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The New York Jewish Intellectuals


The Elders

COMING OF AGE IN THE LATE 1920S AND EARLY 1930S

Elliot Cohen

Sidney Hook

Philip Rahv

Lionel Trilling

Meyer Schapiro

William Phillips

Hannah Arendt

Diana Trilling

GENTILE COUSINS

Max Eastman

Edmund Wilson

Reinhold Niebuhr

Fred Dupee

Dwight Macdonald

James T. Farrell

MAGAZINES

Menorah Journal

Partisan Review

The Younger Brothers

COMING OF AGE IN THE MID AND LATE 1930S

Alfred Kazin

Richard Hofstadter

Saul Bellow

Delmore Schwartz

Bernard Malamud

Harold Rosenberg

Clement Greenberg

Lionel Abel

Paul Goodman

Isaac Rosenfeld

EUROPEAN RELATIVES

Nicola Chiaramonte

George Lichtheim

GENTILE COUSINS

Mary McCarthy

Elizabeth Hardwick

James Baldwin

Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.

William Barrett

Richard Chase

Ralph Ellison

MAGAZINES

Commentary

The Nation

The New Republic

Partisan Review

Politics

The Second Generation

COMING OF AGE IN THE LATE 1930S AND EARLY 1940S

Daniel Bell

Irving Howe

Leslie Fiedler

Robert Warshow

Gertrude Himmelfarb

Irving Kristol

Melvin Lasky

Nathan Glazer

S. M. Lipset

David Bazelon

GENTILE COUSINS

Murray Kempton

C. Wright Mills

MAGAZINES

Commentary

Dissent

Encounter

The New Leader

The Public Interest

The Younger Brothers

COMING OF AGE IN THE LATE 1940S AND EARLY 1950S

Norman Podhoretz

Steven Marcus

Robert Brustein

Midge Decter

Jason Epstein

Robert Silvers

Susan Sontag

Theodore Solotaroff

Norman Mailer

Philip Roth

GENTILE COUSINS

Michael Harrington

“The Paris Review”

MAGAZINES

Commentary

New York Review of Books

Partisan Review

Arrived later, yet became one of the elders.

Outside New York but had status as members.

The social and intellectual coterie that included George Plimpton and William Styron.

Adapted from “The ‘Intelligentsia’ in American Society” in The Winding Passage by Daniel Bell. Courtesy of Daniel Bell.



A Note on the Text


The following is a much-expanded oral history of the careers and evolving political beliefs of Daniel Bell, Nathan Glazer, Irving Howe, and Irving Kristol, based on my documentary film Arguing the World. I have been grateful for the opportunity to include in this book much material that had to be omitted from the original film. I have also taken the opportunity to conduct new interviews with my main subjects and to add new voices where appropriate. 

Among the key voices in the text are those of other New York intellectuals who were still alive—and willing to be interviewed—during the time I was working on the film and the book. Their views play a crucial role, I believe, in helping the reader to understand the intellectual milieu within which the four men thought and acted. But I do not wish to give the impression that this is a comprehensive oral history of the New York intellectual group. By the time I began my research, many New York intellectuals had already passed away, and others died during the course of the production, making such a task, even had I wanted to undertake it, an impossible one.
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 A Lifetime in Argument


 THE NEW YORK WRITERS … CAN SPEAK BITTERLY ABOUT EACH OTHER’S WORK AND OPINIONS, THEY MAY NOT SEE EACH OTHER FROM YEAR’S START TO YEAR’S END, BUT THEY ARE NERVOUSLY ALERT TO ONE ANOTHER’S JUDGMENTS. ATTENTION IS PAID—WHETHER FROM WARRANTED RESPECT OR COLLECTIVE VANITY OR PROVINCIAL NARROWNESS IT HARDLY MATTERS.
—Irving Howe, The New York Intellectuals, A Chronicle and A Critique



NATHAN GLAZER FIRST SET EYES on Partisan Review in the early forties when a fellow radical at the City College of New York thrust a copy of the magazine into his hands, insisting, in the way only one neophyte can to another, “You have to read this. It’s very important.” In high school, I can remember a teacher placing The New York Review of Books in my hands with the same insistence of tone, that italicized gravity that Glazer had heard, and understanding something akin to what Glazer had seen some forty years earlier: that the pages set before me were a gateway to another, higher world—one Daniel Bell would describe as “a world of imagination, a world of ideas.” 

For Glazer, along with his friends Irving Kristol, Daniel Bell, and Irving Howe, that world first revealed itself at City College, a school that opened its arms to New York City’s aspiring poor. During the Depression years when the four attended City College, it was heavily Jewish, a boys’ college filled with the sons of New York’s immigrant Jewish population from the Bronx, Brooklyn, and the Lower East Side. Columbia University, the city’s preeminent college, considered itself a training ground for the city’s Protestant elite. Its secret quota for Jewish students, along with a lack of jobs during the Depression, swelled the ranks of applicants to City College and turned the school into a remarkable factory for Jewish talent. Its 1937 class remains the only one in American history to graduate three future Nobel laureates. 

In those years the college was gripped by radical fervor. While the truly political students were a minority on campus (most of its students working and hoping against Depression-era odds to find future careers in professions such as teaching or engineering), they were a vocal and ardent minority. But at the right moment, these committed radicals could spark a campus-wide conflagration. Just a few years before the four young men arrived, a visiting delegation of students from Mussolini’s fascist Italy became the occasion for a near-riot in a college assembly, leading to the suspension and expulsion of large numbers of students and countless days of student strikes. A twin-headed effigy—one half college president Frederick Robinson, the other Il Duce himself—was ceremoniously set aflame by the angry protesters. 

By the time Bell, Kristol, Howe, and Glazer arrived, the campus had become home to a feverish student radicalism that burned with the concentrated energy of a hard, glowing ember. The defining issue for these young radicals had become the nature of radicalism itself, a question posed by Soviet Russia, the world’s first socialist state. Was Soviet leader Joseph Stalin the true prophet of Marxism or had he corrupted the ideals and principles of the Soviet revolution? In the college’s cafeteria alcoves, radicals gathered in constant, uninterrupted discussion from morning to night—the anti-Stalinist opponents of the Soviet Union in alcove one, their Stalinist foes in alcove two. Of course, as City College alumnus Philip Selznick recalled, “in those days having a discussion meant arguing about something and doing it at the top of your lungs!” Highly competitive, intellectually agile, and loudly vocal, the young radicals were attempting to grasp the nature of their crumbling world through the lens of Marxism; Bell, Kristol, Howe, and Glazer all found an ideological home among the anti-Stalinist contingent. “College students are very good at talk,” sixties radical Todd Gitlin remembered of his own famously talkative generation. Yet while this later generation of radicals would speak of striving for a consensus among peers, the young radicals of the thirties were interested only in doing intellectual battle. Did they know then that their argument would last a lifetime? 

For early radical converts like Bell and Howe, the argument had begun even earlier, on the streets of their immigrant neighborhoods. As young street corner speakers, they had harangued and argued with impromptu crowds over the fate of the American economy and the blessings of socialism. But the nature of the argument deepened and changed at City College. Over the course of those years, Marxist thought would provide a kind of mental chrysalis, allowing each young man to transform himself, almost unconsciously, from would-be radical to nascent intellectual. They had thought that argument would help to confirm the correct path toward political salvation, but in practice, their interest in politics proved a bridge toward a life of intellectual inquiry. Partisan Review and its coterie of writers would inspire them to make the crossing. 

In the 1930s, Partisan Review—the magazine that had been placed in Glazer’s hands—was a journal that had to be read if one was to consider oneself a knowledgeable member of the anti-Stalinist left. Though it would go on to exercise great cultural influence after the Second World War, at the time PR was still an obscure publication with a circulation perhaps in the hundreds. What mattered in the end was that PR had tapped into the cultural and political avant-garde, publishing major figures like T. S. Eliot, Edmund Wilson, and even the great exiled Soviet leader Leon Trotsky himself. 

The magazine and its editors were an anomaly in the late thirties and early forties. Like their City College counterparts, they were a minority within a minority. Even in Greenwich Village where the magazine was headquartered, home to bohemians and artists in flight from bourgeois America, Partisan Review’s anti-Stalinism represented a distinctly unpopular point of view. Most writers and intellectuals had become members of the Communist party or “fellow travelers,” whereas Partisan Review was edited by two Communist renegades, Philip Rahv and William Phillips. For its writers and readers alike, the small size of the magazine’s following became a badge of honor; its pages revealed to initiates the esoterica of modernism and Marxism, the era’s new secular religions. It was probably no accident, as Irving Howe pointed out, that Philip Rahv’s surname, chosen as a radical alias, meant “rabbi” in Hebrew. 

When I first plunged seriously into The New York Review of Books in college, I had no notion that it was a kind of grandson to PR, one of the last in a line of journals founded by a group of thinkers known as the “New York intellectuals.” Nor was I aware that its anti-Communist worldview could be traced back to the minority-within-a-minority that had once huddled around Partisan Review. But I found myself drawn to its steady stream of articles by Eastern European dissidents and émigrés, and admiring these latter-day intellectual opponents of Communism whose lives and work bent against its political totalitarianism and against the moral corruption of the societies it had created. 

Many years later, when I stumbled upon an essay by Irving Kristol about his experiences at City College with a group of young radicals (including Bell, Glazer, and Howe), I was struck by the experiences of these “premature” anti-Communists. A few years after that, the essay led me to begin the documentary film Arguing the World, and, subsequently, to write this book. 

My interest in this group’s early anti-Stalinism was heightened by my admiration for their later accomplishments. They were all influential intellectuals whose work I had read without ever being aware of their common origins or of their lifelong relationships with one another. And then there was the fact of their disparate political trajectories. They had begun their lives together as young radicals, and yet Kristol had ended up a confirmed neoconservative; Howe, a committed socialist; Glazer, a political pragmatist chary of both liberal and conservative verities; and Bell, in his own words, a liberal in politics, a socialist in economics, and a conservative in culture. 

Of whatever ideological disposition, they were all men of ideas. In addition to founding and editing the socialist magazine Dissent, Howe, who did much to revive interest in Yiddish literature and culture, was a noted literary critic and author of Politics and the Novel (1957). Bell, a longtime sociologist and social theorist, was responsible for one of the earliest and farthest-reaching theories of contemporary social change in The Coming of Post-Industrial Society (1973). Glazer, a sociologist, did seminal work in ethnicity in Beyond the Melting Pot (1964), in addition to his work on urbanism, architecture, and social policy. Kristol, less an academic than his friends, has spent a life as an influential editor and essayist, becoming in his later years an adept at the politics of ideas, reinvigorating modern conservatism through his writings on culture and public policy. 

I set out to understand what had led these four men to take such different political paths as their lives traversed some of the most extraordinary events in postwar America. As young writers in the fifties they were embroiled in the controversies swirling around Joseph McCarthy; they clashed with the New Left as middle-aged professors in the sixties; and they were, in part, responsible, as members of what became known as the neoconservative movement, for the reevaluation of liberal public policy that occurred in the eighties and nineties. Arguing the World is thus a group portrait of the political and intellectual growth of these four men over the course of sixty years. 

From reading Kristol’s essay grew years of research and interviews. The world of the New York intellectuals was vanishing as I approached it, the group at the time in their seventies and eighties. Some, like Philip Rahv, had died years before; others, like Dwight Macdonald, more recently; still others, like Mary McCarthy and Sidney Hook, would die before I had the chance to interview them. Many had long since stopped talking to one another, pulled apart by political and personal animosities, by geography, and by the changing habits of age. Yet as I interviewed them, each would ask for news of the others, envying me perhaps for my chance to freshly experience an era that existed for them now only as a kind of shadow world, an ever-present past that still could stir their passions. 

Daniel Bell recalled a phone conversation he had had a few years earlier with Sidney Hook, then in his late eighties. Hook, once a vigorous man, had become frail, his voice quavering as he spoke from his home in California. And then Bell happened to mention Irving Howe, with whom Hook had had a lifelong political battle. Suddenly Hook’s voice was transformed, his lungs became powerful, his words torrentially angry and disdainful. Bell later mentioned the conversation to Howe, who replied, “Well, if I can keep Sidney alive a little longer …” 

When I interviewed the late Diana Trilling, she was eighty-eight years old. A proud woman bent by age, she was nearly blind at the time and working on The Beginning of the Journey, her memoir of her early life with her late husband, the literary critic Lionel Trilling. An inveterate rewriter, she composed the first draft with the aid of a large magnifying lamp tipped above her desk and employed a series of Columbia undergraduates as readers so that she might still rework her prose. She was suffering from emphysema and complained of her lack of stamina and ill health. Yet when she sat on the couch to talk about her life, the force of her voice and the strength of her formidable intellect kept her incandescently alight for two and a half hours. Who could believe that this was a woman who had to struggle for breath? 

Engaging and prickly, she had a girlish flirtatiousness combined with a biting wit. When I showed her an old photograph of Mary McCarthy—equally well known for her fierceness—cradling a cat in her arms, she perused the photo and glanced in my direction. “Who’ll scratch first?” she slyly asked. Trilling had long been on a one-woman crusade to correct the misinterpretations of her husband’s work and life that she seemed to discover in everything that had been written about him and the New York intellectuals. “I’m not going to believe anything I was ever taught,” she told me, “because to judge by what is now being taught people about this century, they’re not being told one word of truth!” Nevertheless, perhaps against her better judgment, she recounted for me her history. 

Trilling memorably described the group’s life as one of “significant contention.” At first, when they remained relatively obscure—unlike their southern contemporaries, the group of New Critics that included Robert Penn Warren, John Crowe Ransom, and Allen Tate—William Phillips offered an explanation: “They’re always praising one another and we’re always attacking each other.” But over time, it was, in fact, this argumentative quality that helped to bring them their enduring fame. If they were each distinguished by their individual accomplishments, and if the group as a whole gained recognition for its association with what William Barrett described as the two M’s—Marxism and Modernism—they have more recently become an embodiment of a lost public intellectual life. The stuff of their arguments spilled onto the pages of their magazines in finely calibrated prose, making their endless conversation a running public discussion on everything that seemed to matter in the postwar years. 

In later years, their very public opinions would provide fuel for the seemingly endless numbers of books written about them. Their own series of score-settling memoirs in turn provided a backward look at their highly charged, rancorous, and fascinating lives. Irving Howe in his classic 1968 essay, “The New York Intellectuals: A Chronicle and a Critique,” in which he was the first to coin the term “New York intellectual,” described the world of the former radicals as “closer to the vision of life we associate with Hobbes than with Kropotkin”—closer, that is, to a primeval world of brutal competition than to the anarchist’s vision of an effortlessly harmonious social paradise! 

They were always attacking one another; indeed, they made their careers out of it. Alfred Kazin described his fellow New York Intellectuals as “Critics with a capital C … first and foremost of each other.” Daniel Bell recalls that the group “differed widely and sometimes savagely.” In the forties, Diana Trilling remembered reading a sharp critique of a book she had admired. She asked the reviewer why he had not mentioned any of the book’s positive qualities. “You don’t expect me to review the good parts?!” he shouted at her incredulously. Nathan Glazer summed up the classic Commentary book review of the fifties as “Well, its not Tolstoy!” In Armies of the Night, Norman Mailer’s at once self-lacerating and self-aggrandizing book about the anti-Vietnam War movement, he recalls strategically avoiding a friendly chat with Dwight Macdonald at a cocktail party for fear that Macdonald would consequently bend over backward to be tough on Mailer’s latest book so as to disprove any possible charge of cronyism. 

But the atmosphere of savagery and unending competition did not just produce wounds; it was the fertile environment in which grew a surprising amount of influential work. If they were Critics, well then they produced Criticism on art, literature, politics, and society. It was sweeping yet dense, difficult yet accessible. Particularly in their early days, their interest in the large statement, the all-encompassing generalization, could at times show a disregard for the intricate details of proof. As Nathan Glazer pointed out in a 1984 essay, “It was enough to be right on the main, the big and overwhelming point. The intellectuals of New York were right about Communism, they were also right about the importance of Modernism. And just as they had intellectual gifts that enabled them to say something pertinent about great international issues without any particular expertise in those issues, it also turned out they could say something pertinent about literature without the deep study engaged in by the traditional academics in the universities.” 

As Glazer goes on to explain, this knack for the important generalization could not last. “The old New York intellectual style of pronouncing judgments on a less than adequate knowledge in politics and literature could not survive: it was specialize or die.” Many of them—like Glazer himself, and Howe, Kristol, and Bell—did become more specialized, as literary critics, political journalists, and sociologists. Still, the ambition to make the large, the profound statement was important and stayed with them even as their work matured. And that explains, in large part, the reason that succeeding generations of intellectuals have turned to them as models in an age when academic specialization and identity politics can seem to balkanize intellectual debate and promote a narrowness of thought. 

“These were people,” remembered Norman Podhoretz, the longtime editor of Commentary, “for whom ideas mattered more than almost anything else, in many cases, more than personal relations.” At the same time, Podhoretz noted, “they were stuck with one another” because very few people shared either their interests or their background in the late forties and early fifties. Podhoretz has famously referred to them as “the family” and though in my own conversations with them most seemed to reject his characterization—in part because they disdain the sentiment behind it—they are all aware that the intellectual and social consanguinity they shared in their youth had produced an intimacy that they would never quite find again. 

Though they were not all Jewish, they did have a particularly Jewish ethos. Caught between the immigrant world of their largely uneducated, working-class parents and a larger American culture just beginning to open itself to Jews, they were in a real sense rootless cosmopolitans. (Among the non-Jews, Mary McCarthy was a Catholic orphan from the West Coast, and Dwight Macdonald, though a Protestant Yale man, had bohemian predilections and an interest in radical politics that unmoored him from the world of his birth.) The Jewish members of the group never disowned their past—or their Jewishness—but they could no longer feel completely at home in their parents’ world and did not feel at ease in gentile America. Like many Jews of his generation, Irving Kristol had his first exposure to “Americans” in the army during World War II. “The army, for me, was a very profound education,” Kristol explained. “I was a New York Jewish kid. I didn’t know anything about America, and I didn’t know anything about most ordinary people.” Kristol had enlisted in Chicago, where his wife, the historian Gertrude Himmelfarb, was getting her graduate degree, and ended up with a tough group of young men largely from Cicero, Illinois, which was, as he recalled, “Al Capone’s hometown.” It was a far cry from the streets of Brooklyn. 

Thrown in upon themselves by both choice and circumstance, they fought and thrived. “Having ideas,” explained William Phillips, “meant defending the ideas, promoting the ideas, arguing. We were always arguing with each other, but within certain premises, which made us a community.” It was at once self-protective and incestuous, and yet intellectually wide-ranging. “The atmosphere of Partisan Review” explained Alfred Kazin, “was both exciting, because of the wealth of their interests, and insular because of the nature of these people themselves.” For the fiftieth-anniversary issue of Partisan Review in 1984, Glazer surveyed the journal’s articles over the years and found few that dealt openly with Jewish issues. “There were references to the fate of the Jews, perhaps even a translation of the work of a Hebrew or Yiddish writer. One felt, however, that Jewish topics entered only if they passed a test of universal significance. The Hebrew Bible, if it were discussed, was in terms of literary considerations…. Political issues of concern to Jews … would have to demonstrate a universal significance. Jewishness as such, in a word, was parochial.” Elliot Cohen, Podhoretz’s predecessor as editor of Commentary, pointedly described his magazine as the “Jewish version of Partisan Review!”

PR had come into existence before the war, a product of the internationalist aspirations of a young group of intellectuals attempting to transcend the parochialism of Jewish immigrant life; Commentary was a product of an emerging postwar American-Jewish sensibility of nervous self-confidence, the result of the economic rise of the Jewish community combined with its continuing shock at the large-scale success of Hitler’s war against the Jews. These factors made the idea of a Jewish magazine more legitimate in the eyes of mainstream Jews. (In the twenties, Cohen, a southern Jew from Alabama, had edited a much smaller Jewish magazine, the Menorah Journal, but it did not have the staying power of the later publication.) But even as a Jewish magazine, Commentary was assimilationist and, at least initially, opposed the Zionist aim of creating a Jewish state in Palestine. 

In later years, their continuing reckoning with the Holocaust and the creation of the state of Israel would raise an awareness among the New York intellectuals of their Jewish identity. Israel’s victory in the 1967 war would create tremendous pride in the American Jewish community as well as a lingering sense of the Jewish state’s precarious existence. At home, the rise of the Black Power movement and the subsequent crumbling of the Black-Jewish civil rights coalition shattered their overwhelming faith and confidence in universalist goals. The ugly battle between black parents and the predominantly Jewish teachers union over community control of schools in the Ocean Hill—Brownsville section of Brooklyn led New York intellectuals like Norman Podhoretz to openly defend the interests of the Jewish community. Still, even as they became more openly involved in their Jewish identities, they could never shake their belief in a more expansive universalist agenda. 

In recent years Daniel Bell has described himself as “Jewish in the fundamental sense that people always live in the tension between particularity and universal notions. If you’re entirely universal, you become deracinated. You have no roots. If you’re entirely particularized, you’re rather narrowed by the orthodoxy of your creed and belief. So, it seems to me that my whole life has always been lived in that sense of the tension between the particular and the universal, at times, moving towards one or another pole.” As a young student in elementary school, in fact, Bell had obliquely expressed his struggle with his identity in muffled words: “We’d go to school and we’d sing, ‘My country ’tis of thee, sweet land of liberty, land where my fathers died,’ and people would say, Russia. ‘Land of the pilgrim’s pride’—Jerusalem. ‘From every mountainside’—the Alps!”

In the film I did not have the opportunity to explore the changing Jewish identities of the four men. The film had begun as an examination of their political development, and these men were intellectuals who happened to be Jewish, not specifically Jewish intellectuals who focused primarily on Jewish issues. They were always conscious—and proud—of their Jewish heritage even as they wrestled with the inevitable contradictions that come from attempting to hold on to a secular Jewish identity in the modern world. 

Glazer was the only one of the four at City College to belong to a Jewish radical group, Avukah, a peculiar blend of Zionism and revolutionary Marxism that could have flowered only in the radical thirties. As Glazer himself recently wrote of the group, “Our Zionism, we insisted, was pragmatic, flowing from an objective analysis of the political and economic position of the Jewish people, and divorced from any concern with its religion or its culture. We insisted on phrasing our concern for Jewish workers—not for Jews.” His first book, however, was American Judaism, a sociological exploration of American Jewish religious practice, and perhaps his best known work, Beyond the Melting Pot, written with Daniel Patrick Moynihan, is a study of the importance of ethnicity in American life. 

Irving Howe, the most staunchly secular of the four—so much so that his City College classmate Seymour Martin Lipset was shocked to find him in synagogue for the High Holy Days late in his life—found his way back to his Jewish identity through Yiddish literature (he coedited five anthologies of translations) and ultimately through the book that would give him what he called his fifteen minutes of fame, World of Our Fathers, a brilliant study of the culture of Lower East Side immigrant Jewry. It is a book, however, by a lifelong socialist and literary critic that focuses on Jewish political radicalism and the arts rather than on religious practice. 

Kristol, though never an observant Jew, found himself drawn to religious thought in general and Jewish theology in particular in the years after World War II. He was instrumental in initiating a Talmud study group that included himself, Glazer, and Bell. As a young child he was exposed to what he described as his parents’ “decadent orthodoxy … where everyone observed, and no one believed, and no one cared. And no one read about it, and no one talked about it. They just observed.” At Commentary, he was “the religion editor … since I was the only member of the staff who was really interested in what rabbis thought, so they’d give me the rabbis’ articles to rewrite. Kristol’s own interest in religion has remained perhaps more philosophical over the years, even as he has become a champion of religion as a source of meaning and structure in a modern world that often provides little of either. Today, he traces his own sense of ethics to the teachings of rabbinic Judaism with its sense of duties and obligations. Perhaps more than the other three men, Kristol is caught between his desire for religious belief and his innate dispassion for organized religious observance that dates back to his earliest years. 

Between the first two generations of New York intellectuals—those that first gathered around Partisan Review in the thirties and those, like the four subjects of this book, who began to write for the magazine in the postwar years—there lay only ten to fifteen years’ difference in age, and yet there remain critical differences between them. 

While a strong interest in political ideas defined the group as a whole, the younger generation, seared by their early experience of the Great Depression, were, at their core, political beings in a way their elders were not. The initial Partisan Review group came to politics via art and literature: William Phillips and Philip Rahv were members of the Communist party’s literary front for young writers, the John Reed Club; Lionel Trilling and his wife Diana were converted to Marxism at the artists’ colony Yaddo by Sidney Hook. On the other hand, it was political radicalism that led Glazer, Bell, Kristol, and Howe to Partisan Review and to its interest in literary modernism. Kristol, like his friends, was enthralled with the magazine and often read its difficult articles over two or three times. “In twentieth-century literature and art,” he recalls, “we ended up getting a much better education, I think, than most college students get these days, and it all began out of a political impulse.” 

Marxism initally offered them an ideological template to be laid out against the political and economic world that, they believed, would reveal the underlying meaning of its shapes and structures. As that map proved as much a distortion of American realities as a revelation of them, they found themselves grappling for new modes of understanding that were nevertheless infused with an appreciation for the subtle interrelationship between politics and culture developed in their radical youth. Even after their deradicalization, they continued to view the world through a political-cultural lens. It was just that the lens was no longer shaped according to Marxist principles. 
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