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Introductionism



by Michael Lewis


n. An obscure cult inside American publishing devoted to finding people willing to praise new books, typically written by their friends. In the ideal case the author of the book is a complete unknown, whereas the writer of the introduction is slightly less obscure, and deeply in debt not only to the author but also to the publishing house. The cult’s single sacred belief is that any new book, no matter how ineptly written, can be sold with the right sales pitch.


If that is a fair definition of introductionism, this introduction counts as heresy. I’d never heard of the author, Arthur Goldwag, and his book was sent to me by a publisher to whom I owe nothing at all. This manuscript, with its odd title, just arrived in the mail, and I started to read it. Reaching the passage in the author’s note in which Goldwag describes his love of henotheism—“the belief that while there is more than one God, only one of them is worth worshipping”—I was put in mind of Ambrose Bierce, who wrote The Devil’s Dictionary, a rare reference book that succeeds without even pretending to be useful. But I read on and found that Goldwag’s purpose wasn’t merely to amuse. There was indeed such a thing as henotheism, and while the author’s prose might be witty, ISMS & OLOGIES is intended to be a learned and useful work of reference, a thing a person might keep around as a reminder of the origin and meaning of all sorts of fancy terms that tend to be hurled around indiscriminately. For instance, surrealism wasn’t invented so that American teenagers would have a word to describe every unusual thing that ever happened to them. Chiliasm is not a Mexican food. A Spenglerism has nothing in common with a spoonerism. Quietism, on the other hand, is fairly quiet. And idiotism is (interestingly) idiotic.


This strange encyclopedia turned out to be more than a reference book, however. For it did not merely answer my questions; it answered questions I had never thought to ask, but wished I had. (See auteurism to understand, for instance, why Hollywood directors are able to grow rich and famous expropriating other people’s creations without anyone thinking twice about it—how, say, Francis Ford Coppola can take a book written by Mario Puzo, make it into a film, and call it “Francis Ford Coppola’s The Godfather.”) Goldwag also introduced me to concepts I could hardly believe anyone ever bothered to think up. I knew about necrophilia, for example, but never imagined there could be such a thing as eproctophilia—“sexual excitement from flatulence.” And I’m betting that even the most ardent sports fans will be surprised to learn of plushophilia—“the sexual attraction to people in costumes, such as team mascots or theme park characters …” (Goldwag strays, in places, from his stated mission to demystify only words that end in ism, and demystifies a few other words too. He strays well.)


Almost inadvertently the author has written a pithy history of intellectual perversion. “The formulation of isms is something that people do,” Goldwag writes, “and something that they overdo as well; it’s also something they resist and resent. The more isms, the more schisms.” By compressing all major and most minor religious, political, and artistic movements into a single volume, he has distilled the madness of mankind: its tendency to create sects and cults and private clubs of the mind. Outside the club, employed as the bouncers, stand a phalanx of bewildering words and concepts and beliefs, and these have much to fear from Arthur Goldwag. I’ve never met the man, but I can introduce his book freely and honestly, without fear of being labeled an introductionist. He’s achieved something few authors achieve, and created in the same package a path to understanding and a highway to pleasure. He’s led his readers under the red velvet ropes, past the bouncers, and into the club.










Author’s Note



ISMS AND OLOGIES CAN serve as invaluable intellectual and social shorthand. When a philosopher declares himself to be a logical positivist, or a Christian identifies herself as a premillennial dispensationalist, at least their peers understand what they’re talking about. But as anyone who’s struggled through a humanities quarterly well knows, isms too often substitute for ideas or analysis; they are as likely to obfuscate as illuminate. A single paragraph picked virtually at random from one reputable journal yielded “nomadism,” “post-feminist,” “racism,” “masculinism,” “patriarchy,” and the tongue-twisting phrase “possible homologation in an allegedly gender-bending post-modern flux of identities.” And academics aren’t the only ones with a penchant for jargon. In the fall of 2005, an otherwise thoughtful article in Melbourne, Australia’s the Age compared Iraq’s chaotic present to Bosnia’s ten years after the ratification of the Dayton Accords.




Bosnia remains heavily scarred by intense nationalism, cultural chauvinism and irredentism. There is also an undercurrent of Wahhabism, the austere Islamic creed, imported to the Balkans by mujahideen from Afghanistan, Chechnya and the Middle East.


    The multiculturalism that defined pre-war Sarajevo in the minds of many is long gone.





Never mind your feelings about the Serbs and the Croats, or about nation building in general, that’s a lot of isms to swallow all at once. Even the most educated of readers might have forgotten what “irredentism” means or what precisely “Wahhabism” is.


And there are plenty of isms that we might have forgotten—or never really known at all—closer to home. We’ve all been offered free copies of the Watchtower by evangelizing Jehovah’s Witnesses, but do we know how the tenets of their faith differ from those of Baptists? How many of us would take it upon ourselves to explain to a room full of our contemporaries just what it means to be existential?


For that matter, what is dialectical materialism? What is the difference between a Jacobite and a Jacobean, an Augustinian and an Augustan, a Platonist and a NeoPlatonist? Rastafarianism is firmly linked in the popular mind to Bob Marley and dreadlocks and ganja, but is it a religion or a political ideology or something else? Do Buddhists pray to Buddha? How modern can modernism be if all the famous modernists are dead? The political pundit George Will styles himself a Whig; the late Senator Barry Goldwater called himself a paleoconservative; I. Lewis “Scooter” Libby, the indicted former chief of staff to Vice President Dick Cheney, was known to be one of the most powerful neoconservatives in the Bush administration. What distinguishes all these flavors of conservatism? What are their basic tenets?


In the following pages I provide answers to all these questions and more. But as I immersed myself in the world of isms and ologies, I became increasingly aware of their limitations. What makes a religion a religion, a political movement a movement, or for that matter, a sexual perversion perverse goes well beyond their formal definitions. Take capitalism. No one would deny that Donald Trump or Bill Gates is a consummate capitalist, but what drives them—what makes these extraordinary people who they are—is a combination of acquisitiveness, self-aggrandizement, will to power, creativity, ruthlessness, and their own unique forms of entrepreneurial genius. However ardent its defenders might be, capitalism is neither a philosophical system nor a faith; it’s an after-the-fact description of the particulars and consequences of certain kinds of human behavior that developed within the contexts of particular social arrangements and historical contingencies, combined with educated observations about the ways that money and goods and other signifiers of value tend to behave when they are traded. Or let’s go back to Wahhabism. If you want to understand what inspires young Islamist terrorists to strap bombs to their bodies and blow themselves and busloads of innocents to kingdom come, the teachings of radical sheiks will only tell you so much. Human character and culture are complex and often irrational and contradictory; isms are just one of the many tools that we use when we try to get a handle on ourselves.


It occurs to me that isms might bear some of the blame for how unlistenable so much contemporary art music is and why the Whitney Biennial show inspires such predictable outrage among middlebrow art critics. Ever since music and art historians began to organize their textbooks according to a chronological succession of isms—impressionism following realism, serialism following post-Romanticism—creative artists have felt pressured to do more than merely create; they feel an obligation to advance their idiom as well, lest critics characterize their work as revanchist. But outside of academia and the art world, most of us find Neolithic cave paintings of mammoths to be far more memorable than the generic abstract sculptures that grace the lobbies of so many office buildings; few of us are immune to the charm of a songbird’s warbling. Aristotle, who gave his name to one of the longest-lasting and most influential isms of all, believed that the artistic impulse arose out of the desire to imitate nature. To call attention to primitive art’s undiminished appeal isn’t to disparage avant-gardism per se—it’s simply to suggest that the critical impulse is not always in synch with our instinctive sensibilities, that a song that we can whistle or a pretty picture of a flower needn’t be shallow or sentimental. And never mind what isms have done to the arts. Almost every war in recorded history was fought over one ism or another.


But if isms and ologies are confusing and dangerous and often reductive, they’re undoubtedly fascinating as well. The big ones define whole eras; the more obscure ones lead us down some of the less-traveled highways and byways of human culture. A friend of mine telephoned not too long ago to tell me about a word that Chicano Lowriders in Los Angeles use to describe their values: amigoism. When another friend challenged me to name an ism he’d never heard of, I told him about henotheism, the belief that while there is more than one God, only one of them is worth worshipping. One morning when I sat down to work on this book, I noticed a Post-it note stuck to my computer monitor. Written on it in my younger son’s unmistakable scrawl was one enigmatic word: tractor-trailerism. I have no idea what he was getting at, but I’m sure he’ll be delighted to see his contribution in print.


Not too long ago, I saw a still photograph from the original Broadway production of Strike Up the Band in which a chorus line of raffish protesters brandished crude, handmade placards. One of them read “Down with Ismism!” I wondered if “ismism” was a real word.


It wasn’t in my Oxford English Dictionary, but I got lots of hits when I Googled it. Among other things, I learned that an American writer named Rupert Hughes (1872–1956) had used the word in a novel called We Can’t Have Everything, which was made into a silent movie in 1918.




There were tomboys and hoydens and solemn students; hardworking sculptresses and dreamy poetesses; girls who wanted to be boys, and girls who wanted to be nuns; girls who were frantic to vote, and girls who loathed the thought of independence; girls who ached to shock people, and girls of the prunes-and-prismatic type, patricians and precisians, anarchists and Bohemians.


    She encountered girls who talked appallingly about breeding dogs and babies, about Freudian erotics, and new schools of art, Futurism, Vorticism. Their main interest was Ismism.





I’d never heard of Hughes, but upon further investigation I was astonished to learn that he was not only an uncle of the reclusive billionaire Howard Hughes, but was formerly renowned in his own right as a vastly prolific novelist, short story writer, playwright, Hollywood scenarist, movie director, and biographer (his three-volume life of George Washington was his proudest achievement)—that he was, in short, as the Los Angeles Examiner eulogized him in his obituary, “for more than 50 years, a towering figure in the literary life of our nation.” Who knew? Sic transit gloria mundi.


My search for Ismism might have turned out to be something of a wild-goose chase, but the scenery along the way was full of surprises. I hope that readers will enjoy similar serendipities as they browse through ISMS & OLOGIES; if you use it as a reference, I hope you’ll find what you need. But treat my definitions with due caution—many of the topics I cover are worthy of an entire library in their own right. To paraphrase Shakespeare, there are more isms on heaven and earth than you could possibly dream of; ISMS & OLOGIES is merely the tip of the iceberg. While I have strived to maintain an unbiased tone, I am not without prejudices and opinions, and I’m sure that some of them are apparent. I apologize in advance to whomever I might offend.


In The Language Instinct (1994), the neuroscientist Steven Pinker suggested that certain human attributes and proclivities are encoded in the very structure of the brain. Among them, he speculates, is an intuitive sense of physics and biology that derives from an instinctive propensity to classify and taxonomize. Our desire to organize vast tracts of undifferentiated emotional, spiritual, intellectual, and scientific terrain into neatly labeled counties, townships, boroughs, municipalities, villages, and lots, is as innately human as our capacity for open-ended wonder; our taste for order goes hand in hand with our attraction to mystery. The formulation of isms is something that people do—and something that they overdo as well; it’s also something they resist and resent. The more isms, the more schisms. Perhaps that’s the ultimate dialectic of human progress.













Politics & History
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ABOLITIONISM


The eighteenth- and nineteenth-century movement to ban the institution of slavery. Sentiment against slavery had become widespread in England by the 1780s; led by Quakers, and with the support of Methodists and Baptists, the movement scored its first significant victory in 1807 with the passage of the Abolition of the Slave Trade Act. On August 1, 1834, all slaves in the English empire were emancipated.


The first abolitionist society in America, the Society for the Relief of Free Negroes Unlawfully Held in Bondage, was founded in Philadelphia in 1775. Benjamin Franklin, an ambivalent slave owner (he arranged to have his slave freed upon his death but outlived him), was a member. Other prominent founding fathers, such as John Jay and Alexander Hamilton, advocated the elimination of slavery. George Washington, though sympathetic to their position, avoided committing himself to it publicly—he, too, made arrangements to free his slaves in his will. But it wasn’t until the 1820s and 1830s that, inspired by the preaching of Charles Grandison Finney (1792–1875) and other charismatic evangelical preachers and the journalism of William Lloyd Garrison (1805–79), the abolitionist movement reached critical mass. The American Anti-Slavery Society was organized in Philadelphia in 1833; James G. Birney (1792–1857) ran for president in 1840 and 1844 as the candidate of the abolitionist Liberty Party. In the mid-1840s both the Methodists and the Baptists split into Northern and Southern denominations over the issue; in 1852 Harriet Beecher Stowe (1811–96) published Uncle Tom’s Cabin. When Abraham Lincoln met her, he is reported to have said, “So you’re the little woman who wrote the book that made this great war.”


AFROCENTRISM


A contemporary outgrowth of Pan-Africanism. Formulated in the early twentieth century, Pan-Africanism is the idea that black-skinned people around the world—the African diaspora—form a distinct nationality. This idea was promoted by black nationalists, such as Marcus Garvey (1887–1940), Malcolm X (1925–65), and adherents of the Nation of Islam, as well as more mainstream figures like W. E. B. DuBois (1868–1963).


Temple University scholar Molefi Kete Asante coined the term Afrocentrism in 1980, which is the belief that African history and culture must be reexamined on their own terms, because they are necessarily distorted, suppressed, and marginalized when they are viewed through a Eurocentric, colonialist lens. Afrocentrists promote a positive view of African heritage, emphasizing the achievements of its civilizations, its unique spirituality, and its communal values. Though the holiday of Kwanzaa was created by the African American scholar Maulana Karenga in 1966, it is obviously a product of the same zeitgeist; the Howard University scholar Carter G. Woodson (1875–1950) created Negro History Week as early as 1926.


Martin Bernal, a white professor emeritus at Cornell University who was a sinologist for most of his career (and who is the grandson of Sir Alan Gardiner, a towering Egyptologist of the last century), is one of the most visible and controversial advocates of Afrocentrist history today. In his multivolume work Black Athena (1987), he argues that the roots of classical Greek civilization are in the Semitic and black African cultures of the Middle East, among the latter of which he includes Egypt. Classical scholars have favored an Aryan view of Greek origins, he says, because of their unacknowledged racism and anti-Semitism.


ANARCHISM


From the Greek an (the absence of) and archos (authority; or a ruler), anarchy is a principled opposition to all but the most rudimental and noncoercive governments.


Anarchism was first propounded as a philosophical stance by Zeno of Citium (333–261 BCE), the founder of the philosophical school of Stoicism, who declared that governments and other hierarchical institutions are not only unnecessary, but responsible for most of society’s ills. Since people are inherently rational, anarchists believe, the most equable form of government is one in which citizens freely agree to live together, sharing their property and abiding by voluntary rules.


The leading theorists of anarchism in the nineteenth century were the Englishman William Godwin (1756–1836); the Frenchman P. J. Proudhon (1809–65), who coined the phrase “Property is theft”; the Russians Peter Alexeevich Kropotkin (1842–1921), also known as the Anarchist Prince, and Mikhail Bakunin (1814–76), who broke with Marx over the question of whether government should be banned immediately after the revolution or allowed to gradually wither away after communism had taken root. The 1886 Haymarket riot in Chicago was blamed on anarchists; anarchists were forbidden to enter the United States in 1901 after Leon Czolgosz, a mentally disturbed anarchist sympathizer (and a former Republican), assassinated President McKinley. Emma Goldman (1869–1940) was arrested and briefly imprisoned as a suspected conspirator. When, after many more arrests, Goldman was finally deported in 1919, J. Edgar Hoover, then the twenty-four-year-old head of the General Intelligence Division of the Justice Department, called her “one of the most dangerous anarchists in America.” The trial of the anarchists Sacco and Vanzetti would rivet the nation in 1921 (they were finally executed in 1927). Noam Chomsky, the renowned linguist and political gadfly, remarked in a 1995 interview that




I was attracted to anarchism as a young teenager … and haven’t seen much reason to revise those early attitudes since. I think it only makes sense to seek out and identify structures of authority, hierarchy, and domination in every aspect of life, and to challenge them; unless a justification for them can be given, they are illegitimate, and should be dismantled, to increase the scope of human freedom.





Many of the groups involved in the antiglobalization movement today are deeply influenced by anarchist principles.


Antarchy, a word that has largely fallen out of use, literally means “against government” and is sometimes used to distinguish between the philosophy of conservative libertarians, who oppose big government but not private property, and the radical egalitarianism of anarchists, anarcho-syndicalists, and the like.


ANARCHO-SYNDICALISM


Also called syndicalism, anarcho-syndicalism is a version of anarchism in which labor unions join together to overthrow capitalism via general strikes and other nonpolitical means. (“One Big Union” was the slogan of the Industrial Workers of the World, better known as the Wobblies.) Once a classless society is achieved, the syndicalists believe, a voluntary confederation of unions could fill the role formerly played by governments. Anarcho-syndicalists were at the vanguard of the revolution in Spain in 1936.


One of the many humorous anachronisms in the film Monty Python and the Holy Grail (1975) occurs when Arthur hails himself to a peasant as the king of the Britons. Nonplussed, the peasant replies, “I didn’t know we had a king. I thought we were an autonomous collective.” When Arthur demands to know who his lord is, the peasant angrily replies, “I told you, we’re an anarcho-syndicalist commune.”


ANTIDISESTABLISHMENTARIANISM


Antidisestablishmentarianism was coined to describe the movement that arose in opposition to Prime Minister W. E. Gladstone’s (1809–98) ultimately successful efforts to disestablish the Church of Ireland (i.e., revoke its status as the official, state-sanctioned religion). The act passed parliament in 1869, freeing Ireland’s Roman Catholics from the onerous obligation of tithing to the Anglican Church as well as their own. The word lived on as a novelty; it is seldom heard nowadays except at spelling bees.


Antidisestablishmentarianism is frequently cited as the longest nonmedical, nonscientific, or nontechnical word in the English language. It’s not—a facetious coinage dating from the eighteenth century, floccinaucinihilipilification, beats it by one letter. A portmanteau of three Latin words (flocci, nauci, and pili), which all mean “having little or no value,” plus nihil, which means “nothing,” and the suffix fication, which means “the making of,” floccinaucinihilipilification is thus the act of deciding that something has no value. North Carolina’s former senator Jesse Helms briefly put the word on the map in 1999 when he used it in reference to his evolving thoughts about the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, which he had come to oppose. He said he learned it from Senator Pat Moynihan.


Sesquipedalianism, another playful coinage that frequently finds its way into trivia contests and spelling bees, is of a much older vintage than either of the words defined above; it comes from “Proicit ampullas et sesquipedalia verba,” a line in Horace’s (65–8 BCE) The Art of Poetry, which can be translated as “He throws aside his paint pots and his words that are a foot and a half long.” Sesquipedalianism (or “foot-and-a-half-longism”) is used today, almost always ironically, to mean the propensity for using very long words.



ANTIGLOBALISM See Globalism.



ANTI-SEMITISM


Hatred of Jews as a matter of moral and political principle. The word implies more than mere prejudice; it embraces political and social policies designed to purge Jews from positions of status, authority, or economic independence. In its most extreme manifestations, anti-Semitism seeks the outright extermination of the Jews.


The word was coined in 1879 by Wilhelm Marr (1819–1904), a journalist, racial theorist, and the founder of the League of Anti-Semites, an organization dedicated to expelling Jews from Germany. Marr believed that the Jews, who had only been officially emancipated eight years earlier, had already managed to seize control of German finance and industry and were threatening to destroy the German people. By 1882 an anti-Semitic party controlled some seats in the Reichstag; in the 1890s Karl Lueger (1844–1910) won the mayoralty of Vienna with an explicitly anti-Semitic platform, deeply impressing the young Adolf Hitler (1889–1945).


Marr, of course, was not the first to see the Jews as an imminent threat to civilization. The word he coined was a euphemism for the harsher German word Judenhass, or Jew hatred, a sentiment that dates back at least to the beginnings of the Christian era. Indeed, some of the Gospels, such as John 19:6–7, in which Jewish priests and officials howl for Jesus’ crucifixion, portray the Jews as his chief adversary. Christian grace was understood to have succeeded Mosaic law; Judaism was not just superannuated but discredited.


As the renowned Holocaust historian Raul Hilberg wrote in his landmark volume The Destruction of the European Jews (1961), in the Christian era,




there have been three anti-Jewish policies: conversion, expulsion and annihilation. The second appeared as an alternative to the first, and the third as an alternative to the second … The missionaries of Christianity had said in effect: You have no right to live amongst us as Jews. The secular rulers who followed had proclaimed: You have no right to live among us. The German Nazis at last decreed: You have no right to live.





European Jews had been slaughtered by the thousands during the time of the Crusades; they were expelled from England in 1290 and from the Iberian peninsula in 1492. Throughout the Middle Ages and the time of the Reformation and on into the twenty-first century in Russia, they have been accused of preparing their Passover matzos with the blood of Christian children, of practicing witchcraft, and of spreading the plague. Forbidden to own land or join craft guilds, they were forced into trade and money lending, for which they were excoriated as usurers and accused of seeking to control the world’s economic systems. In rural Eastern Europe they were the victims of periodic pogroms; until relatively recent times, most European cities confined them to ghettos. Martin Luther, in his On the Jews and Their Lies (1543), counseled Europe’s rulers to treat their Jewish subjects as a physician treats a gangrenous limb:




Cut, saw, and burn flesh, veins, bone, and marrow. Such a procedure must also be followed in this instance. Burn down their synagogues … force them to work, and deal harshly with them, as Moses did in the wilderness, slaying three thousand lest the whole people perish … If this does not help we must drive them out like mad dogs, so that we do not become partakers of their abominable blasphemy and all their other vices and thus merit God’s wrath and be damned with them.





In 1903 a czarist official named Serge Nilus published The Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion, which purported to be a document produced at the First Zionist Congress in Basel, Switzerland, in 1897, where Jews and Freemasons had supposedly plotted to take over the world. Though it has long been exposed as a hoax—it was adapted from a French anti-Masonic tract called Dialogues in Hell, whose protagonists are Montesquieu and Machiavelli—it continues to be widely circulated, especially in the Arab world.


Adolf Hitler’s Mein Kampf, published in two volumes in 1925 and 1926, vividly described the monstrousness of the Jews:




With satanic joy in his face, the black-haired Jewish youth lurks in wait for the unsuspecting girl whom he defiles with his blood, thus stealing her from her people. With every means he tries to destroy the racial foundations of the people he has set out to subjugate. Just as he himself systematically ruins women and girls, he does not shrink back from pulling down the blood barriers for others, even on a large scale. It was and it is Jews who bring the Negroes into the Rhineland, always with the same secret thought and clear aim of ruining the hated white race by the necessarily resulting bastardization, throwing it down from its cultural and political height, and himself rising to be its master.





In 1933, when Hitler became Germany’s chancellor, he was finally in a position to put his theories into practice. Twelve years later, between five and six million European Jews had been systematically murdered.


Today the most virulent anti-Semitic rhetoric can be heard in the Islamic world, which, though far from homogenous in its beliefs or politics, is seemingly unanimous in its detestation of Zionism and Israel. In 2003, Mahathir Mohamad, the prime minister of Malaysia, received a standing ovation at the Tenth Islamic Summit Conference of Islamic nations when he declared, “Jews rule this world by proxy. They get others to fight and die for them.”



AUTHORITARIANISM See Totalitarianism.



BALKANISM


The state of being balkanized is when a stable country, empire, or confederation is carved up into smaller, frequently hostile units; the term evokes the bloody history of the Balkans in the twentieth century. After the collapse of the Ottoman and the Austro-Hungarian empires, two world wars, the rise and fall of the Soviet Union, at least three Balkan wars, and the breakup of Yugoslavia, whatever overarching sense of identity that might have once bound together the countries and territories of the Balkan peninsula (Albania, Bosnia, Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Greece, Macedonia, Serbia, Montenegro, Moldova, Romania, Slovenia, and Kosovo) has long since departed; the region is now definitively fractured along ethnic and religious lines.


“Shared moral principles enable people with a variety of backgrounds and interests to interact with one another within a commonly understood framework,” wrote the conservative thinker Thomas Sowell in the July 2001 issue of Capitalism Magazine.




But busybodies who Balkanize our morality, our language and our political life are destroying that framework. Patriotism is more than a sentiment. It is a necessity. To keep what history has presented to us, Americans must either love it or lose it. Balkanize America and you risk becoming the Balkans.






BILATERALISM See Unilateralism.



BOLSHEVISM


The most radical of the Marxist groups active in Russia in the early twentieth century, Bolshevik literally means “one of the majority.” At the second party congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party (RSDLP) in 1903, Vladimir Lenin (1870–1924) debated Julius Martov (1873–1920) on the question of whether party membership should be restricted to a small cadre of professional revolutionaries. Although the majority of the rank and file advocated Martov’s view, that the party should be broadly inclusive, Lenin’s thinking prevailed with the leadership. Martov’s faction thus became known as the Mensheviks, literally “members of the minority.”


The party didn’t formally split until 1912, but the differences between the factions were significant. Though both sides agreed that Russia’s bourgeoisie was too weak to overthrow the feudalistic czar (a bourgeois revolution is a prerequisite, in classic Marxism, for the subsequent proletarian revolution), Lenin believed that Russia’s economy could be developed under a dictatorship of the proletariat. The Mensheviks took a more gradualistic approach; rather than an immediate revolution, which they feared would replace one authoritarian regime with another, they sought to work with liberal elements of the middle class to develop capitalism to a point where socialism would become economically and socially feasible.


Leon Trotsky (who allied himself with both factions at different times) recalls in his memoirs that George Plekhanov (1857–1918), one of the founders of the RSDLP and a leader of the Mensheviks, initially supported Lenin at the 1903 party congress. Even so, Trotsky relates, after listening to one of Lenin’s speeches, Plekhanov presciently remarked, “Of such stuff Robespierres are made.”


CHARTISM


Radical political reform movement in Great Britain that began in 1838. It took its name from the People’s Charter, drafted by the London Working Men’s Association and presented to Parliament, which demanded universal male suffrage, voting by ballot, and annual parliaments whose MPs would not have to meet property requirements, would receive salaries, and represent equal-sized districts. Divisions within the ranks crippled the movement, as did the arrest of many of its leaders after riots broke out. Chartism faded as trade unions gained strength; though the economic crisis of 1847 sparked a brief revival, the movement fizzled soon thereafter.



COLONIALISM See Imperialism.



COMMUNALISM


A social system that is organized around small, self-sufficient, idealogically or religiously homogenous communities or communes, as in the phalanxes of Fourierism and the Shaker farms in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The word is also used as a pejorative for placing the interests of one’s immediate religious group or ethnicity above that of the larger collective (as in ethnocentrism); in India the word is used in the sense of sectarianism, when religious/ethnic communities—the Sikhs, Hindus, Muslims—are in violent conflict with each other.



COMMUNITARIANISM



A contemporary nonpartisan movement, spearheaded by the sociologist Amitai Etzioni, that believes, as the Web site of the Institute for Communitarian Policy Studies puts it, “that the pendulum of contemporary society has swung too far in the direction of individual autonomy at the expense of individual and social responsibility.”




Communitarianism springs from the recognition that the human being is by nature a social animal as well as an individual with a desire for autonomy. Communitarians recognize that a healthy society must have a correct balance between individual autonomy and social cohesion. Much recent thinking has focused on an assumed conflict between the rights of the individual and the responsibilities of the government. When you put “community” back into the equation, you find that the apparent conflict between the individual and the government can be resolved by public policies that are consistent with core American values and work to the benefit of all members of our society.






COMMUNISM See Marxism.



CONSERVATISM


Abraham Lincoln famously defined conservatism as “adherence to the old and tried, against the new and untried”; the political writer William Safire defined a conservative as “a defender of the status quo who, when change becomes necessary in tested institutions or practices, prefers that it come slowly and in moderation.”


The classic expression of political conservatism can be found in Reflections on the Revolution in France, by the English statesman Edmund Burke (1729–97), who wrote, “Good order is the foundation of all things.” Burke regarded the American Revolution as a justifiable response to the intransigence, greed, and overreaching of Parliament and George III; confident that the former colonies would adopt a limited government in the best English tradition, he urged his countrymen to reconcile with them as quickly as possible. However, Burke deplored the French Revolution for its unremitting hostility to religion and monarchy, and especially for its militant egalitarianism, which he regarded as an assault on the very basis of civil society.


Traditionally, conservatives are capitalists; they are skeptical of utopian panaceas for poverty, prejudice, and other stubborn social ills because they know that people are inherently unequal. They believe that the invisible hand of the market is more honest and efficient in allocating services and income than any bu-reaucratically concocted set of regulations and procedures could ever be. No matter how noble their aims, conservatives say, government programs inevitably waste revenue and encourage corruption; worse, they cause unintended consequences that inevitably exacerbate the very problems they try to deal with.


It is ironic that conservatives so often invoke America’s revolutionary founders, most of whom were classic liberals, as their supposed role models, but conservatism, like any other ideology, tends to accrue contradictions as its leaders gain real power. The alliance of the religious Right with the Republican Party has produced notable strains within American conservatism in recent years. Libertarian conservatives find it difficult to reconcile the ideal of limited government with the intrusions into the bedrooms, classrooms, and sickrooms of American citizens that are part and parcel of the culture wars that many fundamentalist Christians are engaged in. The interventionist foreign policy and nation building advocated by the neoconservatives in the administration of George W. Bush have not sat well with old-line paleoconservatives. The oxymoronic appellation “radical conservative” has attached itself to many of George W. Bush’s key supporters as well as to Bush himself.


Senator Barry Goldwater (1909–98), the author of the book The Conscience of a Conservative (1960), a failed presidential candidate in 1964, and “the father of modern conservatism,” once said:




I have little interest in streamlining government or in making it more efficient, for I mean to reduce its size. I do not undertake to promote welfare, for I propose to extend freedom. My aim is not to pass laws, but to repeal them. It is not to inaugurate new programs, but to cancel old ones that do violence to the Constitution or that have failed their purpose, or that impose on the people an unwarranted financial burden.





But in the last years of his life, Goldwater also said, “You don’t have to be straight to be in the military; you just have to be able to shoot straight”; and “A lot of so-called conservatives don’t know what the word means. They think I’ve turned liberal because I believe a woman has a right to an abortion. That’s a decision that’s up to the pregnant woman, not up to the pope or some do-gooders or the Religious Right.”



COSMOPOLITANISM See Globalism.



DIXIECRATISM


In general use, a catch-all name for the beliefs of southern, conservative, segregationist Democrats. Specifically, the popular name for the States’ Rights Democratic Party, formed in 1948 when thirty-five southern delegates withdrew in protest from the Democratic Party’s national convention after civil rights planks championed by Hubert Humphrey (1911–78) were incorporated into its platform. These latter-day secessionists held their own convention in Birmingham, Alabama, where they nominated South Carolina’s governor Strom Thurmond (1902–2003) for president. Thurmond would receive more than a million popular votes in the general election that fall.


At Strom Thurmond’s one-hundredth birthday celebration in 2002, Senate majority leader Trent Lott, who represented Mississippi, infamously declared, “I want to say this about my state: When Strom Thurmond ran for president, we voted for him. We’re proud of it. And if the rest of the country had followed our lead, we wouldn’t have had all these problems over all these years.” The ensuing controversy cost Lott his leadership position.



DYSTOPIANISM See Utopianism.



EDWARDIANISM


Anything related to the politically complacent reign of Edward VII of Britain (1841–1910), who was crowned in 1901 after the death of his long-lived mother, Queen Victoria. In Europe this same era is known as the Belle Epoque. The dominant style in clothing, advertising, graphic and decorative arts was art nouveau, with its stylized, serpentine figures and curlicues; cubism also arose during this decade. H. G. Wells (1866–1946), George Bernard Shaw (1856–1950), and E. M. Forster (1879–1970) all rose to prominence; Henry James (1843–1916) wrote his great late novels, and Edith Wharton (1862–1937) wrote her early ones. Cinema began during the Edwardian era, as did powered flight, and motor cars began to vie with horses as a means of transportation. In fashion, the tiny-waisted Gibson Girl dominated in America; in Europe the S-bend corset emphasized the bosom and the hips.


The sinking of the Titanic in 1912 was a harbinger of more bad things to come; World War I and the Russian Revolution would deal a devastating blow to most comfortable Edwardian assumptions.



ETHNOCENTRISM See Nationalism.




EXPANSIONISM See Imperialism.



FALANGISM


From the Spanish version of the Greek word phalanx, which means a body of infantry troops gathered into a close formation. The Falangist Party was founded in Spain in 1933 and hewed closely to Fascist ideology. After the Civil War of 1936, it became the official party of Generalísimo Francisco Franco’s (1892–1975) Spain.


FASCISM


From the Latin word fascis, a cylindrical bundle of sticks with an ax head sticking out of its side, a symbol of authority and power that was borne by lictors (bodyguards) before Roman imperial officials such as consuls, proconsuls, praetors, propraetors, and dictators on ceremonial occasions.


Benito Mussolini (1883–1945) was appointed prime minister of Italy in 1922 and became its dictator in 1925. Writing in the Italian Encyclopedia in 1932, he defined Fascism as a militaristic, quintessentially imperialistic philosophy: “Fascism … repudiates the doctrine of Pacifism … War alone brings up to its highest tension all human energy and puts the stamp of nobility upon the peoples who have courage to meet it.” The opposite of Marxist socialism, Fascism repudiates democratic liberalism and egalitarianism equally emphatically. In Mussolini’s words,




The foundation of Fascism is the conception of the State, its character, its duty, and its aim. Fascism conceives of the State as an absolute, in comparison with which all individuals or groups are relative, only to be conceived of in their relation to the State.





Borne out of middle-and upper-class fear of a coming class war, frustration with the economic and political uncertainties of post–World War I Europe, nostalgia for past national glories, the romantic frisson of surrendering to a supreme leader with an indomitable will, and seemingly justified by the tenets of social Darwinism, fascistic regimes took hold of power in Spain and Germany a decade after Mussolini had secured his grip on Italy. Though Hitler and Mussolini did not survive the war they started, Spain’s Generalísimo Francisco Franco (1892–1975), who once declared, “Our regime is based on bayonets and blood, not on hypocritical elections,” was still ensconced in power when he died of old age in 1975.


FEDERALISM


A constitutional form of government in which power is divided between a group of smaller, semiautonomous entities and a central authority. The United States began its independent existence as a loose confederation of sovereign states. Though the national government had nominal oversight of war, the postal service, foreign and Indian affairs, weights and measures, and coinage, the Articles of Confederation, drafted in 1777 and ratified in 1781, didn’t grant it the teeth it needed to raise troops or money from the states.


The Constitution that was submitted to the states for ratification in 1787 divided power between the states and a much more substantial national government, which was divided in turn into three equally powerful branches: the executive, the legislative, and the judiciary. The Anti-Federalists—prominent among them were Patrick Henry (1736–99), George Clinton (1739–1812), and George Mason (1725–92)—opposed the Constitution for various reasons, including its failure to guarantee basic liberties (freedom of speech and worship, the right to bear arms, freedom from cruel and unusual punishment, unreasonable search and seizure, etc.); hence the rapid passage of the Bill of Rights after the Constitution’s ratification. Thomas Jefferson initially opposed the Constitution for its lack of a bill of rights; as vice president and president he clashed bitterly with the Federalist Party led by Hamilton and John Adams. Jeffersonianism is sometimes considered the antithesis to Federalism’s thesis.


The Federalist Papers were a series of eighty-five articles written by Alexander Hamilton (ca. 1755–1804), John Jay (1745–1829), and James Madison (1751–1836) that appeared over the signature “Publius” in New York newspapers in 1777 and 1778. Though the specific purpose of the articles was to defend the Federalist system enshrined in the Constitution as a guarantor of liberty, a hedge against tyranny, and with its separation of powers, the most stable (if not the most efficient) form of representative government possible, they compose one of the more eloquent treatises on the strengths and weaknesses implicit in republicanism. “If men were angels,” the fifty-first Federalist Paper eloquently declares, “No government would be necessary.”




In framing a government which is to be administered by men over men, the great difficulty lies in this: you must first enable the government to control the governed; and in the next place oblige it to control itself … This policy of supplying, by opposite and rival interests, the defect of better motives, might be traced through the whole system of human affairs, private as well as public.





FEMINISM


“I myself have never been able to find out precisely what feminism is,” wrote Rebecca West. “I only know that people call me a feminist whenever I express sentiments that differentiate me from a doormat or a prostitute.” Essentially, feminism is the elevation of so-called women’s issues—equal pay for equal work, political equality, legal access to contraceptives and abortion, protection from rape, liberation from gender stereotypes, etc.—into a full-blown ideology or worldview. Mary Wollstonecraft’s (1759–97) A Vindication of the Rights of Women is one of the great feminist manifestos: “Let woman share the rights and she will emulate the virtues of man; for she must grow more perfect when emancipated.”


The Seneca Falls Declaration of 1848, an adaptation of the Declaration of Independence, marked the beginning of the woman suffrage movement in the United States. The Nineteenth Amendment of the Constitution, which grants women the vote, was not adopted until 1920. The Equal Rights Amendment, drafted in 1921, states that “Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged by the United States or by any state on account of sex.” It has yet to be ratified.


FENIANISM


Taking their name from the legendary Fianna, the hunters, bandits, and mercenaries who served the High King as soldiers in Irish myth, the Fenian Brotherhood, a revolutionary group dedicated to expelling the British from Ireland, was organized in the United States in 1858 by the exiled John O’Mahony (1816–77). James Stephens (1825–1901), the founder of the newspaper the Irish People, led the movement in Ireland, where it was known as the Irish Republican Brotherhood.


In 1866, General John O’Neill (1834–78), a veteran of the Union Army, launched an abortive invasion of Canada with an army of eight hundred Fenians; several other attempted attacks on Canada were also thwarted. O’Neill later founded the Irish settlement of O’Neill, Nebraska. Shortly before his death he declared, “I have always believed in striking at England wherever we could reach her.” In 1867 a ship called Jacmel Packet, rechristened Erin’s Hope at sea, sailed from New York to Sligo, manned by fifty fighting men and carrying seven thousand rifles. Most of the crew were arrested upon its arrival, and the ship returned to New York with its cargo undelivered. Arthur Griffith (1872–1922), the founder of Sinn Fein, was a former Fenian.


FEUDALISM


A pyramidal system of obligations between members of the upper classes that arose in Europe between the ninth and fifteenth centuries. Though there were national and local variations, the broad outlines of feudalism are as follows: The king granted pieces of land (fiefs) to the most powerful aristocrats, who became his vassals, or loyal servants, and promised to bear arms in his defense; those senior aristocrats then subdivided their holdings among the next layer of aristocracy, who became their vassals, and so on. At the bottom of the pyramid were the serfs, or villeins. Their rights and obligations are spelled out in the system of manorialism (also known as seigneurialism), and are defined in their own entry.


The word feudalism is much newer than the system it describes; it was coined by lawyers in the seventeenth century to describe the traditional obligations of the military aristocracy. Eighteenth-century French radicals used it as a shorthand for the abuses of the ancien régime; Marxists would adopt the term in the next century to describe the privations of the peasantry in a rigid, class-based society. In recent years, a number of historians have argued that feudalism was nowhere near as universal—or as straightforwardly hierarchical—as it was once believed to be.


GARVEYISM


After Marcus Garvey (1887–1940), the founder of the Universal Negro Improvement Association. An early proponent of black nationalism and a forerunner of black separatists like Elijah Mohammed and Louis Farrakhan, Garvey came of age in Jamaica and Central America, where he was a union leader and journalist; he moved to Harlem in 1916. Known as the Black Moses, he rhapsodized about the glories of bygone African civilizations in his speeches and his newspaper, Negro World. His “back to Africa” movement envisioned an Africa that was free from white imperialism, where a strong, black-ruled country would begin the process of unifying “all the Negro peoples of the world into one great body.” Believing that integration was a futile goal (he supported the Ku Klux Klan for this reason), he established the Negro Factories Corporation to aid in the creation of a separate black economy. His own extensive business interests included restaurants, laundries, and groceries. His efforts to found a steamship line led to his conviction for fraud in 1925. After serving two years in prison, he was deported to Jamaica.


GAULLISM


The political philosophy, the personal charisma, and the abiding sense of France’s grandeur epitomized by General Charles de Gaulle (1890–1970). De Gaulle was wounded three times in World War I and made five escape attempts after the Germans captured him at Verdun. A maverick military theorist during the interwar years, he was the only French commander who was able to drive back the invading Germans, albeit temporarily, in 1940. On June 18, 1940, a few days before France capitulated, he spoke on the BBC:




I, General de Gaulle, now in London, call on all French officers and men who are at present on British soil, or may be in the future, with or without their arms; I call on all engineers and skilled workmen from the armaments factories who are at present on British soil, or may be in the future, to get in touch with me. Whatever happens, the flame of the French resistance must not and shall not die.





Winston Churchill recognized him as the leader of Free France; the Vichy regime sentenced him to death in absentia.


Though his relationship with Churchill and Roosevelt was anything but smooth, he entered Paris with the U.S. Army in 1944 and would be one of the four signatories of the German Act of Unconditional Surrender on May 8, 1945.


He retired from politics to write his memoirs in 1953, but was elected president again in 1958 at the height of the Algerian crisis. Determined to return France to superpower status, he developed an independent nuclear capability, blocked Britain, which he regarded as a U.S. satellite, from joining the European Economic Community, and sought an independent détente with the Soviet bloc. In 1966, his relations with the United States strained over Vietnam, de Gaulle withdrew France from the integrated command structure of NATO, evicting all foreign troops from French soil.


“France cannot be France without greatness,” de Gaulle characteristically declared in his memoirs. “More than just a form of nationalism,” John J. Miller wrote in the New York Times, “Gaullism insists that France must exert an outsized influence on the course of human events.”


GLOBALISM


“The new electronic interdependence,” Marshall McLuhan wrote back in 1962, “recreates the world in the image of a global village.” Almost half a century later, the world is even smaller. Jet travel is much faster and more affordable (if less comfortable); cell phones, satellite phones, and the Internet allow for instantaneous communication; corporate brands like McDonald’s are ubiquitous in locations as far-flung as Russia, China, the United Arab Republics, Paraguay, and Azerbaijan; Bollywood and Hollywood set the standards for big-screen entertainment; and CNN and Baywatch flicker across the screens of battery-powered TVs in Outer Mongolian yurts. Cosmopolitanism, literally “world citizenship,” begins to seem like less of a utopian notion, though in practice, the more economically and culturally potent members of the world community still subsume the smaller.


Proponents of globalization insist that as trade and investment move across borders, economic efficiencies raise the standards of living on both sides of the exchange. Developing countries receive the benefits of manufacturing jobs, which, however low paid, are more remunerative than any homegrown options; developed consumer economies receive the boon of cheap goods in return. As Daniel T. Griswold, of the Cato Institute’s Center for Trade Policy Studies, argued in a Philadelphia Inquirer op-ed piece in February 2004,




People who live in countries open to the global economy enjoy a higher standard of living, on average, than those trapped behind high-tariff barriers … Higher incomes mean a larger, more educated and politically engaged middle class—the foundation of most democracies … Those in economically closed nations are nine times more likely to suffer under political tyranny than those in open economies … Expanding trade and investment ties creates a more peaceful and hospitable world, where hope for a brighter future can finally replace frustration and envy.





Antiglobalism disputes that sunny picture. Antiglobalists worry that the ubiquity of American pop culture inevitably undermines local cultures—that amoral multinational corporations do damage to both the first world, as they outsource their labor requirements and avoid paying income taxes, and the third world, whose unregulated workers are exploited, and whose unprotected environments are degraded. Thus, Union Carbide (now Dow Chemical) still eludes liability for the deadly accident at Bhopal; Chevron despoils vast stretches of the Amazon rain forests; Coca-Cola turns a blind eye when union leaders attempting to organize Colombian bottling plants are assassinated. Left-wing antiglobalists regard genetically modified crops as a threat to biodiversity and insist that the relentless marketing of packaged junk foods imperils bodies and souls alike. They deplore the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the World Trade Organization for negotiating lopsided “free trade” agreements that they insist amount to economic imperialism. Right-wing antiglobalists worry about the dilution of white, Christian American identity; the exodus of manufacturing jobs; the enrichment of elite, international bankers; and the empowerment of international institutions that they fear could lead to world government.


GREENBACKISM


In 1862, with supplies of gold and silver running dangerously low, the federal government issued paper dollars, printed on one side only in green ink, to finance the Civil War. This currency was not convertible to gold but was considered legal tender for most debts. The bills were gradually withdrawn from circulation after the war. During the Panic of 1873, debtor interests, mostly farmers, demanded that the government print more “soft,” or cheap paper, money, which would make it easier for them to pay off their loans. President Grant vetoed a congressional bill to do just this in 1874; in 1876 the national Greenback Party was formed. In the election of 1878 the Greenbacks—now known as the Greenback Labor Party—received over a million votes and sent fourteen congressmen to Washington. As prosperity returned, the appeal of soft money faded. The Greenbacks fared poorly in the general election of 1880 (their candidate; General James Weaver, also backed woman suffrage and a graduated income tax). Greenbackism would become a central issue in the rise of populism later in the nineteenth century; it is also a founding tenet of monetarism.


HELLENISM


In its broadest sense, Hellenism is an admiration or emulation of the art, philosophy, architecture, and culture of Ancient Greece. Historians characterize the years between 323 and 31 BCE (from the death of Alexander the Great to the Roman victory over the Ptolemaic Egyptians at the Battle of Actium) as Hellenistic, because Greek culture spread into the territories they controlled: Egypt through the Ptolemaic dynasty; Syria and Mesopotamia through the Seleucid dynasty; Anatolia through the Attalid dynasty; and Macedonia and Central Greece through the Antigonid dynasty. Greek influence was felt as far afield as northern India and the Caucasus.


In Judaism, Hellenism refers to the widespread adoption of Greek customs and ideas by the Jewish people of Palestine during the Seleucid dynasty. Many Jews took up the Greek language, donned togas, and participated in nude athletic events; some made sacrifices to Greek gods. The philosopher Philo of Alexandria (ca. 13 BCE–ca. 50 CE), who wrote in Greek, attempted to reconcile Judaism with Greek philosophy—as Moses Maimonides (1135–1204) also would, twelve hundred years later, in his Guide for the Perplexed. The revolt of the Maccabees, or Hasmoneans, that began in 168 BCE, and which is commemorated by the Jewish holiday Hanukkah, was as much against the Hellenizing tendency among the Jews themselves as it was against the Greek’s Syrian proxy Antiochus IV.


IMPERIALISM


The imposition of rule by one nation over another, or over many others. The ancient Egyptians and Mesopotamians built vast empires, as did the Persians, the Greeks, the Romans, and some Chinese dynasties. Though almost constantly at war, the eastern portion of the Roman Empire, which became known as the Byzantine Empire, remained relatively stable throughout the Middle Ages until it was finally overrun by the Turks in 1453. The Muslim Ottoman Empire that superseded it would last for another five hundred years.


The word imperialism is generally used today to describe the historical processes, and especially the ideological assumptions, underlying the European colonial empires that developed beginning in the 1400s. At its apogee, the British imperium extended across India, Africa, North America, the Middle East, the South Pacific, and Asia; the Dutch held colonies in the East Indies, South Africa, and briefly in North and South America; the Spanish ruled islands in the West Indies and nations in Central and South America; the French controlled large portions of North America and Africa (and briefly much of Europe during the time of Napoleon); from the late nineteenth century through World War II, Japan built an empire by conquering parts of China, Korea, and the Philippines.


Nationalism, or expansionism—a nation’s determination to annex territory and extend its sway as widely as possible—and colonialism often went hand in hand. Mercantilist economic policies encouraged the development of colonies for tactical and strategic reasons. Colonies provided a foothold in a rival nation’s territory, protected vital trade routes, and served as bargaining chips in diplomatic or military games of give and take. Colonies were useful for economic reasons as well. The mother country could exploit them as sources of raw materials, precious metals, and cheap or slave labor, while at the same time forcing them to serve as captive markets for their own manufactures.


The colonialists assumed they were innately superior to the indigenous inhabitants of the territories they conquered. This justified their worst depredations, since lofty notions like liberty, justice, and the rights of property could hardly be said to apply to creatures that only qualified as human beings on technical grounds. In some cases they believed that they were conferring a vast beneficence upon their subject peoples by introducing them to Christianity and European institutions, though, like long-suffering parents, they knew that the only thanks they were likely to receive for their sacrifices and trouble was a stab in the back. As Rudyard Kipling wrote when the United States acquired its first colony, the Philippines, in the Spanish-American War:


Take up the White Man’s burden—


Send forth the best ye breed—


Go bind your sons to exile


To serve your captives’ need;


To wait in heavy harness,


On fluttered folk and wild—


Your new-caught, sullen peoples,


Half-devil and half-child.


By the end of World War II, virtually all of the former colonies of Europe and Japan had declared independence. With the breakup of the Soviet Union in the 1990s, the last of the world’s great empires had fallen.


Neocolonialists and neoimperialists are still looking for opportunities to invest in cash-poor, resource-rich countries that are unencumbered with child labor laws, minimum wage rules, or troublesome OSHA (Occupational Safety and Health Administration) and environmental regulations, and whose officials are happy to look the other way in return for a piece of the profits. But these modern-day conquistadores march under the banners of global corporate brands like Nike, Monsanto, and Shell, not the flags of nations. In their defense, most of these corporations argue that they are raising the living standards of their workers and introducing them to a better way of life.



INTENTIONALISM See Originalism.




INTERVENTIONISM



In foreign affairs, interventionism is the idea that interference with the affairs of another sovereign nation, usually by economic or military coercion, can be justified either by national self-interest, by reference to a higher moral law, or both. Thus, Condoleezza Rice, in a speech before the Manhattan Institute in 2002, declared, “The burden of maintaining a balance of power that favors freedom should be shouldered by all nations that favor freedom. What none of us should want is the emergence of a militarily powerful adversary who does not share our common values.” In economics, interventionism is when a state intrudes on the workings of the “free market” by strict regulation, the imposition of tariffs, adjusting the money supply, deficit spending, etc.


Noninterventionism in foreign policy is the belief that a state’s “true policy,” in the words of George Washington’s Farewell Address, should be “to steer clear of permanent alliances with any portion of the foreign world.” In economics, it is the idea that laissez-faire should be allowed to prevail.


For much of the twentieth century, Democratic administrations in the United States have tended to be interventionist in both foreign affairs and economic policies. The New Deal and the Great Society were both products of Democratic administrations, Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s and Lyndon Johnson’s, respectively. The United States entered World War I and World War II during the Democratic administrations of Woodrow Wilson and FDR. The Korean and Vietnam wars both began during Democratic administrations as well. As the former Republican senator Bob Dole notoriously declared when he was Gerald Ford’s running mate in 1976, “If we added up all the killed and wounded in Democrat wars in this century, it would be about 1.6 million Americans, enough to fill the city of Detroit.”


Strangely enough, as the twenty-first century begins, the hallmarks of George W. Bush’s Republican administration, one of the least bipartisan in history, have been aggressive Wilsonian interventionism abroad and unprecedented deficit spending at home, along with permanent tax cuts that are likely to cause the deficits to grow even larger.


IRREDENTISM


From Italia irredenta, literally “unredeemed Italy,” a nationalist movement in nineteenth-century Italy that called for the annexation of neighboring Italian-speaking territories controlled by Austria. The term is used today to describe any cross-border disturbances caused by shared ethnicity, language, or culture. Since the Gulf War of 1991, it has been widely noted that Turkey fears the establishment of an independent Kurdistan in northern Iraq, for fear that it will foment irredentism among the Kurds who live within its own borders.



ISLAMISM See Jihadism.



JACKSONISM


The democratic political and social ideas associated with Andrew Jackson (1767–1845), hero of the Battle of New Orleans, and the seventh president of the United States. Jackson stood for extending the right to vote beyond the moneyed class and supported homesteaders in their efforts to enlarge the United States. A staunch champion of small farmers and working men, he won a plurality of electoral votes in the presidential election of 1824, but lost in the House of Representatives to John Quincy Adams. His victory in the bitterly fought campaign of 1828 was seen as a repudiation of Adams and a victory for democracy. The first self-made president (and the first westerner to hold that office), Jackson owed his election to the people rather than the establishment. Though he supported the integrity of the Union when he denounced South Carolina’s “nullification” of tariffs, his legacy was marred by his support of Georgia’s patently illegal seizure of Cherokee land. The Trail of Tears—the forced march of some fourteen thousand displaced Cherokee to a new reservation in Oklahoma—cost about a third of them their lives.



JACOBEANISM



From Jacobus, the Latin for James. The Jacobean Age coincides with the reign of England’s King James I (1603–25). The era is especially notable for its literature: William Shakespeare wrote his last plays in the first decade of the seventeenth century; Ben Jonson (1572–1637) and John Donne (1572–1631) came to prominence; Francis Bacon (1561–1626) and Robert Burton (1577–1640) were active, and the Authorized Version (or the King James Version) of the Bible was completed and published in 1611.


JACOBINISM


The political ideas of the most radical organization that supported and fomented the French Revolution. The Jacobins advocated universal egalitarianism, and condoned violence and terrorism as means to achieve it; when the king was overthrown, they advocated his execution. Their official name was Société des Amis de la Constitution, or Society of the Friends of the Constitution. They were known as the Jacobins because they met in a former Dominican convent that was located on la rue de Saint-Jacques in Paris (Jacobin pigeons are so called because the tufts of feathers around their heads resemble the hoods worn by Dominican friars). After Louis XVI was overthrown, the club changed its name to the Société des Jacobins, Amis de la Liberté et de l’Egalité, or the Society of the Jacobins, Friends of Liberty and Equality. Under the leadership of Maximilien Robespierre (1758–94), they played a key role in the Reign of Terror. The club was banned in 1794 after Robespierre’s execution.


JACOBITISM


The belief that England’s King James II (1633–1701), who was exiled after the Glorious Revolution of 1688, and his descendants were the rightful heirs to the throne of England. James II of England was also James VII of Scotland. His loyalists lived mostly in Scotland, Wales, and Ireland, although many fellow Catholics in England were sympathetic to his cause. The first serious attempt to restore the House of Stuart was led by James himself, who was decisively defeated at the Battle of the Boyne, in Ireland, in 1690. The last was in 1745, when Charles Edward Stuart (Bonnie Prince Charlie) led an army of exiles and Scotsmen into England and advanced as far as Derby, 120 miles from London, before retreating back into Scotland. On April 16, 1746, his army was routed at the Battle of Culloden. The Cardinal Duke of York, the last Stuart pretender to the crown, died in 1807. He is buried in St. Peter’s Basilica in the Vatican.


There is also a Jacobite church in Syria (see Monophysitism).


JEFFERSONIANISM


The ideas most associated with Thomas Jefferson (1743–1826), perhaps the most sophisticated and erudite of the Founding Fathers. Jefferson was a staunch advocate of states’ rights, civil liberties, the separation of church and state, and of a strict construction of the Constitution. He believed that an agrarian, rather than an urban industrial economy, would best preserve the character of the United States.


The author of the Declaration of Independence, a vice president and secretary of state and the third president of the United States, Jefferson was a man of contradictions. A slaveholder and the father of mixed-race children, the coiner of the phrase “all men are created equal” wrote extensively about the inherent inferiority of the Negro race. Jefferson was prescient enough to recognize the moral and political dangers that the “peculiar institution” posed to the future of the Republic, but the longer he lived, the less enlightened his views became. Nevertheless, Martin Luther King Jr., in his “I have a dream” speech, would invoke Jefferson’s words about the “inalienable rights” of “life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness” as “a promissory note to which every American was to fall heir.”


The coiner of many memorable aphorisms about the dangers of public and private indebtedness, Jefferson lived so far beyond his means that his estate was auctioned off to satisfy his debtors, and his heirs were forced to accept charity. An implacable enemy of centralized government, his most important act as president, the Louisiana Purchase, vastly increased the scope of federal power, not to mention the national debt. During the bitterly partisan years of his presidency, this most subtle and refined of thinkers and writers was as ruthlessly cynical a political operator as this country has ever seen.


In the words of the historian and biographer Joseph Ellis, Jefferson was “the Great Sphinx” of American history. “Coming to terms with Jefferson [means] coming to terms with the most cherished convictions and contested truths in contemporary American culture,” Ellis wrote. Jefferson’s belief in the moral and political virtues of self-sufficient agrarianism still has a sentimental resonance for many Americans, even if it is no longer—if it ever was—an economic fact. His staunch advocacy of public education, of the “wall” between religion and state, of civil liberties, and his distrust of excessive federal power—especially his “eternal hostility against every form of tyranny over the mind of man”—continue to inspire reverence and controversy today. Paradoxically, his personal foibles only add to his appeal. In Ellis’s words, “Jefferson is Jesus, who came to live among us. Washington is Jehovah, aloof and alone in heaven.”


JIHADISM


Though often defined as “holy war,” the Arabic word jihad literally means “striving,” as in the Koranic phrase “striving in the path of God.” Not all jihads involve combat; the word has no intrinsic relationship to terrorism. Personal jihad is the struggle to purge one’s soul of sin and worldly desires, to be righteous. Verbal jihad is to proclaim the word of Islam, and to protest against injustice. Finally, there is physical jihad, which refers to both defensive and offensive warfare. Wanton and unprovoked slaughter are categorically forbidden by Sharia (Muslim law), which declares that women and children and noncombatants are not to be harmed. An unambiguous declaration of war is also called for. Clearly, some orthodox Islamic terrorists are not quite as orthodox as they would have us believe.


In the twentieth century, fundamentalist Islamic thinkers such as the Egyptian Sayyid Qutb (1906–66) and the Palestinian Abdullah Yusuf Azzam (1941–89) taught that no government is legitimate unless it is an Islamic theocracy, ruled according to Sharia. This idea led to Islamism, a term which the neoconservative Middle Eastern scholar Daniel Pipes defined in a 1998 article for the Center for Strategic and International Studies as




an ideology that demands man’s complete adherence to the sacred law of Islam and rejects as much as possible outside influence, with some exceptions (such as access to military and medical technology). It is imbued with a deep antagonism towards non-Muslims and has a particular hostility towards the West. It amounts to an effort to turn Islam, a religion and civilization, into an ideology.





The ideology of Islamism that has become intimately intertwined with the obligation of jihad—and jihad, for these Islamists, is no longer hedged with restrictions. All enemies of Islam—and most prominent among those enemies are Islamic people who presume to practice a religion that is moderate, tolerant, and secularized—are fair game. Al Qaeda’s Osama bin Laden first called for a jihad against America because after the Gulf War of 1991, U.S. troops were quartered in “the lands of Islam in the holiest of its territories, Arabia.” Because of this offense, he said,




To kill Americans and their allies, both civil and military, is an individual duty of every Muslim who can, in any country where this is possible, until the Aqsa mosque and the Haram mosque are freed from their grip, and until their armies, shattered and broken-winged, depart from all the lands of Islam, incapable of threatening any Muslim.





Other Islamist groups whose understandings of jihad sanction terrorism against innocent civilians are Laskar Jihad in Indonesia, Harakat ul-Jihad-i-Islami in Kashmir, Palestinian Islamic Jihad, Egyptian Islamic Jihad, and Yemeni Islamic Jihad.


JINGOISM


Extreme nationalism, almost always backed up by a bellicose foreign policy (see chauvinism). The word dates back to the Russo-Turkish War of 1877, when Great Britain threatened to intervene against the czar on behalf of the Ottomans. The word comes from the lyrics to a popular British music hall song of the day:


We don’t want to fight, yet by jingo if we do,


We’ve got the ships, we’ve got the men,


And got the money too!


KNOW-NOTHINGISM


An anti-Catholic, protemperance, anti-immigration movement that began in New York State, and with the establishment of the Native American political party in 1845, gradually blossomed into a national movement. Its adherents were called Know-Nothings because the leadership and membership roles of its constituent nativist organizations (such as the Order of the Star-Spangled Banner and the Order of United Americans) were closely kept secrets; questions about them were deflected with the answer, “I know nothing.”


The party’s platform called for drastic limits on immigration from Catholic countries and a twenty-five-year waiting period for naturalization; it advocated banning non-Protestants from teaching school and would have forbidden foreign-born U.S. citizens from holding political office. When a Know-Nothing descendant of Daniel Boone became mayor of Chicago, he fired every city worker who wasn’t born in the United States. By the 1850s, with ex-president Millard Fillmore as their standard-bearer, the movement began to score major electoral successes, but when Southerners seized control of the party in 1855 and endorsed a proslavery resolution, the resulting schism greatly vitiated its strength. President Clinton’s national security adviser Anthony Lake characterized opponents of military intervention in Yugoslavia as “neo-Know-Nothing isolationists.”


LIBERALISM


From the Latin liber, or “free.” In the post-Reagan years, however, the American Right has managed to turn the word liberal into a devastatingly effective epithet for those elitist, Volvo-driving, latte-sipping, evolution-believing, church-neglecting, nonhunting, gay-coddling, nonsmoking, weak-on-defense scolds who, while they are weakening the moral fabric of America, want you to eat your vegetables and pay higher taxes as they indoctrinate your children into the latest Politically Correct nonsense and expose them to sex education. The word’s defense is its long and complex lineage.


In Protestant theology, Liberalism refers to the idea that Christianity is more than the sum of the dogmas and rituals imposed by an all-authoritative church: It is a mode of individual, personal spiritual development. The belief that the human condition—and human nature itself—is capable of improvement, a legacy of the Renaissance, not only led to the Enlightenment and the Romanticism of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, but it deeply influenced post-Reformation Christianity.


Rather than conventional piety and obedience or the anguished consciousness of sin, many Protestants came to regard their personal intimations of the Divinity as the highest form of religious feeling. The German theologian Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768–1834) wrote, “I lie on the bosom of the infinite world. At this moment I am its soul, for I feel all its powers and its infinite life as my own.” For Schleiermacher, Christ was not literally the son of God; rather, he declared, he was a man in whom “the God consciousness … was absolutely clear and determined each moment, to the exclusion of all else, so that it must be regarded as a continual living presence, and withal a real existence of God in Him.”


In government and politics, Liberalism is inextricably connected to the rise of mercantilism and capitalism. Just as Protestantism undermined the hegemony of the Catholic Church in Europe, and the horrors of the Thirty Years’ War taught the necessity of at least a modicum of religious toleration, the rising merchant class questioned some of the prerogatives that the aristocracy had long taken for granted. Thinkers like John Locke (1632–1704) and Immanuel Kant (1724–1804) posited a human nature that was capable of self-governance. No longer content to be passive subjects of king and church, or to accept their class status unthinkingly, an increasingly powerful new class of self-made thinkers, scientists, and merchants began to think of themselves as subjects in the philosophical sense of the word: as autonomous individuals whose relationship with the state was strictly voluntary, a contractual rather than a filial relationship.


Thus Locke, in his Second Treatise on Civil Government (1690), argued that if people invested some of their liberty in their government, it was with the expectation that they would receive a bankable return.


Men, when they enter into society, give up the equality, liberty, and executive power they had in the state of nature, into the hands of the society, to be so far disposed of by the legislative, as the good of the society shall require; yet it being only with an intention in every one the better to preserve himself, his liberty and property; (for no rational creature can be supposed to change his condition with an intention to be worse).


But if Liberalism is the belief that individual freedom is paramount, Liberalism and democracy are not entirely complementary, especially when the rights and dignity of the individual citizen are broadly defined. Although the primary role of the state in classical Liberalism is to protect private property, there is no guarantee that a democratically elected government won’t seek to redistribute wealth by means of a graduated income tax, estate taxes, luxury taxes, and the like, increasing the happiness of the less-privileged majority by granting them some of the privileges and prerogatives of the moneyed few. As noted in the entry on Libertarianism below, as the United States has become more democratic, Liberalism, ironically, has increasingly come to be associated with the welfare state. If Liberals are still understood to support progressive politics and freedom in the personal sphere (the rights of homosexuals to live as they choose; of minority races and religions to avoid discrimination), they are no longer regarded as such staunch protectors of private property.


LIBERTARIANISM


In a nutshell, Libertarianism is the belief “that government is best that governs least,” a slogan that is often attributed to Thomas Jefferson (1743–1826) but is actually a quote from Henry David Thoreau’s (1817–1862) Civil Disobedience. Thoreau, in his turn, was paraphrasing the slogan of the United States Magazine and Democratic Review. John Stuart Mill’s (1806–1873) On Liberty is a classic expression of Libertarian principles.


A more intensively individualistic variant of classical Liberalism, Libertarians embrace the Enlightenment values of the American Declaration of Independence: that “governments derive their just power from the consent of the governed”; that the sole purpose of government is to guarantee the inalienable right of the individual to enjoy “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness,” and especially the unfettered enjoyment of his or her own private property. The only time a Libertarian can justify a state’s use of force against its citizens is when one faction of citizens seeks to deprive the rest of its citizens of their liberty. (The question of how a slave-holding nation could have held this idea to be “self-evident” is one of the great mysteries.)


By the mid-twentieth century, as classical Liberalism came to be associated with the rise of the welfare state, activist foreign policy, public education, the federal income tax, economic and environmental regulations, affirmative action, intrusive morals laws, military conscription, and so on, Libertarians began to distinguish their beliefs from Liberalism’s. The popularity of Ayn Rand’s novels, which espoused her libertarian philosophy of objectivism; the aggressive advocacy of the free market by Nobel Prize–winning economist Milton Friedman; the publication of the National Book Award–winning Anarchy, State and Utopia in 1974 by the Harvard philosopher (and former radical leftist) Robert Nozick; and the increasing influence of think tanks like the Cato Institute all signaled a revival of Libertarianism on the political Right. Another term for those who oppose big government, believing that the state should limit itself to, in Robert Nozick’s words, “the narrow functions of protection against force, theft, fraud, enforcement of contracts,” is minarchism.


Though most on the Left still envision a continuing role for big government—socialized medicine, massive public works projects, intensive environmental regulation, etc.—Libertarian socialists like Noam Chomsky and the anarchists in the antiglobalist movement share many core principles with right-wing minarchists.


LIKUDISM


The conservative, hawkish political beliefs of the Israeli Likud Party (Likud-Liberalim Leumi, or Unity-National Liberals). Founded in 1973 as a merger of several staunchly Zionist parties, Likud would elect Menachem Begin (1913–1992), the former leader of the anti-British and anti-Arab paramilitary organization the Irgun (Irgun Zvai Leumi, or the National Military Organization), as its first prime minister in 1977. The Likud Party generally took a hard line on national security issues, especially on the issue of retaining control over the territories captured in the 1967 Six-Day War, adamantly opposing Labor’s long-standing proposal to trade land to the Palestinians for peace. Ironically, it was Begin who signed the historic Camp David Accords with Egypt’s Anwar Sadat (1918–81) in 1978, which required Israel to return the Sinai peninsula to Egypt; though he was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize for his efforts, Begin’s legacy as a peacemaker was destroyed when Israel invaded Lebanon in 1982.


In 2005 the longtime Likudnik Ariel Sharon broke precedent by expelling Israeli settlers from the Gaza Strip and returning it to Palestinian control. Facing resistance from the party, he resigned from Likud and ran for reelection as the leader of a new party, Kadima (Forward). In January 2006 he was felled by a massive stroke; in the summer of 2006, Sharon’s successor invaded Lebanon again.


LOCOFOCOISM


A radical faction of the Democratic Party in New York that opposed not only the national bank, as other Jacksonian Democrats did, but state banks and paper money. When they tried to seize control of a meeting at Tammany Hall in 1835, the party regulars turned off the gaslights, hoping to bring the meeting to an end. Undeterred, the radicals lit candles and matches, or locofocos, which gave them their name.


Locofoco was the brand name for a novelty self-lighting cigar that had come on the market the year before. Since the cigar had a friction match embedded in one end, the term would be extended to matches as well. Its etymology is unclear. One suggestion is that it is derived from the Latin words loco foci (literally “in the place of fire”); another is that it was a play on the loco in locomotive, which was presumably mistranslated to mean “self” as in “self-moving.” The literal Latin translation of locomotive is, in fact, “moving from a place.”


LUDDISM


The Luddites were bands of workingmen who rioted and destroyed industrial machinery in England between 1811 and 1816. The movement began in Nottinghamshire when skilled stocking knitters, who had long been paid a fixed price for piecework, destroyed the knitting machines that were driving down the prices of their wares. The military was called out in Lancashire; seventeen Luddites were executed in York, and many more were transported to Australia.


Most historians attribute the unrest to the economic disruptions caused by the Napoleonic Wars. The renowned labor historian E. P. Thompson argued that the disturbances were, in fact, highly organized. The popular view of Luddism as unenlightened, backward-thinking resistance to technological progress, he said, merely perpetuates the propaganda of the time. Actually, Luddism was a considered protest by working people against the inequities of the so-called free market.


The mythical leader of the Luddites, Ned Lud, was probably inspired by a folk tale about a retarded man who followed two children who had been mocking him into their home, and “in a fit of insane rage” destroyed a stocking frame he found there. “By the time his name was taken up by the frame-breakers of 1812,” Thomas Pynchon wrote in an essay in the New York Times Book Review, “historical Ned Lud was well absorbed into the more or less sarcastic nickname ‘King (or Captain) Ludd,’ and was now all mystery, resonance and dark fun: a more-than-human presence, out in the night, roaming the hosiery districts of England, possessed by a single comic shtick—every time he spots a stocking-frame he goes crazy and proceeds to trash it.”


MANIFEST DESTINY


The quintessence of American expansionism, the idea that America’s self-evident moral superiority justified its spread across the continent and at the same time made it inevitable. The phrase was first used in print by the Jacksonian Democratic newspaper columnist John L. O’Sullivan in 1845, when he declared that the United States was entitled to the Oregon Territory in its entirety (it had occupied it jointly with Great Britain since the Treaty of 1818) “by the right of our manifest destiny to overspread and to possess the whole of the continent which Providence has given us for the development of the great experiment of liberty and federated self-government.”


The conquest of Indian territories; the annexation of Texas; and at the turn of the century, the Spanish-American War would all be seen as further proofs of America’s divine entitlement. The concept of a unique American covenant with Providence is as old as the “City on a Hill” sermon of 1630 by the Pilgrim John Winthrop (often quoted by Ronald Reagan), which invoked Moses’ farewell to the Israelites as they prepared to enter and possess their own promised land.


MANORIALISM


Also known as seigneurialism. In feudalism, the upper classes traded fealty and military service to their superiors for control of their own territories. At the bottom of the social hierarchy, the peasantry rented land from the lord (or in France, the seigneur) of a manor, or a rural estate—the smallest administrative unit in the feudal state. In addition to rent (usually paid in labor and/or a portion of the proceeds of the land), the peasants paid the lord for the use of a mill, granaries, wine and cider presses, and the like, as well as for grazing and hunting privileges; in return, the lord administered local justice and policed the land.


OEBPS/images/f0xii-01.jpg





OEBPS/images/9781849167758.jpg
‘A genuinely compelling and entertaining read’

53538 Difficult
al?.ctrines you've
478 Pretenged 10

Nderstand





OEBPS/images/pub.jpg
(JQuercus





