






EDITORIAL 

 
Dabbling in American literature, society and politics for 
almost a lifetime now, I have often wondered why the 
philosophy of Communism could never make its presence 
felt, in any significant way, in the vast land which Columbus 
discovered  by default over five centuries ago. In looking for 
a rationale one cannot help recall the vision implicit in the 
making of the United States of America. The founding 
fathers of this great nation were perhaps deliberate in their 
choice of words in framing the famous Declaration of 
Independence. If one carefully looks at the avowed principle 
“That all men are created equal, that they are endowed by 
their Creator with certain inalienable rights, and that among 
these rights are life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness,” 
one can easily visualize how the Founding Fathers were 
eager to move beyond the limited confines of the socialist 
concept of equality to the higher realm of life where the 
pursuit of individual happiness would not be curtailed by the 
onerous mechanism of any State machinery.  
 
Even in the dogma-delirious decade of the nineteen thirties 
when ‘red’ or ‘pink’ seemed to be the colour which fascinated 
everyone from the common folks to the writers and 
intellectuals all over the globe, America reasserted its trust in 
the ideal of pragmatism or ‘cash value of ideas’ of William 
James rather than in the revolutionary upheaval propagated 
by the ideology of Karl Marx. Not many American writers or 
intellectuals, despite their acute awareness of the conflict of 
classes, showed any inclination to favour any radical 
transformation of society through armed rebellion or 
militancy. Nurtured by a suitable climate of opinion, the 
seeds of common thought amalgamated political experience 
and literary imagination to remain virtually untouched by the 
haunting spectre of Communism. Unlike their European 
counterparts, the American intellectuals did not 
wholeheartedly subscribe to the romantic promise that with 
the triumph of Communism the State would wither away. 
Strongly rooted in their belief in powerful individualism, 
writers displayed their natural aversion to the ideas of 
“double-speak” and “Big Brother is watching you” to 
demonstrate their faith in the fact that citizens are people 
with faces and not anonymous members of a state-



controlled society. Expressing his strong faith in the 
constitutional safeguards apparent in the structure of 
American polity and the functional epithets of democratic 
ideals, Sinclair Lewis in It Can’t Happen Here offers a 
convincing hypothesis as to why totalitarianism in any form 
cannot ever find a foothold in America. Steinbeck’s 
protagonists transcend the boundaries of narrow ideologies 
to indicate the general American aversion to political 
radicalism of the ‘Reds’. His preference is for social and 
economic changes through evolution rather than a violent 
revolution. Likewise, Hemingway’s hero, Robert Jordan, in 
For Whom the Bell Tolls appreciates the communist sense of 
discipline but prefers to call himself an ‘anti-fascist’ rather 
than a communist. Afro-American writers and intellectuals 
who were lured into Communism by the promise of ‘equality’ 
which they thought would cut across racial barriers and 
prejudice were soon disillusioned to see how the colour of 
their skin threatened to darken the prospect of Universal 
Brotherhood. Norman Mailer’s The Armies of the Night  and 
E.L. Doctorow’s The Book of Daniel  amply illustrate the 
characteristic individual as well as collective American 
response to an ideology that promised equality without 
guaranteeing freedom. The end of the Cold War and the 
virtual dissolution of the Soviet Union brought home the 
historical truth implicit in Mailer’s prophecy that in the 
expansion of Communism lay its own containment.  
 
Though it cannot be denied that American power and 
authority is, at times, impervious to protest, it is also true that 
an extraordinary mainstream consensus can remove a 
President from the seat of power. In this context it is 
worthwhile to remember the words of Ralph Waldo Emerson: 
“The antidote to the abuse of formal government is the 
influence of private character, the growth of the individual. 
The appearance of the character makes the State 
unnecessary. The wise man is the State.”  
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