would tend to
make firmer and more lasting the differences
among groups in America. And there I am liberal

~in Mr. Podhoretz’s first sense—both in believing

that all formal discriminatory rules and laws must
be eradicated and in looking forward to a society
which is color blind. I've seen places in America
—a few university campuses, for instance—where
people already move around together and don't
notice who is Negro and who is white.

Hook: May I ask you a question at this point,
Dr. Myrdal? It seems to me that a dedication to
the long-range goal of remaking all of society is
not responsive to the specific problems which
exist here and now. Let’s take your illustration of
India, for example. In India not only are special
considerations given to the Harijans, but there is,
I believe, an unofficial policy that 10 per cent of
all civil service posts be set aside for Moslems
until such time as the number of Moslems in the
civil service shall be proportionate to the number
of Moslems in the population as a whole. This
plan has a time limit built into it. It was designed
to meet a specific situation, and was an indication
of the willingness of the Indian government to

~make provision for the special, disadvantaged sit-

uation of the Moslem, and particularly to assure
the Moslem that he was not outside the national
community. I do not think such a policy—which
has probably lessened the danger of subversion
and civil war in India—is incompatible with lib-
eralism.

Myrdal: Well, you give the argument for this
kind of thing, but you know, Gandhi was always
against it. Furthermore, it's dangerous, because it
can lead to a situation where people who are less
qualified are preferred to people with better qual-
ifications.

Hook: It depends upon how critical the situa-
tion is—and, of course, I am assuming roughly
equal qualifications. But these are not the only
measures to be adopted. I agreé that it is essential
to move toward the improvement of the economic
situation. As a socialist, I take it for granted that
we are trying to move in that direction. But eco-




nomic improvement alone daes riot eradicate. dis-
“crimination. N
Here I want to go back to the fundamental
question that Mr. Baldwin raised about whether
we are an ethical society. Of course, no society has
historically been organized on the basis of ethical
principles, but I don’t think we can understand
how any society functions without observing the
operation of the ethical principles within it. And
if we examine the development of American soci-
ety, we certainly can say that we have made some
progress—not enough progress, to be sure, but
progress nevertheless—by virtue of the extension
of our ethical principles to institutional life. If
we want to explain the progress that has been
made in the last twenty years by minority groups
in this country—not only the Negroes, but other
groups as well-I believe we have to take into
account the effect of our commitment to democ-
racy, imperfect though it may be. After all, one of
the justifications for having laws against discrimi-
nation on the books is that after a while people
begin to regard the law as the determining norm
in their lives. I can’'t see how we're going to
achieve what Professor Myrdal has in mind if we
don’t assume that the direction we should be mov-
ing in is ethical as well as economic.

Baldwin: I must say that I don’t myself neces-
sarily take it for granted in this context that one is
always moving in an ethical direction.

Hook: One should.

Baldwin: Well, I'm not sure that one can. I'd
like to. But what strikes me here is that you are
an American talking about American society, and
I am an American talking about American soci-
ety—both of us very concerned with it—and yet
your version of American society is really very
difficult for me to recognize. My experience in it
has simply not been yours. God knows I have no
desire to say that we have made no progress,
though I have certain attitudes of my own about
it. For example, as far as I can tell, the progress
that has been made in the last twenty years has
not been mainly due to the application of ethical
principles but to the fact that the country has
been extremely prosperous (without further
examining what that prosperity really means).
When the economic level of the country as a
whole rose, obviously the Negro level rose more
or less proportionately with it. And this created,
among other things, those kids in the streets who
were raised in relative security and therefore had
a different attitude toward the world than we did
who were raised in the Depression. Besides, by the
time these kids were sixteen or seventeen, the
black people of America were no longer at_ the
mercy of the American vision of black people,
because there were now other black people in
the world who escaped the definitions which

American Negroes had always beéen tauglt -t
more or less forced to live with. Now that is; if you.
like, progress. But looking at it as a black American -
citizen, looking back at the entire record and
speaking not as a sociologist but as a writer, I
don’t see that there’s been. any real change in .
American attitudes. I'm delighted to know
there’'ve been many fewer lynchings in the year
1963 than there were in the year 1933, but I also:
have to bear in mind—I have to bear it in mind
because my life depends on it—that there are a
great many ways to lynch a man. The impulse in
American society, as far as I can tell from my
experience in it, has essentially been to ignore

me when it could, and then when it couldn’t, to .

intimidate me; and when that failed, to make
concessions. The way white Americans look om
each other is not the way they look on the black
population here. You simply can’t get around
that fact.

Hook: Mr. Baldwin, we have lived, of course,
in different worlds, but perhaps not so far apart, I
grew up in a Brooklyn slum before the First
World War, and I was just thinking of the differ-
ence between Mr. Podhoretz’s experience as he
described it in his COMMENTARY article last year,*
and my own. I went to a school where the hero
was a Negro teacher, a2 man by the name of Jim
Harris. He was a hero primarily because he could
kick a football over the school building. But he
was also my hero because he was the man who gave
me, so to speak, my educational start. At the same
time there were race riots going on in Brooklyn,
not reported in the press. On the basis of your ex-
perience, Mr. Baldwin, you say that the attitudes
of the American people to the Negro haven’t
changed. But on the basis of my experience, I say
that the attitudes of large sections of the Ameri-
can people have changed. Things that were prac-
ticed when I was young would be regarded as
intolerable today. In Coney Island, for instance,
there was a horrible game: I mention it only as
a symbol of many other things. For a nickel you
got three hard balls that you could throw at a
Negro who served as the target. I remember béing
consoled by my father who told me that it really
wasn’t a Negro who was the target but a white
man dressed in black face—as if that made any
difference. Today, of course, such a thing would
be regarded as an outrage. The whole moral tone
has improved, and part of the new attitude
toward the Negro is a reflection of the burgeoning
consciousness of more and more whites that the
democratic legacy was betrayed in the past by the
way Negroes were treated. These whites haven't
got a sense of collective guilt, but they do have a
greater sense of responsibility than most people
had when I was young. And this, it seems to me, is
of the first importance to recognize. A kind of rev-

* “My Negro’ Problem—And Ours,” February 1963.




' tﬂuﬁcm of rising expectations has takcn place—
expectations as to what decent conduct should be
—and it flows, I think, primarily from education.

That's why I would continue to put the main

_ emphasis on education.

Podhoretzz Mr. Baldwin, this seems to me a
crucial point. Did you literally mean to deny a

-minute ago that there have been important

changes in white attitudes toward Negroes in the
last twenty years?

Baldwin: Well, I have to repeat that, yes. But
could I come back to it in a moment after I talk
about two other things? One is the concept of ris-

- ing expectanons I think that concept applies to

1mm1grant groups, and we've talked a great deal
about immigrant groups here—that is, people who

- came to this country voluntarily and who man-

aged, once they got here, to achieve a way of life
and a whole attitude toward reality and toward
themselves which they could not have achieved if

.they had remained wherever they came from in

Europe. In that sense it is perfectly true that the
idea of rising expectations is part of the Ameri-
can experience: you leave the famine-ridden farm
in Ireland, you come to America, you fit into the
American scene, you rise, you become part of a
new social structure. But that is only the Euro-
pean immigrants’ experience. It is not the Black
experience. I did not one day decide to leave my
farm and come to America. I was brought here. I
did not want to come. And when I got here, I did
not, like the Irish and the Jews and the Russians
and the Poles and the Czechs and the Italians,
immediately find myself in a slum and then by
hard work and saving my pennies rise out of the
slum into a position of relative economic security
so that my idea of reality changed. That is not the
black experience in this country, and there is no
point in pretending to ourselves on any level
whatever that it is. The black experience is
entirely different. You find yourself in a slum and
you realize at a certain point that no amount of
labor, no amount of hard work, no amount of
soap is going to get you out of that slum.

Which brings me to the second thing I want to
talk about—education. Any Negro born in this
country who accepts American education at face
value turns into a madman—has to. Because the
standards that the country pretends to live by are
not for him, and he knows that by the time he
starts pledging allegiance to the flag. If I had
believed, if any Negro on my block had really
believed what the American Republic said about
itself, he would have ended up in Bellevue. And
those who did believe it did end up in Bellevue.
If you are a Negro, you understand that somehow
you have to operate outside the system and beat
these peoplé at their own game—which means
that your real education essentially occurs outside
of books. You cannot believe, as Americans ap-

' parently do helneve, that George Washington

chopped down that cherry tree and said “I cannot
tell a lie.” You know better. And so what you have
to do is educate yourself. I think it might be use-
ful to turn the proposition we’'ve been discussing
around for a minute, and instead of talking about
giving Negroes preferential treatment, talk about
giving white people preferential treatment for
the purpose of enabling them to learn their own
history. Because what you discover as a Negro
child in school—and certainly later—is that you
are not in the history books. It doesn’t demand a
vast amount of perception to discover why you
are not in the history books. And then you realize
that if you are not in the history books, a great
many other things must be left out of the history
books too, including everybody else in the coun-

try.
Glazer: But that’s not the point. Sure—every-
body else has been left out too, and they know it.

Baldwin: I'm not sure they know it.

Glazer: Of course they know it.

Hook: They know it because they read about
it in the books.

Glazer: No, they know it the same way Negroes
do—because they've been left out of the books.
The Jews aren’t in the history books, the Italians
aren’t there, the Japanese aren’t there, the Czechs
aren’t there. In fact, the immigrants are only
there to explain how the cities became corrupt. So
this is a society in which we all learn to live on
two levels—the level on which we say that there’s
equality in America, that we all have the same
chance to get ahead, that we're all going to get
our rightful share; and that other level on which
we know perfectly well that somebody always has
an advantage, that some groups are more privi-
leged than others, and that some people have bet-
ter connections than others. I don’t think the first
level is a complete phony. Since the assassination
of President Kennedy, a lot of the Irish in Wash-
ington have been very sad for more than the
obvious reason. They know that many of them
will be leaving, even though it may take a year or
so. But why were there so many in the first place?
Was it a plot? A conspiracy of the power struc-
ture? Of course not—these were the people the
late President was comfortable with. This is
American society—the part that never gets writ-
ten about and that everybody knows about. Poli-
ticians certainly know about it, and they act on it
when they make up tickets and appeal for votes.

Let’s look at it this way: on the one hand, this
country does too much through laws, much too
much, and one of the problems is that you can’t
get rid of them when you need to, because they all
represent complex compromises. But on the other




hand, véry important things are done in America
without any legal authority. Now there, I think,
the Negro revolution has reminded people of the
failures of sense and of awareness which they have
been guilty of. It’s ridiculous that New York
doesn’t have thirty Negro school- principals by
now. But I'm convinced that the reason has more
to do with blindness than with prejudice as such.
In general no one paid enough attention to the
fact that the lower class was becoming mostly
Negro in the cities. Now they’re paying attention.

Hook: Do you think there’s been progress in
the last twenty years?

Glazer: Oh, that’s a complicated story. Yes, in a
way. If you look at income figures, Mr. Baldwin,
you have to conclude that a lot of Negroes must
have believed “that stuff’ and not gone crazy.
Twenty per cent of the Negroes in New York have
white-collar jobs; that figure must mean some-
thing. As far as white attitudes are concerned—
yes, there’s been progress in the sense that there’s
been a decline in violent attitudes and violent
feelings. What they've been replaced by is another
question. The ethical quality of American life is
least evident among people talking to each other
in places like bars and private homes. But it does
come into effect wherever the groups have to get
together—where the politicians get together,
where heads of school systems get together, and so
on. Then they remember the American Creed.
But the whole thing is very perilous. Look at the
public-opinion polls. Down below hardly any-
body wants equality or is in favor of civil liberties,
and they want to take the vote away from the
Communists. But up above they remember the
American Creed. And the system works because
there's enough power at the top to keep it going.
Is that progress? I don’t know. But I think that’s
the way things work in America.

Podhoretz: Mr. Myrdal, you had a comment to
make on this question of the ethical element in
American life, didn’t you?

Myrdal: Well, what I believe is that this coun-
try succeeds in living a very sinful life without
being deeply cynical. That is the difference
between Europe and America, and it signifies
that ethics means something here. And it is
because ethics means something here that I feel
certain there are going to be changes in the law
within the next ten years. It's true, as Mr. Glazer
says, that the ethical element operates particularly
within institutions, and the higher the institution
the more perfectly it operates. A local labor union
may stand for discrimination, but the national
association won’t; it will be more liberal because
it represents a greater investment of American
ideals. On the other hand, of course, your ethical
American will very happily ignore many things

around him which are bad, and he is particularly
ready to follow his ethical principles to their
logical conclusion when it doesn’t cost too much.
The civil rights things don’t cost very much. But
improving the real situation of Negroes and poor
people generally would cost money. Now, as an
economist, I think I can prove that in the end it
wouldn’t cost money, because it would mean the
utilization of wasted resources, and the utilization
of wasted resources has to make a society richer.
Still, there is all this superstition about the
budget in this country, and getting around it
really presents a messy problem.

As to white attitudes toward Negroes, yes, I do
believe that there have been changes. But you
know, no upper class ever gave up its monopoly
or its privileges out of ethical prmaples, the
submerged group needs power to force its way in,
and it is this that makes the ethical principles
prevail. In a place like Bloomington, Indiana,
they have slums that are exactly like Harlem, but
the people living in them aren’t Negroes, theyre
“Kentuckians,” old-American stock who have
migrated from the Appalachian region. They live
in shacks, they have a high crime rate, there’s a
lot of prostitution and gambling, they get only
occasional work. But nobody cares. Many people
in Bloommgton probably aren’t even aware ‘that
such slums exist in their town. And there, of
course, the Negro rebellion helps—it helps to
make people conscious of the extent to which
poverty is still a problem, and it helps actwate
the better part of the American heart.

So power is important, but attitudes and ethical
principles count also. And where the Negroes are
concerned, they count enormously, because the
Negroes don’t have enough power. I had a visit
the other day in Stockholm from a Negro sociolo-
gist, a professor from California, who said that he
didn’t believe at all in my idea that the better
part of the American heart was on his side. “But
brother,” I said to him, “you are only one:tenth
of the American people, a poor tenth, and you are
powerless; if the whites wanted to, they could
dump you all in the ocean or they could buy up
some old plantation land somewhere in Missis-
sippi and pen you up in it. They can do whatever
they like with you.” “No, no,” he said, “what
about the Supreme Court?” “Well,” I answered,
“if the whites, who are 90 per cent of the popula-
tion, wanted to change the Constitution, they
could dump the Supreme Court in the ocean too.”
So what the Negroes have to rely upon in the end
is that America is its institutions, and that the
highest of these institutions will act when they
come under pressure. And when they act, they
will act according to certain principles, which,
like Professor Hook, I call ethical.

Podhoretz:  Mr. Baldwin, what do those institu-
tions look like to you, as a Negro? First, do you
have any real faith in them to operate against the




resistances, and particularly the second-line resist-
ances, that have been developing in the North?
And second, how seriously do you want us to take
your statement that there have been no attitude
changes? What about that 20 per cent Mr. Glazer
was referring to who are not in Bellevue, but who
are assimilated, acculturated, embourgeoised, or
whatever nasty word you want to use?

Baldwin: Mr. Glazer doesn’t go to cocktail par-
ties with them. I know about that 20 per cent; my
point about progress would be the same even if
the figure were higher. No matter how well they
may get along in the office with their fellow work-
ers, they are not white, and they still lead different
lives from white people, and in the main they
don’t tell the truth to white people. Mr. Hook
talks about ethics, but when he says ethics, I read
attitudes. And I know about the attitudes that
Americans have toward justice, freedom, and
equality, and I understand that no self-respecting
white American on a certain level is about to say
what he feels about Negroes—and indeed, I'm
sure he doesn’t feel much about Negroes, I'm sure
that by now he knows that my body odor is no
worse than anyone else’s. But the gap between
your institutions (assuming now that they're eth-
ical) and the people in the streets is what has
created the danger in which we stand now and the
urgency of our situation. You and I around this
table and everyone in this room may agree that
our institutions are really working to liberate the
Negroes. But the Negroes don’t believe it. And
given their history, given their experience and
their actual situation, they have no reason to
believe it. They would have to be willing to be
betrayed one more time by the people on the top
who say, “Wait, and we’ll take care of you tomor-
row,” and tomorrow means the 20 per cent Mr.
Glazer is talking about, while the other 80 per
cent are still in jail.
Who created this pressure on the institutions,
after all? It was the people in the streets, dis-
_affected and despairing, who forced whatever
changes have taken place within the last six years;
it was the people who got their heads broken and
were put on chain gangs. Six years in and out of
jail is not easy. If America were really a more
ethical society, this price would not have been
demanded. And it's certainly not through being
paid yet.

Podhoretz: May I reformulate the question for
everybody around the table? I think it’s unfortu-
nate that the word ethics came into the discussion.
Hook: That'’s a very peculiar observation.

Podhoretz: Maybe so, but I think it ought to be
possible to discuss the question without reference

to how good or how bad anybody’s intentions are,
and therefore I'd like to reformulate it in the

following manner. Have we by now arrived at a
point where it is beginning to be conceivable that
the Negroes as a people, as 2 community, will take
their place within the next five or ten or fifteen
or twenty years as one of the competing groups in
the American pluralistic pattern? By a pluralistic
pattern, I mean precisely one which is made up
of groups, each competing for a share of the pie
and each getting about as much of the pie as its
political, economic, and intellectual power can
get for it. Until pressure was brought by those
people on the streets, it was not, in my opinion,
conceivable that such a thing would happen. Now
I believe that it is conceivable. Do any of you
agree?

Hook: I think it all depends on what we our-
selves do. To take the position (which seems to
me almost implicit in Mr. Baldwin’s words) that
it’s hopeless, that the more things change the
more they remain the same, may have a tendency
to paralyze our ethical impulses. Our real prob-
lem—and this is how I interpret ethics—is to work
on all the specific projects by which we can bring
our Negro fellow citizens into the “kingdom of
democratic ends.”

Podhoretzz What about the kingdom of jobs?
Hook: I'll come to that. But in answer to Mr.
Baldwin and to set the record straight, I want to
point out that the Supreme Court desegregation
decision of 1954 was handed down before there
was any pressure from the streets. Of course the
Supreme Court has played a very unhappy role,
from Dred Scott to the nullification of the Civil
Rights Act of 1875; if that act had been upheld in
1883, discrimination could have been abolished a
long time ago. But let’s not dwell too much on the
past. The 1954 decision was a tremendous rever-
sal, and it did not come about as a consequence of
pressure from the streets. Nor were the actions of
two American Presidents in sending soldiers to
enforce the rights of individual Negroes—some-
thing which, when I was young, would have been
hard to imagine—the consequence of mass pres-
sure from the streets.

Now to return to the specific instance of jobs.
One of the problems we encounter here is trade-
union opposition to jobs for Negroes. Many of us
fought for labor in the past, and now we discover
that some of our friends in the labor movement
are opposed to sharing jobs with Negroes. Well,
what is one to do? Does one deplore it and let it
go at that? Certainly not. It seems to me one
should press for legislation which would deny the
use of federal services to any trade union that dis-
criminated against Negroes. There are very few
unions that could survive a law of this sort. Apply-
ing the same pragmatic approach to every other
point, it should be possible to do some creative
thinking instead of throwing in the sponge when-




ever we encounter a particular problem which is
very stubborn. Sometimes we have to go slowly.
It’s a mistake, for instance, to try to integrate the
schools by bussing white children from long dis-
tances into Harlem; this does neither the schools
nor the children any good, and it creates unneces-
sary obstacles to other measures which favor the
common goal. In answer to your question, then,
Mr. Podhoretz, as to what the next ten or twenty
years have in store for us, I should say it depends
entirely upon our own intelligence and our own
courage.

Podhoretzz  Mr. Baldwin, is it conceivable to
you that the Negroes will within the next five or
ten or twenty years take their rightful place as
one of the competing groups in the American
pluralistic pattern? Or is something more radical
—or perhaps less radical-more likely to happen
the way things are going now?

Baldwin: In the first place—I want to say this
particularly to Mr. Hook—I don’t feel at all hope-
less. One can’t afford to. But I'm afraid I have to
keep coming back to the same thing. Because the
whole structure interlocks. In itself it’s a very
interesting fact, though a sinister one, that trade
unions should object to Negroes being in them
and working side by side with white workers.
But that’s not the only problem. The problem is
that the economy cannot provide enough jobs
for everybody—I mean white people now—and so
when the Negroes come along and ask for jobs,
we get, as we have now gotten, into a very dan-
gerous situation which could precipitate chaos.
If this is so—and we all know it is—then we have
to take a very hard look at the economy and do
whatever has to be done to revise it. Or take legis-
lation: even if we got from the federal govern-
ment a law prohibiting trade unions from
discriminating against Negroes—and any such law
is a long way off—it would still have to be
enforced, and that has to be done by the people,
really. How much time can a man spend in court
to get a job or a house? Now since the law is so
far off, and since there is no guarantee that we’'ll
get it or that it will be enforced if we do get it,
Negro men chain themselves to cranes and lie
down on airports to dramatize the situation and,
if necessary, to immobilize the country. At bot-
tom—and I'm very serious about this—it is-not a
Negro problem. It is not what is happening to the
Negro that is so terrible. It is what is happening
to the whole country that is so terrible. That’s
why when you ask about the Negroes in the next
five or ten or fifteen years taking their place as a
competing group and getting their share of the
pie, I can’t answer directly. I can’t put it that way
to myself. What pie are you talking about? From
my own point of view, my personal point of view,
there is much in that American pie that isn't
worth eating.

Podhoretzz: O.K., that’s you, but what about
your fellow Negroes? Wouldn't they be perfectly
happy to eat everything in that pie? You said in
The Fire Next Time that Negroes wonder
whether they want to be integrated into a burn-
ing house, and at that point—as someone observed
—you were speaking as an American social critic
rather than as a Negro. Now the question is, is it
the Negroes who feel that the house is burning
and that the pie is rotten, or is it only James
Baldwin?

Baldwin: I think this: terrible things have hap-
pened to white people as a result of our history
and terrible things have happened to Negroes.
One of the things that has happened to Negroes is
that they themselves have acquired such habits
of inferiority and have evolved such a way of life
—which, whatever else one says about it, is more
vivid than the bulk of white American lives—that
they have become in some sense accustomed to
their oppression. I don’t mean that they accept it
or that they like it, but they know it. They know
it. They do not call the cops as other American
citizens do; they don’t have the same expectations.

Glazer: Yes, they do call the cops.
Baldwin: Not at all. They don't.
Glazer: They call the cops. One of the biggest

demands in Negro slums around the country is
for more police protection and better police pro-
tection. Maybe they don’t like the police, but they
want them. Look at the newspapers, talk to the
people. They certainly demand the cops.

Baldwin:  No, but let’s be clear about this. It
depends on who you are talking about now.
Who wants them?

Glazer: A lot of Negroes do.

Podhoretz: The cops are part of the pie. I think

we can agree on that, so we get back to the same
question.

Baldwin: Before we get back, I want to say one
thing. At least in Harlem and on the South Side
of Chicago, the two Negro communities that I
more or less know, the complaint about the cops
is that they don’t protect the property, they don’t
protect the lives. One can be robbed in Harlem
three times a week and nothing will ever happen.
Now if they're asking for cops, they’re not asking
for what you think they're asking for. They're
asking for police protection. It is not the same
thing.

Hook: I'd like to pursue the question that Mr.
Podhoretz asked as to whether James Baldwin is
speaking for himself or for most Negroes. If I




read his most recent book properly, he actually
believes that all Negroes hate white people; at
least that’s how some people have interpreted
him. But that’s not true for the Negroes I know,
and it can’t be true for Negroes who have married
whites. . . .

Podhoretz: It depends on your theory of mar-
riage.
Hook: There’s Dickens's idea that since all

things wear off in time, it’s best to begin mar-
riage with a little aversion. Anyhow, I think some
of us have a tendency to drug ourselves with
rhetoric when we speak of attitudes. There are
people who say you either have to love Negroes
or kill them. I don’t love all white people. Why
should I love all Negroes? I think we drug our-
selves with rhetoric when we advocate whole-
sale solutions like total intermarriage to make
color disappear. It seems to me this is an insult to
the Negro population.

Podhoretz:  Are you referring to my article on
the Negro problem?

Hook: Well, the proposal you made there is a
variation of an old one. Bruno Bauer in the 19th
century said that the best way for Jews to get their
civil rights was to stop being Jews. But the con-
ception of democracy—which, as I keep repeating,
is fundamentally an ethical conception—is that
we can live peacefully together with our differ-
ences. It's enough to have friendship and respect
for one another without necessarily loving one
another; and of these, respect is more important
than friendship because friendship is personal,
while respect is the basis on which all the moral
and political obligations we have to one another
as human beings rests. I want to say again, I find
a good deal of the discussion concerning the
Negro problem these days very rhetorical and
unnecessarily inflammatory; much of it puts
obstacles in the way of progress. I saw a television
program the other night called “Confrontation.”
1 was horrified to discover that the only feeling
many white people had toward the Negroes who
are moving into their communities was one of
resentment; they had no notion whatever of their
own elementary human responsibilities. We as
educators have failed to make an impact upon
communities of this sort. But were they to become
familiar with the doctrine that all Negroes hate
whites and to believe it, they would have some
justification for their attitude. I think, then, that
we owe a responsibility to the problem, to our-
selves, and to our fellow citizens to speak bravely,
eloquently, but without exaggeration.

Podhoretz:  If I'm not mistaken, Mr. Baldwin
and I have both just been charged with irrespon-
sibility. I'm the moderator and not a participant,

so I'll resist the temptation' to answer, but I think
Mr. Baldwin ought to have a chance.

Baldwin: Let me say one more time, I don't
hate white people. I haven’t got the time, I
haven't got the energy, I have other things to do.
And as far as I know, Mr. Hook, I never said that
all Negroes hate white people either. What I
have said is that I cannot imagine any Negro in
this country who has not for at least one of the
twenty-four hours of a day hated all white people
just because they were on his back. That is not
the same thing as saying all Negroes by definition
hate whites. Negroes do have every reason, let’s
face it, to be extremely bitter and distrustful
toward white people, and that is part of the bur-
den of what I am trying to say.

But I don’t know why we don’t face the ques-
tion of power here. For example, the real victims
in the Deep South are the white Southerners.
Those people, ignorant and pathetic and misera-
ble as they are, are at the mercy of the Southern
oligarchy. It is one of the most cunning bargains
ever struck in history. Men like Senator Eastland
—in fact, that whole lot in Washington—batten
on those people and keep them in their prison.
Now we could, of course, take mobile units down
there and educate them, but we also have to get
rid of the people in power in Washington whom
they serve. In other words, there is a power struc-
ture that has to be examined.

Podhoretzz We have an economist and a sociol-
ogist with us here. Maybe they can examine it for
us. Mr. Myrdal?

Myrdal: As an economist, I would rather talk
about what I believe is the really fundamental
thing—the rate of economic progress. Even if this
is a group society, and the Negroes exert their
power as a group, and because of the American
ethos (which I think is important) all discrimina-
tory rules are abolished—if you don’t get your
economy moving, you will be stuck no matter
what laws you make. The primary condition for
the progress and for the group actions we are
talking about is to get the American economy
moving. But I don’t think you can get it moving—
and here we have the connection between the race
problem and poverty problem—until the whole
submerged group is given more purchasing power
and the education and training they need to com-
pete more successfully on the market. America is
not only a pluralistic society, it is also a society
made up of individuals. And when you talk about
individuals, the economic argument comes in.
And 1, for one, think that the economic argu-
ment is very important.

Glazer: I agree—the economic argument is abso-
lutely essential. Being the sociologist here,
though, I want to make two more points about




power. It was said earlier a number of times that
trade unions object to Negro workers getting in.
But it isn’t the trade unions who object, it’s the
workers. Not that they object to working side by
side with Negroes; a white family may move away
when a Negro family moves in, but no white
worker (except maybe in the South) ever left his
job because a Negro moved in. This is a great
strength, and it means that you can do a lot with
jobs that you can’t do with housing. So it isn’t a
matter of workers insisting on segregation; it's
that they are defending a monopoly. This is the
point I want to raise about the whole power situ-
ation. To get the country moving—to develop the
higher expenditures which would make for a
higher rate of economic growth—involves meas-
ures all of which affect monopolies. For example,
we don’t, I assume, have enough skilled workers
in this country. But the skilled workers don’t
think so; they think it’s fine that plumbers make
fifteen thousand a year, and they’ll fight to the
death against the notion that there should be
twice as many plumbers—whether Negro, white,
Jewish, Chinese, or anyone else—with salaries
stopping at ten thousand. Or take the case of edu-
cation. The experts insist that we need more
money for education, much more money; I'm not
so sure money is the problem in this area, but in
any event, there’s no way of getting it locally, so
it has to come from the federal government. What
stands in the way? Not so much the right wing as
the difficulty of giving money to the public schools
without giving it to -the Catholic parochial
schools. Health insurance is another example.
You can look at the issue abstractly in terms of
the Right versus the Left, but what really is hap-
pening is that a private and special interest—
namely the AMA—is holding on to a certain kind
of monopoly which it interprets to its own advan-
tage. My point is that this country is very feudal,
which is why the discussion in terms of ethics
seems to me almost irrelevant to the way things
actually happen. From this perspective the recon-
struction of American society raises problems that
look to me almost as apocalyptic as Mr. Baldwin’s
—the breaking of traditional monopolies which
have played a very important role in American
history.

Hook: How do you expect to motivate the
attack on monopolies without appealing to the
ethical consciousness of all groups in the popula-
tion? How do you think the AMA will ever be
forced to make these concessions? I mean, granted
that you have to fight monopolies, with what
instruments are you going to fight them?

Glazer: Ethical instruments, among all others.
But I think the most valuable instruments are
political-you have to find different interest
groups which for various reasons form a coalition
to effect a certain change.

Hook: How about the powerless? Suppose they
haven't got power to fight power?

Glazer: That brings me to my very last point:
the illusion of powerlessness. When I talk to
someone who works on the highest levels in
Washington and he says he doesn’t have any
power, 1 wonder who’s crazy. But of course every-
body has power; everybody has some power. The
problem is putting it together and using it.

Podhoretzz On that singularly unapocalyptic
note, I think we'll close the discussion around the
table and open the floor to questions. Mr. Charles
Silberman. ¥

Silberman: Mr. Baldwin, speaking not long ago,
before a group of teachers at P.S. 180 in New
York, you were asked what is the role of the white
liberal in social change, and your answer was,
“There is no role for the white liberal, he is our
affliction.” I wonder if you could amplify that.

Baldwin: I was talking about what I take to be
a certain missionary complex on the part of white
liberals, whose assumption basically seems to be
that I am much worse off than they are and that
they must help me into the light. Now, that’s a
perfectly honorable thing to feel, but historically
it has been an affliction to Negroes. My own atti-
tude toward the Bible, for instance, is still some-
what ambiguous because the people who brought
it to me didn’t themselves believe it. What I want
to say here, though, is this: in general, the level of
American experience—as I read it, as I have
experienced it living here for all the years that
I've been alive—seems to me much less dense,
much less interesting, and finally in some way
much below that of most Negroes that I have had
to deal with. White Americans impress me as
being far more hopeful, far more innocent, far
more irresponsible, far less aware of the terrible,
black, ugly facts of life than black people can
afford to be. I don’t mean this as a level of sensi-
bility, I mean it as a matter of experience. I said
at that meeting of schoolteachers that if you don’t
know what Ray Charles is singing about, then it
is entirely possible that you can’t help me.
Because I have had to find out some things that
white Americans do not know and that they must
find out. I had to lose my virginity very early,
and most white Americans still cling to it. It's on
this basis that I called white liberals a kind of
affliction—there is something impertinent in the
assumptions they make about me. After all, I have
watched the way most white people in this coun-
try live. I have worked in their kitchens and I
have served them their brandy, and I know what
goes on in white living rooms better than white

# Mr. Silberman is a member of the Board of Editors
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people know what goes on in mine. And what I
repudiate is the idea that I should learn how to
live that way. I can get through my morning
without a psychiatrist—so far—and if I had to
choose between the way most white Americans
live and my spareribs and my watermelon, then I
would take my spareribs and my watermelon. Of
course, it’s a choice I refuse to make.

Hook: I'm a white liberal. It seems to me Mr.
Baldwin is here confusing white people and white
liberals. The white liberals I know do not ask him
to share any particular kind of culture. The white
liberals 1 know are fighting for his right as a
human being to make his choice as to what kind
of culture he wants to live in. The white liberals
I know do not define democracy as an equality of
sameness, of identity, but as an equality of differ-
ence. And that's why I criticize the sentimental-
ists who say that everybody either has to be like
the whites, or that everybody has to be like the
Negroes. 1 want to have as much difference as
possible, but difference on the basis of political
and social and ethical equality. This is what I
mean by saying that Mr. Baldwin, who is one of
the most eloquent voices of our time, sometimes
speaks in a way which makes a common struggle
for common values difficult. He speaks of respon-
sibilities which we white liberals recognize. But
what about the Negro’s responsibility? What
about the responsibility of the Negro intellectual?
If he develops a myth of collective guilt, as Mr.
Baldwin has done in his recent writings, then he’s
doing a disservice to the whole cause of liberal-
ism. Our minds have already been too poisoned
by the doctrine of collective guilt, and the
Negroes themselves have often suffered because of
it. The white liberals I know do not feel respon-
sible for actions which they couldn’t control.
There’s a difference between collective guilt for
the past and collective responsibility in the pres-
ent, for such responsibility can ultimately be
brought home to each individual’s door.

Silberman: Mr. Baldwin, since you said that
there is no role for the liberal, could I ask you
how this radical reconstruction of American soci-
ety that you insist is necessary, can take place?
Are the white conservatives going to do it?

Baldwin: I have a very definite idea in my
mind when I talk about a white liberal. These
may not be the liberals you know, Mr. Hook, but
they are the liberals I know. They are the people
who nowadays, for example, say to me: *“Jimmy,
what are you crying about? You've made it.” Now
it seems to me that such a statement reveals a
terrible set of assumptions. I happen not to have
a Cadillac, but the liberal assumption is that I
want one. The liberal assumption is that once
you arrive at a certain level of social and eco-
nomic status in American life, there’s nothing left

to worry about. What I mean by a liberal is some-
one who accepts these mechanistic terms and
someone, furthermore, whose real attitudes are
revealed when the chips are down—someone who
thinks you're pushing too hard when you rock the
boat, who thinks you are bitter when you are
vehement, who has a set of attitudes so deep that
they're almost unconscious and which blind him
to the fact that in talking to a black man, he is
talking to another man like himself. What I am
calling for, asking for, hoping for, is that when I
walk into a room, people will not immediately
assume that I want to talk about civil rights.
Maybe I don’t want to talk about civil rights. The
man who assumes that I always do doesn’t mean
me any harm, he’s not my enemy, he’s not a
wicked man at all. He just has a certain set of
reflexes which control him. He doesn’t know what
this does to the Negro he’s talking to, who is
aware that he is not being. talked to as he would
be talked to if he were white, simply.

As for collective guilt, I'm not anxious to make
people feel guilty, I don’t think there’s any point
to that. But I do think—and perhaps I should
preface this by saying that I am a writer, that 1
can’t lie about what I see—I do think that one of
the things that has been absolutely crucial to
American history can almost be summed up in
the metaphor of a black corpse or a black presence
or a black horde which everyone in one way or
another agreed not to look at. One sees in the
South, for example, an effort on the part of an
entire population to deny what they know they
have done. One is not interested in accusing any
given person of any given crime. That is not the
point. The point is that these crimes are commit-
ted, and have been committed for generations
now, in the name of white Americans. So you
can’t now say, “My neighbor can be lynched and
he’s also innocent,” and still say that you're not
responsible. Do you see what I mean?

Hook: Yes, but I don’t agree. A man is respon-
sible for the things that he can control, for the
things that he can avoid doing. Those people in,
the South today who turn their eyes away from
the Negro problem are responsible for the situa-
tion to the extent that they can relieve it. But
they are not responsible for the initial acts which
developed the situation in which they find them-
selves. People in some communities in the North
who have never come into contact with Negroes
find it incomprehensible to be charged with guilt.
They can be charged with responsibility for not
playing a greater role, for not taking a more
active part in the political process. But there’s a
tremendous difference between responsibility for
a problem which we run away from and collective
guilt for the crimes of racists. The only way we
can go forward is to focus on problems and to try
to solve these problems intelligently. The greatest
guilt an individual, white or black, can have in




this matter is refusal to use his intefligence. Intel-
ligence may not be enough, but there’s no substi-
tute for it, here as elsewhere.

Podhoretzz: Mr. Kenneth Clark.*

Clark: How do I—a Negro in America who
throughout his undergraduate years and the early
part of his professional life identified himself
with liberalism—how do I now see American lib-
eralism? I must confess bluntly that I now see
white American liberalism primarily in terms of
the adjective, “white.” And I think one of the
important things Negro Americans will have to
do is learn how they can deal with a curious and
insidious adversary—much more insidious than
the out-and-out bigot. And this is not easy. But let
me give you some specifics. In this very room,
about twenty-four hours ago, a group of social
scientists, liberal social scientists, met to talk
about how they could be more effective in the
study of race relations. The chairman of the
department of social psychology at a major uni-
versity in America said that he had got some
money to do something in the area of race rela-
tions. So what did he do? He and his department
decided that they would not hire anybody who
had done any research in race relations; they
would hite somebody who had done extremely
good experimental work in the psychology of vis-
ual perception. When I heard that, I suspected,
as a. Negro—bitter, distorted—that maybe one rea-
son they did not invite anyone who had done
work in race relations was that they might have
had to think of a Negro. If I had said this, I
would have been accused of bigotry, my liberal
white friends would have been unable to under-
stand why I had violated the code of affability.

Second, liberals are predominant in the field of
social work. In New York City a situation has
existed in our ghettos that is now beyond the
capacity of social workers to deal with. Liberal
social workers are unable to understand that they
are being described as irrelevant, that they have
to be ignored and bypassed if the Negro commun-
ity is to do something about its predicament. Ahy-
one who says this to them is exaggerating. If he’s
a Negro, well, they have to handle him a little
delicately. He can’t be rejected completely, but
he’s a little peculiar.

Third, the public schools in New York City are
not headed by bigots, they're not headed by peo-
ple who say outwardly, “I believe that Negroes
are inferior, that they can’t learn”; they're headed
by liberals. Most principals in the New York City
public schools and most of the principals in Har-
lem schools say, “I am a liberal, I vote the Demo-
cratic ticket.” Some of them might even say, “I'm
a little socialist-inclined.” But the fact is that
these - schools are woefully inferior, Professor
Hook. They are not getting better; the evidence
is that they are getting worse and worse. And the

people who are directly responsxble for thxs are
self-identified liberals. ~
Fourth, our .unions, our liberal unions. One
could almost set it down as a rule that the more
liberal the reputation of a union, the worse the
predicament of Negroes in that union will be. We
could go right down the list of areas of American
life that are not controlled by out-and-out bigots,
but that are controlled by individuals who define
themselves as liberals, and find that the predica-
ment of the Negro in each of these areas is incom-
prehensible. One must then conclude—or I must
conclude—that there’s a peculiar quality to Amer-
ican liberalism. With all due respect to my friend
and former colleague and boss, Professor Myrdal,
I have come to the conclusion that so far as the
Negro is concerned, the ethical aspect of Ameri-
can liberalism or the American Creed is primarily
verbal. There is a peculiar kind of ambivalence
in American liberalism, a persistent verbal lib-
eralism that is never capable of overcoming an
equally persistent illiberalism of action. And so I
am forced to agree with James Baldwn that so
far as the Negro is concerned, liberalism as it is
practiced—I am not talking of it as it is verbalized
—is an affliction. It is an insidious type of afflic-
tion because it attempts to impose guilt upon the
Negro when he has to face the hypocrisy of the
liberal. The Negro doesn’t have to feel guilty
when he faces out-and-out bigotry. Mr. Baldwin
has been put on the defensive all throughout this
discussion by people who don’t want to be made
uncomfortable by him. Professor Hook is, in
effect, saying: “Jim, don’t make me uncomforta-
ble. Don’t make me face the fact that my Negro
friends. . . .” I almost expected Professor Hook to
say, “My Negro cook. .
Hook: Oh, I've never had a cook.
Clark: All you've been saying to Mr. Baldwin
is: “Don’t make me have to look behind my own
facade. Don’t let me have to find out that my
Negro friends aren’t really giving it to me
straight.” I'm glad that James Baldwin is around,
because he’s helping some of the rest of us cope
with this difficult problem of facing the American
liberal with the fact that in relation to the Negro
he has never been as liberal as he likes to profess.

Glazer: I think it's all very well to say that. Of
course, we can read the same sort of thing all the
time in the Negro press; it's a widely held point
of view. But that doesn’t mean that it’s right, or
that it fits the facts. I don’t know how long
James Dumpson has been head of the Depart-
ment of Welfare in New York. What’s wrong? Is
he being sabotaged by his white assistants? I don’t
know exactly how many of the social workers
employed by the city of New York are Negro—
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probably about a quarter or a fifth. Are they an
affliction? They aren’t white, of course, but they e
all undoubtedly liberal. No, the problem isn’t the
psychology of the white liberal. The problem is
institutions. The Department of Welfare isn’'t a
white institution, it's an institution, and a Negro
like James Dumpson is as limited by it and
responsible for it as any white commissioner
would be. And if social workers are irrelevant, as
Kenneth Clark says they are, it's not because
they're white social workers, or because they're
liberals; the problem is social work itself. When
Mr. Clark talks about education, and says that the
schools are worse today than they were eight or
ten years ago, I can well believe him. But is it
because they’re run by white liberals? Of course
not. There are a hundred other reasons: the
changes in the student body, the difficulty the
Board of Education has in dealing with its own
Board of Examiners, its own bureacracy, and so
on down the line. If the Board of Education
begins .to do a better job under Calvin Gross, it
won't be because he’s white or liberal, but because
he can find a way to manipulate and manage that
institution. Maybe a Negro could do it too, and
maybe a Negro couldn’t. Many people think that
my former boss, Mr. Weaver, hasn’t found a way
to handle the Federal Housing and Home
Finance Agency. I don’t quite agree with them,
but in any case it has nothing to do with his being
a Negro. Negroes tend to assume that many of
these problems have to do with their being Negro.
But the truth is that the problems are a product
of the kind of unwieldy institutions we have, the
kind of feudal country we have, the kind of recal-
citrant special interests that have developed—
among them Negro interests. And so we all fight
it out. There’s certainly a role for the white lib-
eral and the white intellectual-and the Negro
liberal and the Negro intellectual—to play, and
that is to figure out how to break these bottle-

necks in the way of a rational approach to the
solution of problems

As for the people in the streets demanding jobs,
I spent a good part of my year in Washington
looking for Negroes our agency or others could
hire. Now certainly this was partly because there
were Negroes in the streets. But that’s the way
things happen in America. In Chicago they look
for Poles to give jobs to, because they're worried
about the Polish vote. The situation isn’t all that
different with Negroes.

Hook: I just want to supplement that remark
with respect to universities. The universities that
Iam acquamted with, and I have seen many—are
today trying to recruit qualified Negroes for their
teaching staffs. Every informed person knows this.
The overwhelming majority of people who teach
in American universities are liberal and are free
of the discriminatory attitudes we have con-
demned here. The fact that you can’t find many

Negroes among them doesn’t prove that they are
hypocritical. Perhaps there exists a chairman of
a psychology department who stupidly ‘believes
that a background in'the psychology of percep-
tion is the proper qualification for a chair in race
relations. Perhaps his stupidity is only a pretense
for his prejudice, but if so, he is not representa-
tive of the universities.

Now of course, the kind of whlte man who will

talk to Mr. Baldwin only about civil rights is

someone who is to be condemned, because he is
treating Mr. Baldwin as the representative of a
group and not as a human being. He is like the
people who tell you that they love Jews. Next to
anti-Semites, I most despise philo-Semites who
profess to love Jews as such. And there are some
people who profess to love Negroes as such. I
would not call such people liberals at all. But
what Mr. Clark is talking about is something quite
different. He’s delivered himself of a serious
indictment for which he has given no convincing
bill of particulars at all.

Podhoretz: Mr. Lionel Abel.*

Abel: I want to address this question to you,
Mr. Baldwin, but not for the purpose of putting
you on the defensive, as Mr. Clark intimated. The
main reason most of the questions have been
addressed to you is that you made the most pro-
vocative remarks. As for my question, its purpose
is really clarification. I'm struck by the fact that
you stress the particularity of the Negro experi-
ence. You stress it in two ways—you stress it nega-
tively: the greater ignominy of the Negroes, who
were brought to this country against their will;
and you also stress it positively: the greater vivac-
ity or density of Negro life. In both ways you
separate Negroes from white people. But then
you also say that you want to change the founda-
tions of American society in order to solve the
Negro problem—that is, a true solution of the
Negro problem, you believe, will require a thor-
ough renovation of American life. In that case,
why do you stress the particularity of the Negro
experience?

Baldwin: It is not I who stresses Negro particu-
larity; it is not I who insists on the separation of
the Negro experience. Even if I did not say those
things, it would still be absolutely true that
Negroes came here against their will, and that
they were chained, and that they were a source of
cheap labor. It would also be true that it is not
because I decided to live in a ghetto that I'm liv-
ing in one, but because the white republic
decided to put me there and keep me there. Noth-
ing that has been said here, as far as I've heard,
contradicts my major premise, which is simply
this: that in terms of my own experience and the
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experience of people around me, the liberal rec-
ord is a shameful record. And the reason it is so
shameful is that white liberals—with some excep-
tions—have been unable to divest themselves of
the whole concept of white supremacy and that
this concept is reinforced by all the institutions

in which power is located. This is why I say that

in order for the Negro to become an American
citizen, all American citizens will be forced to
undergo a change, and all American institutions
will be forced to undergo a change too. These
institutions, which are established, can only begin
to operate to free me and all other Americans by
changing. There is no possibility, for example, of
the Church in this country accepting me into it
as a Christian without becoming a different insti-
tution itself. Mr. Abel has implied that I'm trying
to have my cake and eat it too—that I stress Negro
particularity in terms of its ignominy and then in
terms of its vivacity. But I think we all know that
a people who are oppressed, and have been
oppressed so long, evolve certain techniques for
survival—among them things like spareribs, danc-
ing, and watermelon. Now I also happen to think
—this is my own opinion about my republic—that
most of the people in it are terribly divorced from
any sense of themselves, I mean their bodies, who
they really are. They mainly live by attitudes, and
no longer even know how to conduct their
private lives: look at what they do to their chil-
dren. Speaking again only for myself, I do not
intend to live that way. I repudiate most of the
standards by which Americans live. and I don’t
see any hope—not for my freedom, but for our
freedom, as long as we live by these standards.
Podhoretz: Mr. Shlomo Katz.*

Katz:  Mr. Baldwin, even assuming that the
changes you want were to take place, do you think
that it would ever be possible for eighteen or
nineteen or twenty-two million American Negroes
to eradicate from their memory their specific, par-
ticular, unique history in the United States—a his-
tory which the rest of the population did not
experience? If such a thing were possible, then, of
course, we could talk about a wholly new society.
But if it is not possible, then won’t there be new
separations which in their own turn will engen-
der differences leading again to discrimination?

Baldwin: It seems to me that there’s an assump-
tion revealed in the very way you phrase the ques-
tion. The history which the Negro endured
coming to this country and in this country was
not only endured by him; it was endured on
another level by all the white people who
oppressed him. It is, Mr. Hook to the contrary, a
collective history. I was here, that did something
to me. But you were here on top of me, and that
did something to you. What happened to the
Negro in this country is not simply a matter of

my memory or my history; it’s a matter of Ameri-
can history and American memory. As a Negro, I
cannot afford to ignore or deny or overlook it, but
the white American necessity is precisely to deny,
ignore, and overlook it. Now what I would like to
see happen in some day to come is a fusion
between what I remember.and what you remem-
ber. Then there will be no question about our
separation. We are really one people and—this is
part of our problem, in fact—we spend all of our
time denying it. ‘

As for discrimination and prejudice, I'm not so
utopian as to suppose that we will ever arrive at a
state when people will not discriminate against
each other, will not be prejudiced against each
other. My complaint here is that you have the.
power to enforce your doctrine; your vision of me
you have the power to make real. I don’t care if
you don’t Tove me; I just don’t want to be kept in
a ghetto because you don’t love me. I don't care if
I live to be a thousand years old and you don’t
love me; but I want you to let my children go.
And since what happened to me here happened
to you here too, this cannot be done if we try to
go our separate ways to do it.

Hook: I'm not sure that Mr. Baldwin’s answer
actually meets Mr. Katz’s question. Even if we
succeeded in reconstructing American life, there
would still be Negroes with memories of their
past. There would still be Jews with memories of
their past. That’s not the point. The important
thing is whether the individual would be free to
identify himself with a group or not. Let us at
least try to distinguish our problems. We are fun-
damentally concerned here with the freedom. of
the human being to develop his personality and
to make his own choices. That freedom should be
open to everybody. The kind of culture he wants
to live in, the kind of life he wants to live—all
that is something to be decided subsequently. Not
all whites have a common attitude to their chil-
dren, Mr. Baldwin. There is a great deal of varia-
tion in white attitudes and in white modes of
behavior which you don’t recognize. And 1 sus-
pect that there is more variation in Negro life and
in Negro attitudes than you yourself have articu-
lated. When I read Ralph Ellison, I get a sense of
other dimensions in Negro experience as impor-
tant as the dimensions you have discussed. In the
early 30’s, when we were all trying to convert the
country to socialism, there were some people who
said, “Why do you want to bring the values of a
machine civilization. to the workers? After all,
such a civilization is antipathetic to the best
human ideals.” But to men who were unemployed
and whose families were starving, this was an
irrelevant criticism. The “existentialists” of those
days often made fun of the ambition to live like
people in Flatbush, and to have clean homes. But

* Mr. Katz is editor of Midstream.




that’s what the workers wanted, no matter what
the critics said.

Baldwin: I get your analogy, Mr. Hook, but I
talk about the culture because in fact the culture
cannot give the workers of today—these black
workers, these black people—anything at all with-
out changing. It is not a question of my deciding,
after I have been accepted, what kind of culture I
will live in. It is now impossible for this culture
as it is to give me any place to live at all.

Myrdal: You can say a lot against the white lib-
erals, sure. With a situation like this the whole
people becomes a little sick. Certainly there are a
lot of rather queer elements in race relations. We
can read about them in studies, and Mr. Baldwin
writes about them as a novelist. But nevertheless,
Mr. Baldwin, you will have to rely upon the lib-
erals because, as somebody said before, it’s not the
conservatives who are going to fight for the big-
ger reforms which must be made—to eradicate
poverty and everything that poverty implies, to
create a fully mobile society where everyone can
get ahead through education and hard work, to
liberate the whole submerged group. The first
thing to be done is, of course, to settle this civil-
rights business, even if you and I are quite clear
that that alone will not solve the problem. The
way history is now proceeding, we don’t have a
very long time ahead of us, and therefore it is
really necessary to speed up your efforts to get the
reforms through—reforms which cover the whole
broad field of how a young man grows up in
America if he belongs to the submerged group.
But to speed things up, you will have to rely on
the liberals—even if sometimes they are not too
clear and too courageous, and even if they need
you to give them a push. I think the most encour-
aging thing which has happened in America in
recent years is the rebellion of the Negro group,
because that rebellion will help the liberals to get
into power and do the job that has to be done.
Podhoretzz Mr. William Phillips.*

Phillips: I agree with much of Mr. Baldwin’s
criticism of American liberalism, and I'm begin-
ning to wonder whether I'm the only white per-
son here who does. Mr. Baldwin spoke of the
necessity for a radical transformation of society
in_order to wipe out discrimination (and to do
a few other good things, I hope, too). I'd like to
ask him, though, to be concrete and tell us what
kind of radical transformation he has in mind.
And I'd also like to ask Mr. Hook, conversely,
whether he really believes that we can achieve
genuine desegregation without some radical trans-
formation of our society.

Hook: To achieve total desegregation, we
would indeed have to make very important modi-

fications in American society. As a socialist, a
democratic socialist, I take for granted that the
problem of poverty still remains to be solved. But
I think I've learned something since my early
socialist days, and that is that the solution of eco-
nomic problems is not a cure-all, especially for
racial problems. There are some Negroes today
who are not economically deprived, and yet they
are discriminated against and made to feel that
they're not part of the human race. The better
off they are, the more sensitive they are to the
patterns of discrimination.

I return to what I'm surprised to find so many
of you consider irrelevant—namely, the ethical
foundations of democracy. Anybody who has
raised a family knows what I mean when I say
that the good family is one in which there is an
equality of concern on the part of the parents for
the development of all their children. It’s absurd,
of course, to make literal comparisons between
the family and the community. But the analogy
emphasizes the fact that if you believe in equality
of concern, it doesn’t follow that you must also
believe in mechanical equality for everybody at
every point. The concern is always for the person,
for his individual needs. As applied to the prob-
lem we're discussing here, this means not only
economic change, but educational change, psy-
chological change. I don’t ever anticipate a soci-
ety in which human beings are going to be happy.
Every society finds its own forms of unhappiness.
But I do want a society in which the institutions
are not so geared as to impose a burden of unnec-
essary unhappiness upon the people who live
under them. The tragic estate of man remains
what it is under any system. Let us not add social
impediments to it.

Podhoretzz Mr. Baldwin, do you want to have
the last word? Our time has almost run out, so it
looks like you're going to get it whether you want
it or not.

Baldwin: When I talk about a radical transfor-
mation of society, I have in mind several very
concrete things. I have in mind, for example, that
if one really intends to eliminate ghettos, one has
to be prepared to deal with the banks, the real-
estate boards, and all the other groups and pres-
sures which in fact create the ghettos and keep
the children in prison. To deal with these power
groups is obviously to undertake a radical trans-
formation. Dr. Myrdal is right—Negroes are not
the only submerged and oppressed people in our
society. My hope is this, and I think it is our only
hope: that when all the submerged, when all the
oppressed, when all the penalized, and when all
the subjugated are finally liberated, then we too
will be liberated by the new energy that will be
released into the mainstream of American society.

* Mr. Phillips is co-editor of Partisan Review.




