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All social life is essentially practical. All mysteries which lead theory
to mysticism find their rational solution in human practice and in the
comprehension of this practice.

—Marx, Theses on Feuerbach

One final word about giving instruction as to what the world ought
to be. Philosophy in any case always comes on the scene too late to
give it. As the thought of the world, it appears only when actuality is
already there cut and dried after its process of formation has been
completed. The teaching of the concept, which is also history’s ines-
capable lesson, is that it is only when actuality is mature that the
ideal first appears over against the real and that the ideal apprehends
this same world in its substance and builds it up for itself into the
shape of an intellectual realm. When philosophy paints its grey in
grey, then has a shape of life grown old. By philosophy’s grey in grey
it cannot be rejuvenated but only understood. The owl of Minerva
spreads its wings only with the falling of the dusk.

—Hegel, Philosophy of Right
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Introduction

Du Bois— Afro-American and
American Political Thought

i.LiaM Epwarp BurcHARDT Du Bois is generally recognized as a central
Wﬁgure in the history of Afro-American politics, a major contributor to more
than a half-century’s debate over the condition of and proper goals and strategies
for blacks in the United States and, more broadly, peoples of African descent,
worldwide. He enjoyed an unusually long and prominent career as a scholar,
essayist, and activist. He was a pioneer in the formation of sociology as an aca-
demic discipline in the United States, author of one of the first revisionist histor-
ies of Reconstruction, a founder of the National Association for the Advance-
ment of Colored People (NAACP), shaper—along with first Booker T.
Washington and then Marcus Garvey—of two pivotal controversies over racial
strategy, elder statesman of the Harlem Renaissance, hero of Nkrumahite Pan-
Africanism, militant foe and victim of McCarthyism. Moreover, among promi-
nent Afro-American political actors in this century Du Bois is perhaps the most
systernatic thinker (at least insofar as coherent writing is the expression of sys-
tematic thought). No other black intellectual or activist has written so much or
so widely, and few have been so insistent on grounding strategic thinking on
clear normative and theoretical principles.
1t is, therefore, something of an anomaly that Du Bois, more than others,
has been claimed by advocates of many different, often diametrically opposed,
ideological positions. Sometimes he is linked simultancously with apparently

3
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contradictory stances. Against Washington, he has been understood as a de-
fender of radical activism and as a pristine idealist. Against Garvey, he has been
cast as an elitist integrationist; yet he was to leave the NAACP a few years later
in part because the organization rejected his proposals for strengthening institu-
tions within the black community even in the context imposed by segregation.
Communists have claimed him, his elitism notwithstanding, as have anticom-
munist Pan-African nationalists.

This anomalous legacy, which makes the intellectually rigorous Du Bois
appear as a champion who can be appropriated on an equal basis by any and
all political tendencies, becomes less puzzling with the recognition that (even
though he has been the object of a considerable secondary literature) little book-
length scholarly work has concentrated on the theoretical dimension of Du
Bois’s political thought. Those who do attend to his political ideas typically ei-
ther consider Du Bois’s thought in an ancillary way, restrict themselves to cata-
loging his various positions on racial strategy, or are flatly hagiographical.

Only two major studies of Du Bois have attempted—though not with equal
success—to develop interpretations that account carefully for his theoretical and
philosophical commitments and their relation to his strategic positions. Amold
Rampersad’s The Art and Tmagination of W. E. B. Du Bois is an exemplary work
in that regard; Joseph P. DeMarco’s The Social Thought of W. E. B. Du Bois is
noteworthy more for its atternpt than its execution.! Ramipersad’s study may per-
haps best be described as a critical intellectual biography; he wants to unravel
the antinomies of Du Bois’s consciousness, the existential tensions that defined
his individuality and expressed themselves throughout his intellectual activity,
particularly in his creative work. The Art and Imagination of W. E. B. Du Bois
certainly informs the study of Du Bois’s political thought, but it is not primarily
a study of his political ideas; its interpretive thrust is more broadly cultural and
philosophical, although Rampersad is obviously alive to the political-theoretical
implications of Du Bois’s artistic and philosophical dispositions. By contrast,
DeMarco is more directly concerned with political ideas, but his account tends
to sanitize Du Bois’s thought to conform with more contemnporary liberal, social
democratic sensibilities. DeMarco’s volume is weakened also by an often super-
ficial and sometimes questionable approach to the philosophical tendencies to
which it relates Du Bois, but the deeper problem is his imipulse to represent Du
Bois, without tension and irony, as a hero for our time.?

The Dangers of Racial Vindicationism

The hagiographical, sanitizing impulse is all too common in the study of Afro-
American thought and especially prevails in Du Bois scholarship, in part be-
cause Du Bois’s prominence overloads the ideological significance of character-
izing him and defining his legacy. Fxamination of the historically conditioned
foundations of his thinking, therefore, has taken a backseat to cstablishing or
reaffirming his position in history. Despite its manifest focus on setting straight
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the historical record, that orientation—which I have associated elsewhere with
a principle of racial vindication®—is acutely vulnerable to and virtually defense-
less against producing anachronistic interpretations. Those who use it tend to
seek “anticipations” of later (usually current) ideas in the thinking of those to
be elevated, and tend to exaggerate their uniqueness as thinkers or political
agents. The former tendency reinforces the natural temptation to impose con-
temporary or otherwise congenial meanings on the utterances of past agents; the
latter, in diminishing the need to consider agents as participants in historically
specific modes of political discourse, removes an important source of interpre-
tive discipline.* So Manning Marable, for example, claims Du Bois, who was
conscientiously agnostic in his public life, for a putative tradition of “prophetic
Christianity” in Afro-American politics, on the basis of his occasional use of
biblical metaphor® and defends a contention that he was most of all a “radical
democrat” by arguing that the “Talented Tenth was a strategy to win democracy
for all black Americans.”®

There is, of course, a clear, objective basis for this vindicationist orientation.
Not only has there been a real need to restore awareness of Du Bois’s place in
American history after his vilification and persecution in the last years of his life,
but the Afro-Americanist tendency to affirm the significance of blacks’ contribu-
tions to history is also a deeply embedded and organic legacy of generations of trivi-
alization, denial, and disparagement by intellectual convention. Moreover, the
vindicationist temper has produced useful and important biographical scholarship.
Francis L. Broderick and Elliott M. Rudwick in separate but closely related biogra-
phies provided what has been perhaps the standard view of Du Bois as race leader
or black activist spokesman.” R. Charles Key® and Dan S. Green and Edwin D.
Driver” focus on reconstructing his role in the development of academic sociology
in the United States. Arthur L. Johnson has attempted to situate him in the canon
of sociological theory.!® Charles H. Wesley and Jessie P. Guzman have emphasized
his contributions as an academic historian. !

Some of this scholarship clearly succumbs to excessive claims, as with Eu-
gene C. Holmes’s presentation of Du Bois as a notable figure in the develop-
ment of American positivist philosophy,'? but the most serious limitation of the
vindicationist literature is that, in giving priority to affirming blacks’ rightful
claim to historical contribution, it accepts a propagandistic imperative that hin-
ders critical reflection on its subject matter. As early as the 1940s, William T.
Fontaine examined implications of this racial “defense psychology,” noting that
it often leads to a conceptual narrowness and atheoreticism.!* Since that time
the study of Afro-American thought has congealed as an academic endeavor
largely circumscribed by the intellectual constraints that Fontaine described.
Unhappily, the vindicationist orientation has been institutionalized, solidifying
its ideological attractiveness with the force of disciplinary orthodoxy.

Scholars” confusions and disagreements in categorizing Du Bois are evi-
dence of the inadequacy of vindicationism. Moreover, the Du Bois anomaly
arises as much from his being ignored by Americanists as from his being at
tended to hagiographically by Afro-Americanists. Thus, Du Bois illuminates the
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persistence among Americanists of a scandalous disposition to construe blacks
(if including them at all) simply as objects of American civic discourse—to de-
fine the American “we” as inherently white. This orientation produces a funda-
mentally impoverished understanding of the evolution of American political life
and debate, and two of its forms in particular have reinforced intellectual nar-
rowness among Afro-Americanists. First, there is the propensity to define the
history of American political thought as a narrative that marginalizes or excludes
both race as an issue and nonwhites as participants. Second, there is the subordi-
nation of research and commentary concerning black Americans to an extrinsic
objective of race relations management, that is, constraint by the imperatives of
the “Negro Problem” framework. These two tendencies—as well as the broader
orientation they embody—have taken different substantive forms, and even the
new revisionist intellectual historiography has reproduced the equation of
“American” and “white” (and all too often “male”).!* Specifically, however,
when the study of Afro-American thought began to develop as an academic
specialty, its received bias toward atheoretical, racial vindication was buttressed
in different ways by the consensualist framework overtaking American intellec-
tual historiography and a distinctive, new scholarly approach to race relations.

Consensualism in Cold War Intellectual Historiography

The study of Afro-American thought began to form a body of significant litera-
ture and a broadly cohesive problematique in the 1950s and early 1960s, during
a period when the larger study of American political thought—reflecting the
Cold War cultural milien—centered on the idea of a transhistorical normative
(or spiritual) consensus: an overarching American national character.!® That
representation of an essentially noncontroversial foundation of shared values and
ideals had limiting consequences for Afro-Americanists. Locating this consensus
demanded definition of the essential American character on a level so abstract
that all areas of structurally grounded conflict receded from view. This meant,
among other such devices, construing “American” to mean white (perhaps even
“native” white) and thereby reducing the messy race issue to epiphenomenal
status—an ultimately exogenous problem to be noted parenthetically, if at all.!®
Of course, the normative consensus merely reasserted the long-standing exclu-
sion of blacks from the main narrative of American history, but it also formalized
the intellectual and institutional barriers separating the two areas of inquiry and
restricted Afro-Americanists to the study of strategies for (what had been called
in the early twentieth century) “race adjustment.”

The consensual frame imposed a static backdrop to examine Afro-American
thought against, helping further to restrict the scope of Afro-Americanist inquiry.
Holding “American ideals” or “American society” constant analytically obscures
the extent to which blacks have participated in an cvolving national grammar of
political debate and thereby reinforces the vindicationist disposition to ignore
the historical specificity and contextuality of black political discourse. Morcover,
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reifying the idea of a normative consensus exclusive of blacks fuels the tendency
to conceptualize black thinking narrowly as a set of debates over strategies for
reacting to the alien consensus. This view has authorized the familiar approach
of categorizing black thought into sets of strategic or tactical dualisms (mili-
tance/moderation, protest/accommodation, integrationism/nationalism), and it
has meshed especially well with the other intellectual development that influ-
enced the formation of the Afro-Americanist field.

The “American Dilemma” as Heuristic and Ideology

The study of Afro-American thought took shape also in the context of a general
expansion of scholarly interest in the Afro-American experience beginning in
the decade or so following World War II. That broader expansion cohered
around a reformulation —most cogently articulated by Gunnar Myrdal 17 —of the
“Negro Problem” as both a matter for national moral (and pragmatic) concern
and an appropriate object for enlightened social engineering at the hands of
national policy elites. Two elements of the postwar climate helped this new
focus take root. First, the changing geographic distribution of the black popula-
tion destabilized the view that the status of blacks was a peculiarly southern
problem.!® Second, concern with resolving the race problem converged with
and received a boost from the Cold War imperative. Existence of a formalized
racial hierarchy in the United States was an embarrassing contradiction of the
new national image as leader of the “Free World.” America’s new role as princi-
pal exemplar of the virtues of capitalist democracy in a global ideological strug-
gle required greater sensitivity to the ways in which “world opinion” viewed
domestic caste arrangements.lg

Underlying both those practical sources of interest, however, was the famil-
jar perception of the black population as an exogenous appendage to American
society. The Cold War perspective and the impetus to recast the Negro Problem
in national terms equally approach black Americans primarily as objects of ad-
ministration; in each case the purposive stimulus instrumentalizes the Afro-
American condition and experience to the goal of race relations management.
Cold War—inspired interest has been more likely cynical, and its objectives have
been more likely cosmetic. But even well-intentioned racial liberalism has been
predisposed toward an ethnocentric purblindness to the relatively autonomous
dimensions of black thought and action. The initial formulation that “America”
has a “Negro Problem” not only reproduces the principle of black marginaliza-
tion in the national experience; it also implies that the black experience exists
only insofar as it intersects white American concerns or responds to white initia-
tives. Ralph Ellison identified the latter implication in Myrdal’s unquestionably
sympathetic study as an instance of a general tendency to view blacks “simply
as the creation of white men.”2°

I cannot here undertake systematic discussion of the various ways in which
this outlook imprinted itsclf on postwar scholarship about blacks, although that
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is an important line of inquiry to pursue.”! A general effect of the “Negro Prob-
lem” focus on the study of Afro-American thought, however, has been to lend
privilege to an approach that conceptualizes black political discourse only in its
tactical dimension, as a debate over alternative styles of response to white
agendas. Like the exclusionist consensualism, the Negro Problem viewpoint lim-
its Afro-Americanists to charting a terrain of recurring, typically bipolar debates
over racial program or political style.?? While a few scholars have pointedly
noted the intellectual inadequacies of this approach,?® it has nonetheless domi-
nated discourse about Afro-American political thought. Even self-conscious at-
tempts to transcend it have not been able to break entirely with its narrow focus
on racial tactics and its penchant for ahistorical dualism.**

However, attributing this problem solely to white racism or ethnocentrism
or even to Cold War anti-intellectualism does not adequately account for it.
There is, after all, a concrete basis for reading the terms of Afro-American politi-
cal debate as a pragmatic, reactive discourse. Even when Myrdal observed that
“Negro thinking in social and political terms is thus exclusively a thinking about
the Negro problem,”® he was not so much empirically wrong as analytically
incomplete. The same is true of his following elaboration:

Negro thinking is almost completely determined by white opinions —negatively
and positively. It develops as an answer to the popular theories prevalent among
whites by which they rationalize their upholding of caste. In this sense it is a
derivative, or secondary, thinking. The Negroes do not formulate the issues to
be debated; these are set for them by the dominant group. Negro thinking
develops upon the presuppositions of white thinking.?®

The Unheard Internal Critique

Nearly a decade before Myrdal, black historian L. D. Reddick issued a call for
the study of Afro-American history to “escape the provincial nature of its first
phases . . . [and to] re-define the area of subject matter in terms of a larger focus;
[to] re-cast its catalog of the determinative influences affecting Negro life and re-
examine the social philosophy implicit throughout the work” (emphasis in origi-
nal).?’ 1 have already mentioned Fontaine’s critiques, and F. Franklin Frazier
was perhaps the most trenchant critic with this contention:

Most Negro intellectuals simply repeat the propaganda which is put out by
people who have large economic and political interests to protect. . . . We
have no philosophers or thinkers who command the respect of the intellectual
community at large . . . men who have reflected upon the fundamental prob-
lems which have always concerned philosophers such as the nature of human
knowledge and the meaning or lack of meaning of human existence.?®

Earl K. Thorpe, author of the firsst—and still unequaled—general Afro-
American intellectual history has maintained that the black intellectual typically
has suffered from “restriction of his Weltanschauung to the narrow confines of
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race, hypersensitivity, and an inferiority complex which displays itself in a thou-
sand and one ways.”?? He went on to proclaim, echoing Reddick from a genera-
tion earlier, that as of 1960 “the time had probably come when Negro History
should be subjected to more comparative studies and to broader interpretive
emphases.”?"  Afro-Americanists’ tendency toward interpretive narrowness,
Thorpe acknowledged, is in part a direct function of their subject matter in
that much of Afro-American thought is “basically accommodation and attack
thought”?! (In another volume he examined the debilitating implications of
that bias for Afro-American historiography in particular.)®? At the same time
he—like Myrdal, Reddick, Fontaine, and Frazier—found this discourse of “ac-
commodation and attack” to be a natural, predictable consequence of racial
exclusion and denigration both in the society at large and in the study of Ameri-
can life.
Myrdal’s depiction is eloquent, if rather paternalistic:

The Negroes are so destitute of power in American society that it would, in-
deed, be unrealistic for them to try a flight into a wider range of problems. It
seems functional and rational that they restrict their efforts to what is nearest
home. They are not expected to have a worth-while judgment on national and
international affairs, except in so far as Negro interests are concerned. To most
groups of white Americans it would be preposterous and impudent, or at least
peculiar, if Negroes started to discuss general problems as ordinary Americans
and human beings. They are allowed—in various degrees—to protest; or it is,
at any rate, taken for granted that they should protest. But they are neither
expected nor allowed to participate. So the Negro protest and the white expec-
tation harmonize and accumulate in their effects to narrow the range of Negro
thinking **

He then recalled the “queerness . . . felt by the foreign observer when he turns
over the leaves of the hundreds of recent books and articles by white Americans
on American democracy and its implications . . . [to find that] the subject of
the Negro is a void or is taken care of by some awkward, mostly uninformed
and helpless, excuses.” **

In those observations Myrdal, like Thorpe and the other black critics, iden-
tified the practical historical bases for the circumscription of both black dis-
course about politics and the study of Afro-American thought within a tactical,
racial frame. Unfortunately—and ironically, given his intentions—in construing
the question of the status of blacks in the United States as the “Negro Problem,”
he inadvertently committed precisely the transgression he lamented. Positing an
abstracted “American Creed,” in relation to which the treatment of blacks is
held to be anomalous, already separates the Afro-American population in princi-
ple from the notion of “American society.” Thereby, in representing them as
outside —indeed as objects of—the only pertinent normative discourse, the Myr-
dalian view deprives blacks of any basis for autonomous agency.®® That is what
Ellison detected and recoiled from as a profound and dangcrous flaw in Myr-
dal’s work. Where Myrdal differed from Reddick, Fontaine, and the others was
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not so much in what he saw in black thought but in how he responded to it.
Because he was not particularly concerned with the state of black social or
political agency, let alone with advancing it, he could take the apparent absence
of normative autonomy in black political discourse simply as given. For Myrdal
that lack of autonomy was a fact of life, an inexorable, though deplorable, conse-
quence of racial subordination; moreover, for him the alternatives were only
assimilation or continued “racial provincialism.”*® To the others it was, while
historically and sociologically understandable, a problem to be confronted and
overcome, hence their various calls for self-conscious reflection on the theoreti-
cal commitments underpinning black intellectual activity.”’

It is natural enough—given the primacy of racial subordination and oppres-
sion—that Afro-American thinking has been so thoroughly dominated by issues
of racial strategy. What Myrdal overlooked, however, is that even the narrowest,
most “provincial” lines of debate derive from and are structured by a norma-
tively significant language of politics, a discourse bound by shared “values, be-
liefs, perceptions, and concepts.”*® In their various critiques Fontaine, Reddick,
Thorpe, and Frazier in effect were calling for black intellectuals to adopt a more
critically reflective stance vis-a-vis the foundations of prevailing patterns of black
social and political discourse.

Those critiques might usefully have informed the problematique of Afro-
American intellectual history, but they were overwhelmed by a combination of
the cultural force of the Myrdalian view and the endemic racial vindicationism
that was the critics’” main target. Those two outlooks, strengthened by association
with postwar successes in the civil rights struggle, undercut reflection on embed-
ded norms by devaluing, in slightly different ways, the historical contextuality
of political debate. The consensual American Creed view, because of its own
ahistoricism, uncoupled scholarship from the need to ground interpretations in
historical specificity. The predictable result has been a tendency toward interpre-
tive presentism.’’ Vindicationism is almost by definition a form of presentism;
in secking to elevate black thought by showing its elegance or pertinence to
skeptics in the here and now, the vindicationist orientation is intrinsically sus-
ceptible to viewing the past “in abstracted relationship to analogues in the
present.” %

Under these influences, Afro-Americanist scholarship congealed around an
intellectual core characterized by naiveté concerning both the historical auton-
omy of political thought and the theoretical and epistemic foundations of its
own enterprise. As a consequence, research has been largely blind to the regions
of deeper normative meanings that are tacit within expressly pragmatic black
political debates; for penetrating those regions requires reconstructing the histor-
ically specific intellectual conventions that set the terms of episodic controversy.
Not having access to the conventional groundings of black discourse, further-
more, undermines the project of commenting other than trivially on the durable
features and self-driving characteristics of Afro-American thought. Instead, such
commentary has tended to depict either a perennial chase after platitudinous
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symbols—“freedom,” “equality,” even “struggle” —or a Whiggish saga of the lin-
ear unfolding of a grand idea.”!

Poverty of Interpretation in Contemporary
Afro-American Thought

For students of Afro-American thought the call for critical reflectiveness is there-
fore most importantly a call for making the normative underpinnings of black
thought accessible. Thus we must examine texts as historical artifacts of specific
discursive communities. This in turn entails a need for greater theoretical self-
consciousness about two discrete aspects of our approach to our subject matter;
one bearing on the relation between the Afro-Americanist and Americanist
helds, and the other more generally on the history of ideas. First, to the extent
that black thought takes shape within a broader American language of politics,
credible recovery of the normative principles tacit in black discourse requires
accounting for that constitutive grammar of political debate. Eric Foner, for
example, has suggested a new angle on black strategic thinking during Recon-
struction by noting its relation to contemporaneous republican strains in Ameri-
can thought.** The study of Afro-American thought can be enriched by rigorous
study of American thought and should be so informed.

Second, we should be more attentive to the ways in which interpretation is
itself a normatively pregnant activity. Thus far the field’s methodological inno-
cence has foreclosed that issue and in the process has hampered development
of coherence. This methodological innocence—a function of the prevailing nai-
veté about historical contextuality—has left Afro-Americanists without a basis for
discussing either interpretive standards or purposive orientations to research.
This point should not be taken to suggest a call for a rescarch “paradigm.” Such
an effort hints of solipsism and would deploy scholarly resources most ineffi-
ciently. Besides, exercises in paradigm building very likely invert their Kuhnian
inspiration anyway. By forgetting that paradigms—when and where they exist—
are born, not made, efforts to call them into existence commit a version of
the well-known error of confounding the history of science and its summary
reconstruction as a sequential logic in the philosophy of science. In this area
Hegel’s dictum holds: “The way is the long way around”; one might add, “if
there is any way at all.” Rather, what | am suggesting is simply that we inform
our work with the insights—and the ambiguities—generated by hermeneutical
and otherwise procedural discussions throughout the broader history of ideas
{and, for that matter, literary criticism).

Proper attentiveness to historical contextuality requires breaking the thrall
of presentism and similar forms of interpretive naiveté, which in turn requires
cultivating an attitude of humility and cautious self-doubt in approaching texts.
These qualities can be enhanced by making the field’s reigning assumptions and
procedures objects of scrutiny and by considering Afro-American thought to be
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a “relatively autonomous” subset of American thought in general and the history
of ideas writ large. This is the path, consonant with the critiques articulated by
Thorpe, Fontaine, Reddick, and Frazier, to locating the distinctive foundations
of Afro-American discourse.

There are in fact signs of growing scholarly concern to relate Afro-American
thought to broader intellectual currents. Although that concern seems keenest
in works on Du Bois, who was among the most intellectually cosmopolitan
black political actors, scholarship throughout the field has become more likely
in recent years to express an interest in connecting black thought to European
and white American theories and theorists. In addition to the studies by Ramper-
sad and DeMarco, Wilson J. Moses and William S. Toll also have sought with
very productive results to provide intellectually contextualized accounts of epi-
sodes of black thought. Cornel West’s and Marable’s efforts are somewhat less
successful. Both volumes are oriented more toward demonstrating that their
black subjects were intellectually comparable to and/or conversant with the
work of prominent European and white American theorists than toward situating
those subjects within some constraining pattern of discourse.*?

s latter approach, which is only an elevated vindicationism, opens to two re-
lated interpretive failings. First, making the link rests on extracting the principal
subject matter from its immediately constitutive discourse. No matter what might
plausibly be said about the putative links, therefore, this interpretive style actually
impedes recovery of the autonomous bases of black thought. Second, the vindica-
tionist concern with asserting an intellectual tie between black and white “greats”
leads to secking links between agents operating within quite different problema-
tiques. The issues most meaningful to Hegel, for example, were not of the same
sort as those of greatest priority to Du Bois.* To the extent that the agents being
linked respond to different questions, comparison must focus on their answers, that
is, on their positions on reified issues such as “the state,” “justice,” “democracy.”
While this approach may inform our understanding of the vectors of influence
running between individuals joined through texts,* it does not convey much sense
of the discursive communities in which those texts are embedded, the concrete
issues they seek to resolve. David A. Hollinger describes this problem clearly:

Questions are the points of contact between minds, where agreements are consoli-
dated and where differences are acknowledged and dealt with; questions are the
dynamisms whereby membership in a community of discourse is established, re-
newed, and sometimes terminated. To focus instead on a belief or value attribut-
able to an individual or to a collectivity of individuals is at once to move back from
those authentic, contingent relationships; when historical subjects are said to hold
a belief or value, those subjects are endowed with merely abstract, static character-
istics (for example, a belief in “progress” or in “republicanism”) that may or may
not be shared by a virtual infinity of other subjects who may or may not interact
with each other. Yet when these same ideas are viewed in their capacity as answers
to questions shared with other persons (for example, “What is the national destiny
of America?” or “What kinds of political conduct are virtuous?”), they become
contributions to discourse.*®
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The search for explicit links to Euroamerican philosophical luminaries orig-
inates, obviously, in a desire to exalt black thought, to demonstrate the existence
of a complex Afro-American intellectual tradition that is worthy of scholarly
estimation. Ironically, the means undermines the end in part because it rests
on counterproductive premises concerning “greatness” and intellectual tradition.
What greatness is, how it is determined, or how far it exists beyond the ideologi-
cal dispositions of those who proclaim it are very much unsettled issues about
which, for present purposes at least, I shall take refuge in agnosticism. However,
secking to compare or to find signs of “influence” across discursive contexts
forces argument by analogy; that is, this search consists in finding positions or
stances— “answers” —that appear similar in the texts of the respective agents.
This sort of interpretation readily lends itself to the “reification of doctrines.”
The latter can ensue in a variety of anachronisms,* to which studies of Afro-
American thought hardly have been immune. Yet its most damaging implication
for the field is that it confounds the philosophical and historical dimensions of
the history of ideas*® and thereby substitutes arguments concerning the internal
consistency of texts for confrontation of Afro-American discourse squarely in its
own context. Frank examination of and critical reflection on the black experi-
ence are foiled, once again, by the impulse to vindicate it.

Although it is important to draw attention to these interpretive problems
as methodological issues, the fundamental challenge is actually to reconstruct
contextually grounded currents of Afro-American discourse. Debates about sub-
stantive interpretations are in the long run more invigorating and rewarding
than debates about how to interpret, and accounts of the specifically political
elements of black intellectual history, now that the major framework for debate
for two-thirds of the present century—the struggle against formal racial segrega-
tion—has lost its strategic foundation, may be especially important. Because the
antisegregationist imperative no longer imposes a reasonable semblance of stra-
tegic unity, inquiry into the normative presuppositions of Afro-American dis-
course may indeed produce arguments that have value not only for scholars but
also for citizens. At any rate, that hope is one vanity that students of Afro-
American thought might in this context forgivably indulge.

Du Bois is, for reasons that I indicated above, ideally suited as a focal point
for such a study. Because he was a central participant in and commentator on
debates over most of that two-thirds of a century, unraveling the foundations of
his thought may contribute significantly to critical reconstruction of the norma-
tively structured discourse about politics shared by black intellectuals during the
segregation era. Moreover, because Du Bois was more attentive than most
agents to theoretical debates and problematiques outside the black community
over that period, his thought reflects with particular clarity and immediacy the
embeddedness of the categories of black debate in broader patterns of American
political discourse. Those at least are premises on which this study rests.
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Corporate Industrialization,
Couectivism, and the
New Intellectuals

Historical Context in the
Formation of Du Bois’s Thought

Corporate Hegemony

HE EARLY YEARS of Du Bois’s life were also the early years of the develop-

ment of industrial capitalism as the dominant cultural force in the United
States and in much of Europe. Those were the years of European colonial
expansion into Africa and Asia and of American experimentation with and un-
certainty about resolution of the “Negro Problem.” Du Bois was born in 1868,
the year of the Fourteenth Amendment’s ratification. He began his studies at
Fisk University in 1885, the year of the Berlin conference that divided Africa
into spheres of influence for the European colonial powers, and he married and
undertook his Philadelphia study in 1896, the year of the Plessy decision. He
joined the faculty at Atlanta University at the crest of popularity of the ideology
of the New South, of which Atlanta was considered the capital, and he joined
the debate with Booker T. Washington over industrial education at the high
point of the corporate merger movement.! Perhaps most important for Du Bois’s
development, though, was his matriculation at college just as the social role and
focus of the university were being redefined. He matured, moreover, in a critical
intellectual environment dominated by three ideological responses to the con-
solidation of corporate industrialism: collectivism, the cooperative common-
wealth (the font of a homegrown American socialism), and antimodernism.

15
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Carol S. Gruber has noted that in the decades following the Civil War, the
structure of higher education in America underwent a major reorganization.
The related dynamics of urbanization and industrialization increased the social
need for scientific and technical knowledge; simultaneously, original and experi-
mental work in science and engineering increasingly commanded more respect
from students and others than the classical curriculum.? At the same time grow-
ing economic concentration increased the demand for mechanization in indus-
try, and the status of technical and scientific education rose with rising demand.
Those factors combined to create a perceived need among practitioners to pro-
fessionalize the technical fields, especially engineering. The desire to regulate
entry to the field and further to enhance status led to establishment of licensing
requirements and of intensification of university courses of study.> However, the
guild activities of the nascent technical professions were not alone sufficient to
reshape higher education. Professionalism was one of several currents in the
society that happened to flow together into a tide of higher education reform.

The last quarter of the nineteenth century was a period in which American
culture began to show signs of an erosion of religious influence, and the univer-
sity community was greatly affected. University professors and independent intel-
lectuals were in the forefront of what Gruber calls the “advancing secularism”
of the era.* Evolutionism’s influence was felt widely in the culture, as the spread
of Social Darwinist ideology attests,” and religiosity suffered accmdmgly How-
ever, sccularization was spurred even within theology itself. “Like the doctrine
of natural selection, textual criticism of the Bible also called into question the
infallibility of the Scriptures. Imported from German university centers, the
higher criticism, as it was known, subjected Holy Writ to rigorous historical
analysis.”® Both faculty and administration—a distinction that became increas-
ingly meaningful as the university rationalized itself—were imbued with the
new optimistic, secular orientation. In fact, a marked secularization could be
seen over the late 1800s in the composition of college trustee boards, which
traditionally had been dominated by clergy.”

The university was affected not only by the changing cultural climate and
the increasing importance of technical knowledge in the burgeoning industrial
economy. A third development also fed change more directly. Growing govern-
ment interest in education as a social utility—an interest that was demonshated
as well in the public education movement—Iled to increases in funds available
for support of initiatives in higher education. At the same time, the coffers of
universities were blessed by the caprice, “pecuniary emulation,” and bad con-
science of the Gilded Age’s robber barons, as well as the latter’s interests in
social and economic rationalization. Gruber suggests in this regard that “accu-
mulation of great fortunes made private capital available just at the time that
the business community was beginning to identify education with material suc-

»8
cess.

As a consequence of those developments a climate came into existence
that favored the extension of two related processes of professionalization in the

university. Originating in the natural sciences and reflecting the impact of sci-
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ence on American thought, a pattern formed in the latter years of the nineteenth
century for “the professionalization of knowledge characterized by the emer-
gence of discrete scholarly disciplines.”® Psychology was reconstituted on an
experimental basis during this period, and moral philosophy yielded the social
sciences and history.!” At the same time, the academic vocation both reflected
the curricular division of labor and congealed as a profession whose identity was
secured by “definition of standards of preparation, performance, protection and
rewards.”'! The German experience exerted a major influence on the profes-
sionalization and scientization of American higher education through the
Gilded Age, and during those years as well came the signs among intellectuals
of a developing ideology of social intervention based on expertise.!? If American
academics came to an an sich consciousness as a professional group in the post-
Civil War era, by the First World War the institutional apparatus—complete
with specialized disciplines, guild associations, and trade journals—had been
generated to mediate passage to the fur sich of a social stratum joined by certain
common premises about themselves and the world.

The changing shape and thrust of the university was in fact an element of
a more profound sociological phenomenon involving redefinition of the roles
and self-perceptions of intellectuals in response to the industrial reorganization
of American society. The functional basis for this redefinition lay in the steady
growth of the corporation as the pivotal economic form and its impact on the
social division of labor. Large-scale corporate production not only precipitated
increasing demand for technical labor; but the impetus to rationalization of
production and distribution processes, which ensued in separation of mental
and manual tasks, generated increasing demand for purely administrative, mana-
gerial, and language-manipulating labor.!* At the same time, proceeding indus-
trial concentration and urbanization were accompanied by growth in the social-
administrative apparatus. The administrative responsibilities of the state became
more important at national and local levels, and rationalization of social life in
general became an issue for conscious social policy.'* Intellectuals’ place in the
society grew accordingly as the demand for functionaries grew.!> These histori-
cal circumstances accommodated proliferation of the distinctive type of intellec-
tual associated with the new university and professional subcultures. In articulat-
ing various theoretical and administrative responses to large scale industrial
capitalism, this new intellectual type became a driving force in constitution of
the distinctive ideological baseline of the twentieth century. Not only did they
share a common functional location in the social division of labor, but the new
intellectuals congealed around certain shared attitudinal characteristics. Among
those characteristics are (1) a disposition toward puzzle solving as an orientation
to purposeful activity; (2) an inclination to think in terms of systems and wholes
and parts; and (3) a commitment—at least in principle —to self-correcting, re-
flexive language which delegitimizes claims to validity based on references to
ascriptive authority and grounds validation on a relatively impersonal standard
of truth.!®

Those shared dispositions and attitudes about the proper conduct of social
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discourse were enforced institutionally by means of credentializing and licensing
requirements to generate what Gouldner has referred to as the “public ideolo-
gies”)” of the intellectuals. Professionalism and related therapeutic, techno-
cratic, and meritocratic postures are grounded in a common outlook that ac-
knowledges the social and ethical propriety of a hierarchy of knowledge and
expertise. The fact that talent or knowledge appears as an intrinsically rational,
and therefore unquestioned, “natural” basis for stratification discloses an aspect
of the ideological self-interestedness of the new intellectuals; for, under critical
scrutiny, hierarchy of knowledge is no more a manifestation of immanent social
rationality than is any other hierarchical scheme.!® Indeed, the fundamental
views of the proper organization of human society around which intellectuals
tend to converge emphasize the importance of precisely those activities that are
characteristic to intellectuals.

The positive valuation of consciously organized society is a distinctive out-
look of corporate-era intellectuals.!” Planning and systematically rational organi-
zation as ideological commitments stress the importance of anticipation, predic-
tion, and control as orienting principles of social organization. Planning, the
application of formalistic rationality as a model for social life, technicization of
experience, and assertion of administration as the proper mode for maintenance
of the social fabric do not merely stress the importance of the activities engaged
in by intellectuals. By their intrinsic appeal to supranormative, allegedly objec-
tive or scientific standards of efficacy, these value premises remove the structur-
ing of human institutions from the realm of political discussion. Because the
notion of an objectively rational social organization denies the appropriateness
of interest-groundedness for decision making, it thereby disallows consideration
of the relation of those very premises to the pursuit of intellectuals’ —or any
other group’s—stratum interests.” Consequently, even when intellectuals have
participated in broad social reform movements and have deployed their skills to
service in the generation of ideologies for those movements, their participation
has been conditioned, overtly or not, by the particular interests of their stratum.
It is in that sense that James Gilbert writes, discussing the period in question,

Often the reform role of the intellectual was quite distinct and self-consciously
different from the interests of the rank-and-file of reform movements. The intel-
lectual’s assumptions and the implications of his actions were sometimes special
for the very reason that they expressed the interests of a developing intellectual
elite as well as allegiance to a set of reform ideas.?!

Collectivism

Gilbert proposes “collectivism” as a common rubric that “signifies the general
prop ghihie g
area of agreement among those intellectuals who committed their careers and
hopes to such different movements as socialism, progressivism and manageri-
P ;
alism.” 2% The collectivist outlook entails typically an emphasis on expertise as a
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legitimate, decisive social force, notions of the impartiality and neutrality of the
state and resonant assumptions of the neutral, guiding role of technology. In the
collectivist outlook realization of social justice depends on neutrality and scien-
tific impersonality as major weapons.?*> Additionally, collectivism advances mod-
emn secularism by its commitment to a view of the centrality of the economy in

society. Pace Gilbert:

Collectivism, then, emerged as a general theory of society in which economic
institutions were the key element. Possibilities for social interaction and politi-
cal reform derived from the mass nature of these economic institutions. Al-
though many collectivists wished to preserve such older values as individualism,
they were nonetheless forced by their understanding of the scale of social prob-
lems to consider as a solution pitting social organization against injustice, or
translating such older economic ideas as laissez-faire into theories of competing
groups. Pluralism, a variant of collectivist thought, is an example of one direc-
tion which these assumptions often took. But other concrete theories also ex-
pressed the same central assumptions about social organization; only the details
varied.Z*

Viewed thus, the collectivist rubric subsumes theoretical continuities that
unite the various social programs—socialism, progressivism, managerialism, and
social engineering in general —advocated by the new intellectual stratum. The
essence of the industrial democracy and rationality around which many of those
intellectuals converged tends toward a technicization of social life that amounts
to extension of the civil service model to the private sector.?” This view entails
not only a commitment to a certain notion of equality but it also authorizes the
principle of meritocracy on which intellectuals typically base their claims to
special status. In fact, Gilbert observes, “even those intellectuals who seemed
willing to sacrifice the rights of private property for the sake of social control
over production were unwilling to surrender their belief in a hierarchical soci-
ety. Many wished only a more truly meritocratic class system.” 26

In both progressivism and the mercurial and eclectic phenomenon that was
American socialism, similar technicist and hierarchical moments were promi-
nent. At a theoretical level, in fact, the socialist and progressivist visions often
are difficult to distinguish. Gilbert observes that “[sjocialism, to many radical
intellectuals, was merely a set of demands completely divorced from a specific
systemn of empiricism. The ideological distinction between a Progressive and a
socialist intellectual could often be eliminated by juggling their demands.”?’

For Gilbert, however, socialism provides a central theme around which
other collectivist ideologies oscillated. He differentiates “two broad strains of
socialist thought [that] were distinguishable in the writings of Americans,” one
of which came directly from Marx and the other of which “more closely resem-
bled liberal reformism.”?® He notes:

Evolutionary socialism and rcform capitalism shared a common theory of a
vanguard, whether of experts or political leaders, who would lead the way to-
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ward a radical alteration of American society. Both movements relied upon
Darwinian metaphors and the predictions of modern social science. Both de-
fined the trust or corporation as the central problem and the primary force of
progress. And both, feeling that modern society’s problems were universal, ap-
pealed to an international reform community. . . .

In practice, however, the intellectuals saw themselves at the leading edge
of civilization.?

Gilbert does not, however, confront a deeper sense in which Marxist and
non-Marxist stances converged. A clear attraction of the collectivist outlook—
socialist or otherwise—lay in its validation of that perception of the intellectuals’
importance. Having observed that the collectivist intellectuals tended to believe
that progress “would inevitably rest . . . upon the emergence of an intellectual
vanguard which could articulate the half-hidden laws of social development,”?
Gilbert avers:

Their writings often reflected a familiarity with the past and the future, as if
both were familiar terrain. This sense of predicting the future course of society
fed an almost irresistible urge toward utopianism. The “discovery” of sociologi-
cal laws, the belief in rapid change, the interchangeability of knowledge from
one broad held to another, suggest a carelessness which is often the mark of
excessive enthusiasm. However sure or unsure intellectuals were about where
society was going, they felt certain that it was on the verge of immense change
which they could influence.?!

It is understandable in this regard that Gilbert asserts that the collectivism
he describes should be juxtaposed conceptually to Marxism; the tendency was
elaborated specifically as an alternative to the Marxist critique’s radicalism and
embrace of class conflict. Yet, Gilbert’s own investigation uncovers threads con-
necting the Fabianism that he discusses even with Bolshevism. The “inter-
changeability of knowledge” finds its apotheosis in the dialectics of nature and
Lysenkan biology.’> The special relationship to history and the transcendent
vanguard speak as clearly of Lenin, Trotsky, Bukharin, and Stalin as of Charles
Steinmetz and Edmund Kelley. Beneath their certainly quite significant differ-
ences over the question of violent seizure of power and class struggle, revolution-
ary Marxism and Fabianism in some ways are strikingly similar in outlook. Both
exalt science and scientificity; both advocate rationalistic organization led by an
intellectual vanguard, and both display elements of inevitability and utopianism.

Karl Korsch proffered one of the earliest and most coherent critiques of
Bolshevism from a radical Marxist perspective. Writing in the early 1920s,
Korsch detected the fundamental theoretical similarities undergirding Leninism
and Kautskyan social democracy, and among those similarities he included their
common deprecation of the subjective, volitional realm of human experience.”
By 1930 Korsch had concluded that Bolshevism was separated from evolutionary
social democracy mainly by the peculiarities surrounding Russian society and
the decomposition of its ancien regime. Revolutionary Marxism, Korsch argued,
in grounding its critical vision in a scientistic automatism, had opted to swim
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along with the philosophical and ideological mainstream of twentieth-century
bourgeois society.

While Korsch focused his critique on Lenin and Plekhanov, Albrecht Well-
mer has gone on to identify tendencies in Marx’s own work that resonate with
the positivist assumptions lying at the base of other collectivist ideologies.**
Moreover, Alvin W. Gouldner has presented a view of the Marxist heritage that
emphasizes an ambivalence at its core. He finds a coherent, fully developed
tendency in Marxism toward a positivist scientism and deterministic objectivism
that characterize other, nonrevolutionary industrial-era ideologies; on the other
hand, Gouldner also identifies a “critical Marxism” which, in addition to em-
phasizing historicized critique and the relative autonomy of subjectivity, tends
toward a secularized, apocalyptic, and egalitarian utopianism. The former ten-
dency, which Gouldner calls “scientific Marxism,” shares with antirevolutionary
collectivism and social management ideology biases toward evolutionism, au-
tomatism, and the reduction of social life to the object of administration. Ac-
cording to Gouldner's view, both tendencies are distinctly present in Marx, and
for that matter Hegel, and their dialectical interaction has constituted the libera-
tory and sometimes repressive legacy of Marxism.*’

Nor is Bolshevism’s continuity with evolutionary socialism and other collec-
tivist variants visible only in the philosophical realm. Lenin and his cohorts’
fascination with scientific management indicates that even a newly triumphant
and enthusiastic revolutionary Marxism might well be considered in one sense
simply a more politically aggressive and successful version of Gilbert’s collectiv-
ism.>® The commonalities were observable from 1917 and before. Formalization
of social development in the centralized plan; homogenization of human inter-
ests before the requirements of administration; enforcement in the party, factory,
state, and society at large of a hierarchical organization that allocates privileged
positions to intellectuals and intelligentsia—all are characteristics of a Bolshe-
vism that does not fully transcend but apotheosizes the collectivist rthythm of
the twentieth century. Lenin himself already in 1902 had identified revolution-
ary socialism and its consciousness as the original property of intellectuals; Bol-
shevism became a radical program for molding society to their vision.>” The
Hungarian sociologists George Konrad and Ivan Szelenyi contend that, in part
through its professionalization of revolution,

Bolshevism enabled the intellectuals to rid themselves of the ideological ballast
which they had been obliged to carry as representatives of the working class.
For in treating the proletarian state as the sine qua non of socialism the Bolshe-
viks made an end of socialism as a political, economic, and social problem,
simplifying it to a mere matter of organizing state and economy. The Bolshevik
intellectuals did not ask in what sort of institutional order the associated produc-
ers would find maximum political and economic freedom, but only: How can
state and economy be organized so that every decision-making position will be
monopolized by the party’s trained cadres, and in such a way that those power
positions cannot be limited in scope by other kinds of legitimation (be it tradi-
tion, capital ownership, or political representation)?*®
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After noting the brevity of the period of democratic experimentation and
warkers” control that followed the seizure of power in Russia, the authors con-
clude:

Bolshevism, then, offered the intellectuals a program for freeing themselves of
the duty of representing particular interests once power had been secured, and
it used particular interests simply as a means of acquiring power. With the
expropiiation of the expropriators—that is, with the transfer of the right to dis-
pose over the surplus product from landlords and capitalists to intellectuals in
power, or to worker cadres whose political posttions and functions made intel-
lectuals of them—and with the destruction of the immediate producers’ organs
of management and control, the Bolsheviks traced the outlines of a new ratio-
nal redistributive system and, within it, indicated the position of the teleological
redistributors, called to represent the interests of all society expertly and profes-
sionally.*

It is noteworthy in this context that Lenin defined the revolutionary Social-
Democrat as a “Jacobin who totally identifies himself with the organization of
the proletariat, a proletariat conscious of its class interests.”* Bolshevism, as a
model of revolutionary Marxism in the period of industrial social reorganization,
is distinguishable from other collectivist ideologies principally in its Jacobinist
radicalism, its political aggressiveness and willingness to force its program of
rationalist homogenization on society through rupture. In its fundamental intel-
lectual impulse, Bolshevism joins other collectivist stances as a realization under
contemporary historical circumstances of a central strain of the telos of the bour-
geois Enlightenment, the domination of the concept over its object.*!

Thus Gilbert’s contraposition of Marxism and collectivism overstates the
differences in their philosophical and epistemic foundations. While other collec-
tivists stood apart from and reacted against revolutionary Marxism as a social
and political program, what separated many Marxists from other collectivist in-
tellectuals was less their visions for the ultimate organization of society than
disagreement over appropriate means and agencies for realizing that vision. A
strain of Marxism, therefore, is revolutionary more for its Jacobinism than its
goals; it represents, rather than a critical alternative to the social order of mass
industrialization, the “unhappy consciousness” of its managers.

This clarification is important with respect to Du Bois because in diminish-
ing the difference between Marxism and “collectivism” it also diminishes the
significance of the issue of when or whether he actually became a revolutionary
Marxist. Insofar as collectivism can be seen as an intellectual orientation en-
compassing at least some variants of revolutionary Marxism, the issue loses its
relevance for interpretation of the organizing principles of Du Bois’s thought. In
fact, in the remainder of this study, I shall demonstrate that throughout his
career Du Bois’s writings rested on a conceptual foundation that is compatible
with the collectivist outlook and that this orientation is evident in his attitudes
about the importance of science in social affairs and the proper organization of
the Afro-American population as well as in his specific concerns with political
positions, such as Pan-Africanism and socialism.
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The developing tendency to cast the world in collectivist terms was more
than an ideological expression of the self-perception and guild interests of the
new stratum of intellectuals. Its origins lay more broadly in an attempt to re-
spond to the sense of cultural dislocation attendant to the processes of institu-
tional reorganization taking hold in American society at the end of the nine-
teenth century. In that context of passage from a familiar mode of national
existence to one that was not only quite new and different but also did not seem
to develop organically from its predecessor, the canon of values that had consti-
tuted the legitimating framework for bourgeois social relations was destabilized,
if not rendered flatly inappropriate. This phenomenon, which T. J. Jackson
Lears has summarized as a “crisis of cultural authority,”* provoked searches in
a variety of venues for paths to restoration or reconstitution of a national norma-
tive order. The collectivist outlook was attractive in this regard because it prom-
ised to resolve the problem of teleological drift and to do so, moreover, in a
manner that both emphasized order as inherently virtuous and accepted the
new structural arrangements more or less happily on their own terms.

The cultural crisis derived most directly from displacement of the immedi-
ate community as primary context for defining and comprehending one’s place
in the world and relation to others. The development of a national market sys-
tem, carried by the railroads, not only brought communities closer together; it
also redefined relationships within and between communities in a variety of
ways, including “incorporation of space and time as factors among the elements
of production,” overrode the autonomousness of the idiosyncratic patterns of
community life and subordinated them to the imperatives of homogenizing
logic.** This logic destroyed the dual bases on which rested the local communi-
ty’s authority as a source of social order: “its ability to manage the lives of its
members, and the belief among its members that the community had such
powers.” " Already by the 1870s and ’80s the “island community” was no longer
an adequate ground on which to orient social and political—let alone eco-
nomic—life, and the concerns of businessmen and public figures reflected this
decline through a recurring emphasis on the problems of splintering and frag-
mentation.*’

As the community lost its power to provide cultural self-definition for the
stratum of respectable burghers, that function came to be performed for a stead-
ily growing body of Americans by impersonal affiliations and attachments. Over
the 1880s and "90s, for example, a truly national, sociologically cohesive upper
class congealed, largely by means of elite intermarriage across cities. Identifica-
tion of suitable partners and associates in this far-flung network was made possi-
ble by the development of a set of shared symbols and criteria that denoted
propriety and signified membership in the group.*®

At the same time that the upper class was rationalizing itself on a national
basis, a new middle class was forming, mainly in the growing cities. This new
middle class included professionals and specialists in business, labor, and agri-
culture who were “awakening both to their distinctiveness and to their ties with
similar people in the same occupation . . . [developing] . . . consciousness of
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unique skills and functions, an awareness that came to mold much of their
lives.”* The members of this middle class “found their rewards more and more
in the uniqueness of an occupation and in its importance to a rising scientific-
industrial society.”*® Their ability to see their functions in the new system led
them to look toward the future with optimism, to see progress, which indeed
they often sought to hasten by an “earnest desire to remake the world upon their
private models,” as Robert H. Wiebe describes the reform impulse among
them.* It was that reform-oriented element of this new middle class that nur-
tured the various expressions of the collectivist outlook generated among its in-
tellectuals, in part as a project of “building a new structure of loyalties to replace
the decaying system of the nineteenth century communities.” >

Of course attraction to a collectivist weltanschauung was not the only prom-
inent ideological response to the cultural crisis wrought by capitalist industrial-
ization. Wiebe indicates that in the 1880s the “most significant characteristic
shared by [the] many anxieties was the desire for community self-determination,
and anti-monopoly was its most common means of expression.”’! In that con-
text, a considerable strain of reform thinking over the 1880s and "90s contained
a protest against what was perceived to be a closing off—or even a hijacking—
of the social “commons” by large private interests, against the corporation’s pre-
emption of values of community and on behalf of a call “for the community to
reabsorb the corporation.”*? Populism, and still later, an element of the home-
grown variety of American socialism were to grow out of this strain of thought,
which was structured largely around the image of the “cooperative common-
wealth.” This image, which received perhaps its most systematic expression in
the writings of Laurence Gronlund, Edward Bellamy, and Henry Demarest
Lloyd, was both a widely propagated social-organizational ideal and an emblem
of the community’s reassertion of its control over industrialization.>?

Yet, as Gilbert observes, the image of the cooperative commonwealth was
not intrinsically incompatible with the collectivist outlook; Bellamy’s Looking
Backward in particular, he notes, “appears again and again as a kind of uncon-
scious archetype in writings about the solution to industrial problems” among
later collectivist ideologues—both socialist and not.** Certainly, Bellamy’s uto-
pia indicated that the commonwealth could be constituted in an enlightened,
corporatist despotism, and for him as well as for Gronlund the path to resolution
of cultural crisis lay in vesting the national state with a more highly rationalized,
administrative version of the cultural and normative responsibilities that had
been sundered from the community by the development of private power in the
large corporation. The state, in other words, was to become the community,
substituting the precision of self-regulating—and thus totalitarian —rational ad-
ministration for the more personal and relational basis of legitimacy that had
been abolished by large-scale industrialization.”® In this regard, even though
these critics were more attentive than others to the cultural disruption and other
cvils spawncd by the new institutional arrangements and were therefore less
likely to champion industrialism as pure progress, the heart of their critiques—
as expressed in their reconstructive vision—affirmed the functionalist rationality
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that drove the corporate-industrial juggernaut. They were, therefore, predisposed
to an authoritarian-bureaucratic resolution by both the centralizing logic of their
presumptions concerning rationality and the conformism inherent to the com-
munitarian ideal. The small town, after all, is saved from a frightful totalitarian-
ism only because its face-to-face framework provides some space for negotiation
of tolerance for idiosyncrasy, but even that applies only for those judged to be
insiders.

Another tendency among intellectuals disclosed quite a different reaction to
the late nineteenth century’s cultural crisis. For those associated with this ten-
dency, as for the advocates of cooperative commonwealth, the new industrial
culture developing around them could not be seen as unmitigated progress.
However, their response differed inasmuch as they rejected—at least rhetori-
cally—the entire normative apparatus of industrialism. These antimodernists’
critiques “stemmed from revulsion against the process of rationalization first de-
scribed by Max Weber —the systematic organization of economic life for maxi-
mum productivity and of individual life for maximum personal achievement;
the drive for efficient control of nature under the banner of improving human
welfare; the reduction of the world to a disenchanted object to be manipulated
by rational technique.”*® That is, they reacted against the core principles of the
new industrialism.

Strategically, this reaction entailed embracing “premodern symbols as alter-
natives to the vagueness of liberal Protestantism or the sterility of nineteenth-
century positivism” and adapting those symbols to modern ends.’” Antimodern-
ists typically understood the cultural crisis as a problem of overcivilization for
which the quest for authenticity of experience was held out as an antidote.
Pursuit of arts and crafts, the cult of the strenuous life and the martial ideal,
and exaltation of the “primitive” were among the more common avenues
through which the antimodernist impulse was realized. However, without re-
hearsing the complexity of the antimodernist epicycle that Lears describes so
provocatively, the most important aspect of the antimodernist critique is its am-
bivalence. Lears notes:

[A] drive toward autonomous action coexisted with a longing for dependent
passivity. Alongside pastoral poetry, magazines printed hymns to material prog-
ress. Maples and ferns acquired greater romantic appeal as more were uprooted
by enterprising frontiersmen. . . . By remaining linked to activism, oceanic
feelings helped to generate the pastoral haze which obscured the rise of indus-
trial capitalism; they also incorporated temporary, revitalizing respites from
achievement. They reinforced accommodation as well as protest.”®

Collectivism, the “cooperative commonwealth,” and antimodernism were not
only the three major types of intellectual response to industrialism. Each has a
direct bearing on Du Bois’s political thought. His views on black culture cer-
tainly reflected the tracings of an antimodernist tension, and his substantive view
of socialism was very much influenced by the cooperative commonwealth. Most
of all, Du Bois’s thought was formed in the great cauldron of collectivist ideas
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in the last two decades of the nineteenth century and the first decade or two of
the twentieth. He was very much a man of his time; as I shall show in the
remainder of this study, he approached all his intellectual and practical activity
throughout the course of his career from a vantage point heavily conditioned by
a distinctive commitment to collectivist and related assumptions.



3R

The Philadelphia Negro and the
Consolidation of a Worldview

The Philadelphia Negro and the Social-Scientific Ideal

HE PHILADELPHIA STUDY demands the attention of those concerned with Du

Bois’s political thought for several reasons. It is practically a commonplace
at this point to refer to the place of Du Bois’s study in the history of American
sociology.! In that sense The Philadelphia Negro is important because it helps
to disclose aspects of Du Bois’s early attitudes about sociological knowledge, its
nature and purposes, and the relation between knowledge and action. His work
in Philadelphia also, since it represents his first systematic confrontation of the
structures of Afro-American existence, is significant as an indicator of his early
thinking about Afro-American life. Consideration of the assumptions that he
brought to the investigation and the findings that he constructed helps locate
Du Bois’s thinking in relation to that of his conternporaries and suggests themes
and attitudes that recur or are elaborated in his later work. The Philadelphia
study in fact lays out core themes and perspectives that persisted through the
remainder of his life. Finally, the idea that such a study should be commis-
sioned in the first place originated from the social ideology prominent among
liberal-progressivist reformers of the time. The fact, therefore, that Du Bois was
selected to conduct the research is significant; The Philadelphia Negro is the

27
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major artifact of Du Bois’s dialogue with both social-scientific and reform ideas
and movements at the turn of the century.

Philadelphia in the 1890s was held widely to be a political-machine town
of first-order disrepute in which the bugbears of graft and corruption that so
disturbed the sensibilities of middle-class citizens abounded. In a fit of reform
the University of Pennsylvania and Professor Samuel McCune Lindsay were
charged with documenting the extent to which “the corrupt, semi-criminal vote
of the Negro Seventh Ward” was the engine that propelled the machine.? Du
Bois, who says that he was unaware of and uninterested in “the theory back of
the plan of this study of Negroes,”* leaped at the opportunity to engage in the
meat of scientific sociological research.

The Philadelphia study provided Du Bois with an opportunity to follow his
heartfelt desire “to put science into sociology”* by generating factual data to
discipline discussion within the field, and, moreover, he shared with the reform-
ers a concern with what both he and they perceived to be a certain moral laxity
and softness of character that existed within the black community. The “Creed”
of the American Negro Academy, in whose organization Du Bois was involved
during the time he worked on the Philadelphia study, maintained that the first
and greatest step toward settlement of black-white friction lay in “correction of
the immorality, crime and laziness among the Negroes themselves.”® The young
sociologist would agree with reformers that undesirable traits existed within ele-
ments of Philadelphia’s black population. Unlike impatient liberals, however, he
would go on to seek to identify the “removable causes” of those traits and to
demonstrate that they were characteristic only to a certain segment of the popu-
lation and by no means were endemic to Philadelphia blacks as a whole.®

Thus Du Bois’s intellectual orientation made him an attractive candidate to
direct the study in the eyes not only of McCune Lindsay but also of Susan P.
Wharton, a prominent member of the Executive Committee of the Philadelphia
College Settlement. Wharton in fact played a major role in bringing Du Bois
to Philadelphia.” The Wharton connection underscores the sense in which The
Philadelphia Negro is an example of the union of social science and reform
ideology.

The Philadelphia Negro proceeds from a definite view of proper urban so-
cial organization. This view suffuses the study and serves as a model according
to which the black Philadelphia population is analyzed. The model, not unex-
pectedly, reflects the norms of turn-of-the-century middle-class propriety. The
strengths of Philadelphia’s black community are seen as those of its characteris-
tics that most approximate the model of bourgeois convention; the weaknesses
that Du Bois identifies are those characteristics that most flaunt the conven-
tional model. Broadly speaking, this model emphasizes, among other things: (1)
monogamous nuclear family organization; (2) temperance and orderliness as
behavioral principles, including thrift and internalization of disciplined work
habits; (3) favorable disposition toward formal education and training in the
ways of urban civilization; and (4) legitimation of class hierarchy within the
racial community. These elementary values are stated explicitly or are strongly
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implied in Du Bois’s text, and his analysis of black Philadelphians in their light
provides insights to his view of the world at the time.

Family organization figures prominently in Du Bois’s concern, which is that
of the scholar as social activist, and his approach typifies the “social problems”
research orientation that has organized a strain of sociological inquiry through-
out the history of American sociology.® Moreover, the family specifically was
becoming a matter of growing interest among progressive reformers, largely be-
cause of their concern with Americanization of immigrant populations; social
science was mobilized to assist in the noble cause, and the family appeared as
weak link and unavoidable obstacle in the chain of socialization which had to
be adjusted to modern American conditions.” Du Bois shared his contemporar-
ies’ concern with the family as the hub of social life and sought in his study to
identify “weaknesses” in black family structure and to suggest appropriate reme-
dial action. His commitment to demonstrating the Negro’s equality also im-
pelled him to laud the black family’s strengths when appropriate.

Having identified a “low condition of morals” which had persisted as a
serious problem —although one that was only to have been expected in its ori-
gins among a “barbarous people forced to labor in a strange land” —within cer-
tain strata of the black population in Philadelphia, Du Bois then set out to
locate the sources of that problem.!” One that he identified lay in the dispropor-
tion of women to men in black Philadelphia. This disproportion, he contended,
led to illegitimate birth—a condition whose stigma he presumed—and “an un-
healthy tone in much of the social intercourse among the middle class of the
Negro population.”!! He noted a tendency toward casual sexual involvement
and was disturbed that the “lax moral habits of the slave regime still show them-
selves in a large amount of cohabitation without marriage.”!?

The immediate socioeconomic basis for this phenomenon did not escape
Du Bois; for he cited the dislocation accompanying the migration experience
and black males’ chronic inability to earn enough money to support a family as
pressures that disposed toward the unstable coupling and uncoupling patterns
that he observed. On the one side, urban loneliness could prompt youths to
“thoughtlessly marry”; on the other hand, once marriage proved not to allow the
wife’s withdrawal from the labor force, pressures toward dissolution of the union
were likely to mount. These circumstances, combined with the migrants’ linger-
ing orientation to a casual morality, made desertion, separation, and divorce all
too common, as was indicated by the proportion of all charity aimed at blacks
that was requested to alleviate the conditions spawned by broken households.'?

Although he observed that this moral easiness tainted the entire community
in some degree, he made it clear that the problem did not permeate the popula-
tion at all levels. Principally affected were the “masses” of working people,
whom he characterized as “willing, honest and good-natured; but . . . careless,
unreliable and unsteady,”!* and the “lowest class of recent migrants and other
unfortunates” who were “absolutely without social standing” among the vast ma-
jority.!*> For this underclass of loafers Du Bois had little sympathy; he saw them
as the “dregs which indicate the former history and dangerous tendencies of the
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masses.”'® While he strove to identify structural bases for loose family bonding
and cohabitation among the masses of working blacks and suggested possibilities
for remediation, of the loafers he noted only that they are “absolutely without
home life” and implied that their promiscuity was intrinsic to their class and
irremediable.!” He found their easy lifestyle so repugnant as simply to wish it
swept away, and he indicated thereby the breadth and depth—at least in his
estimation—of stratification in the black community. He not only showed the
“aristocratic” and middle working strata to have different, more appropriate fam-
ily structures; he also perceived the former strata to have certain exemplary
responsibilities toward the rest of the community, excluding the dregs, of course.

He identified the “widespread custom of seeking amusement outside the
home” as a threat to the development of stable family and community life.!®
This custom he felt to be “of no particular moment” when practiced by “the
richer and more ostentatious,” but he was troubled that the tendency toward
partaking of public entertainments would “set an example to the masses which
may be misleading”!” Du Bois’s reasons are made clear in a statement that
equally illustrates the relation that he believed should pertain between the differ-
ent strata of the black community: “The mass of the Negro people must be
taught sacredly to guard the home to make it the centre of social life and moral
guardianship. Thus it is largely among the best class of Negroes, but it might be
made even more conspicuously so than it is.” 2

Du Bois’s views on the family reflect the peculiar situation of a black pro-
gressive intellectual in turn-of-the-century American culture. On the one hand,
the desire to safeguard the family by eschewing external entertainments can be
seen as—and indeed Du Bois argued for it in these terms—an attempt to stabi-
lize community life to provide a rudder for an increasing urban population. In
this context the family was to Du Bois a more effective institutional foundation
for the community than the church, which he saw as the family’s principal rival
for associational commitment. The church ultimately was linked to residues of
the “tribal system” and therefore was inappropriate for satisfaction of the organi-
zational requirements of a modern urban community. Therefore, Du Bois main-
tained that the increased emphasis on family life that he recommended “un-
doubtedly means the decreased influence of the Negro church, and that is a
desirable thing.”?! The exhortation to shore up family life, then, is in this sense
an expression of Du Bois’s commitment to cultural evolution and progress.?2 On
the other hand, Du Bois was defending the family—it should be understood
that he meant specifically the family in its monogamous, nuclear form—in part
against the centrifugal pressures associated with urban life. It was not only the
church that drew people away from the home, but the family suffered also in
the face of “hall concerts” and “elaborate parties” in addition to saloons and
other haunts.”> Moreover, it was not merely the nuclear family that suffered.
The lure of outside entertainments weakened the organic community in which
the nuclear family remained encompassed once it has been cut away from its
extended bondings; for, as Du Bois pointed out, “simple ncighborhood gather-
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ings and visits” also diminished in significance.?* The family was to be protected
against the atomizing depredations and excesses of urban civilization.

There is a troubling ambivalence here. Du Bois posited the family as a
requirement for development of the stable organization of social life needed to
permit the Negro to ascend the “scale of civilization.” However, this family form
had to be instituted, as a matter of conscious social action, at a time when the
nuclear model, as well as the “homely virtues of honesty, truth and chastity”?®
with which the Victorian bourgeois model had made its mark, were losing their
historical foundation and legitimacy—even among Du Bois’s progressive con-
temporaries.?® Du Bois appears to have been aware that the family form that he
recommended for black progress was elsewhere a drag on progress; he was a
consistent supporter of the principle of gender equality. His ambivalence, how-
ever, mirrors the position of the Afro-American population at the time. As the
era of corporate consolidation opened, blacks had not yet begun to participate in
small-scale capitalist accumulation and the elaboration of classically bourgeois
institutions. Du Bois, unlike spokesmen who ignored the historical thrust, ob-
served that the economic foundations of the entrepreneurial social order had
been superseded by large-scale capitalism.?” Nevertheless, without an effective
critique of industrial capitalismn’s organization of life or an alternative vision of
social relations, Du Bois was forced to uphold the orthodox institutional model
characteristic to the entrepreneurial order as the base from which to develop a
productive, stable community infrastructure among Afro-Americans.?® More-
over, like many of his contemporaries he identified corporate collectivization
with Progress while at the same time rejecting the social ills with which this
collectivization was organically connected. A consequence was that he often
tended to oscillate between romanticization of folklife and exaltation of the ide-
ologies of social rationalization, including social engineering. This tension can
be seen in the essays comprising The Souls of Black Folk, and Du Bois reveals
it perhaps most clearly during the prewar era in the ambivalent reaction of
Blessed, the largely autobiographical hero of his first melodramatic novel, to the
gradual civilization of Zora, the “heathen hoyden” folk girl with whom Blessed
is involved in the rural South.?’

Notwithstanding his wistfulness about folk culture, Du Bois considered the
Negro character generally to be in need of substantial “uplift,” to use the term
of the day. This need was demonstrated in various facets of black life besides the
problem of weak family structure. Du Bois observed, for example, that poor—as
distinet from “very poor”—black families tended to be “inefficient, unfortunate,
and improvident.”*® More than efficiency had, in his view, to be taught, how-
ever; he noted that “in habits of personal cleanliness and taking proper food and
exercise, the colored people are woefully deficient”*! Eating habits could stand
improvement, as well as could general household organization benefit from
training in efficiency. Nor were these undesirable traits entirely restricted to the
poor; they even fettered and distorted blacks” attempts to lift themselves from an
undesirable condition. He noted that “[t}he tendency of the classes who are just
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struggling out of extreme poverty is to stint themselves for food in order to
have better looking homes; thus the rent in too many cases eats up physical
nourishment.” *?

Nevertheless, despite the persistence of these traits Du Bois did not see
them as intrinsic to the race, a view which was one of the “misconceptions” that
his study intended to correct. Instead he was careful to identify the historical
and environmental origins of the undesirable characteristics:

Here then we have two great causes for the present condition of the Negro:
Slavery and emancipation with their attendant phenomena of ignorance, lack
of discipline, and moral weakness; immigration with its increased competition
and moral influence. To this must be added a third as great—possibly even
greater in influence than the other two, namely the environment in which a
Negro finds himself—the world of custom and thought in which he must live
and work, the physical surrounding of house and home and yard, the moral
encouragements and discouragements which he encounters.*?

The combination of the slave experience, the cavalier way in which eman-
cipation had been conducted and the pressures of the urban environment gave
vent to the various weaknesses among Du Bois’s black Philadelphians. These
weaknesses, at the same time, were symptoms of the ultimate failing in the
black community. This failing, that area in which “the Negro shows his greatest
deficiency” and which was “the one hardest for the freedman to learn” was in
the “art of organization.”** Organization, which Sheldon Wolin considers a key
theme in contemporary western political thought,*® figures prominently in Du
Bois’s assessment not only of the black condition but also of social life in gen-
eral. For the Afro-American to be deficient in organization was a serious matter
because “[t|he real test . . . of the advance of any group of people in civilization
is the extent to which they are able to organize and systematize their effozts for
the common weal; and the highest expression of organized life is the organiza-
tion for purely benevolent and reformatory purpose.”*

The weakness in organization was evident in a number of instances of Afro-
American group life, and the signs among the general population of “lack of
discipline”®” or of “parents untrained for their responsibilities”*® or of lack in
“foresight and forehandedness, and in ‘push’ ”*? indicated a need for conscious
organization and guidance of the community so as to counteract the ultimate
consequences of poor organization—crime and general corruption. Crime, to
Du Bois, constituted “the open rebellion of an individual against his social envi-
ronment.” ¥ Indeed, he traced criminal activity to “lack of harmony with social
surroundings.”* The unsettling influence of the migration experience, unfair
limitations on opportunities for social and economic advancement, crowded and
otherwise undesirable living conditions—all combined with the historical ten-
dencies toward disorganization and improbity to form an environment in which
criminal activity was a predictable occurrence.

Du Bois took care, naturally enough, to distinguish his point about pressures
toward black criminality from currently popular interpretations that linked crim-
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inality to biological characteristics.*? For the apostle of scientific sociology and
committed racial advocate, environmental and historical factors lay at the source
of the embarrassing fact of a black crime rate that was significantly higher than
the general population’s. However, notwithstanding blacks” greater likelihood to
be arrested when innocent of any crime or when having committed minor of-
fenses for which whites might not be arrested, Du Bois underscored the personal
dimension of criminal behavior and tied the latter to his perception of histori-
cally ingrained characterological weakness. Emphasizing personal responsibility
also helped Du Bois to avoid the pitfalls of a facile social determinism that was
in later years to become the bane of black intellectuals.*” In this regard he
maintained that education, or the elimination of illiteracy, by itself would not
solve the problem of black crime, an assertion that was backed by what appeared
to be the increasing intelligence of black criminals.** However, the responsibil-
ity was not only individual; the race, even though “consciously and intentionally
wronged,” had an obligation to reform itself as a group to act in accord with
demands made upon it by “members of a civilized community” Meeting this
racial obligation for group rehabilitation —and this is in part what distinguished
Du Bois from Booker T. Washington—also required demanding the institutional
wherewithal to effect self-development, but organization for reform was nonethe-
less a critical vehicle for improvement of the black condition.” Not only formal
education and training were required to better the black Philadelphian, but
considerable doses of character instruction were needed as well. Without this
tutelage even political participation—the remedy with which Du Bois’s name is
so often identified —would turn sour and reinforce the group’s negative qualities.

Du Bois observed that suffrage had produced mixed indications of black
Philadelphians’ capacity to employ the tools of popular government. Vote sell-
ing, patronage, and blind allegiance to party label —the cardinal electoral vices
in the eyes of progressive reformers—abounded among blacks in Philadelphia,
to Du Bois’s dismay.*® Added to these problems was a brazen assumption among
many at all levels of the community that the purpose of political activity should
be to generate or secure a job for oneself.*” However, the black experience with
the franchise hardly was to be seen as a failure; for he noted in a statement that
also indicates his substantive political preferences:

At the same time the Negro has never sought to use his ballot to menace
civilization or even the established principles of this government. . . . Instead
of being radical light-headed followers of every new political panacea the
freedmen of Philadelphia and of the nation have always formed the most con-
servative element in our political life and have steadfastly opposed the schemes
of inflationists, socialists and dreamers.*8

The lack of discipline and temperateness which were manifest to Du Bois
indicated that the group needed to be organized to overcome its bad traits, those
residues of bucolic life and by-products of oppression that adversely affected
black integration into urban civilization. However, organization for its own sake
was no panacea for the race’s problems; the group was to be organized to be led
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down the correct path for its future. That path did not, as Du Bois’s statement
about “inflationists, socialists and dreamers” made clear, enter the terrain of
general social reorganization; nor did it make any demands upon the social
context in which the Philadelphia black community found itself other than that
specifically racial barriers to opportunity be removed. Rather, the purpose of
organization in Du Bois’s eyes was to assist in effecting the adjustment of the
race to a social environment from whose hegemony he was not exempt. He
quickly decided that the group as a whole needed tutelage and preparation for
modern civilization, and nearly as quickly he decided upon the “better classes”
of the Negro community as the historical agency responsible for carrying out
the mission of organization and tutelage.

Despite occasional utterances that acknowledged exploitative behavior on
the part of the wealthy and powerful, Du Bois accepted the capitalist division of
labor and its accompanying system of social hierarchy as given. He talked of the
dignity and necessity of domestic service,*” and with a condescension that car-
ries tones of the feudum he assured that “even a Negro bootblack could black
boots better if he knew he was a menial not because he was a Negro but be-
cause he was best fitted for that work.”*” Similarly, he proclaimed that the Amer-
ican employing class of his day, although “not . . . wholly philanthropic” pos-
sessed “the best average intelligence and morality of the community.”*! In this
observation Du Bois only stated an assumption that was held by progressives
generally—even, sometimes ambivalently, by the radical dreamers. At any rate,
acceptance of the prevailing dynamic of capitalist organization left him little
better equipped than his contemporaries to perceive its dependence on tragic
human consequences.

A clear demonstration of this problem is provided by his comments on the
Midvale Steel Works in a section that was then outside Philadelphia.’? He ab-
stracts management’s comparatively enlightened racial policies from the overall
work context in this plant which was the site of Frederick Winslow Taylor’s
highly publicized initial experiments at industrial engineering and “scientific
management.” Those experiments figured prominently in the regimentation and
standardization of the American labor force and the consolidation of manage-
ment control over the production process.”® Still, the point is not so much that
Du Bois’s automatic commitment to the current social order prevented him
from developing a critique of scientific management; few if any of his intellec-
tual contemporaries maintained such a critique, and overwhelmingly they were
enthusiastic supporters-~Du Bois among them—of what purported to be the
application of scientific principles to work organization. What distinguishes Du
Bois’s discussion of Midvale is that he gives no indication of being aware that
Taylor’s experiments had gone on there only a few years earlier and with a good
deal of publicity. His restricted focus on adjustment of the black community to
its institutional surroundings may have led Du Bois to overlook completely this
interesting coincidence of racial liberalism and Taylorization. However, it is in
his proposals for the training and guidance of the black population —including
explicit and implicit identification of who should be responsible for that training
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and guidance—that Du Bois most exemplifies his adherence to progressivist
intellectual conventions.

Though he was emphatic that the race’s future lay in education and train-
ing for growth in addition to unity and organization, in his Philadelphia study
Du Bois did not provide a detailed view of the focus that he would give that
training. Bemoaning the circumstance that “no benevolent despot, no philan-
thropist, no far-seeing captain of industry” had been available to provide or was
interested in providing industrial training to compensate for competition from
whites in masonry and related trades, Du Bois recounted the loss of blacks’
position in Philadelphia’s artisanry market.”* He noted as well that discrimina-
tion forced into domestic service numbers of blacks who had no facility for those
professions, but who either were failures or looking for something better to come
along. He pointed out that if discrimination were overcome, “there would have
been room for a second movement, namely, for training schools which would
fit the mass of Negro and white domestic servants for their complicated and
important duties.”* Training should be geared to employment, the inadequa-
cies of opportunities for which Du Bois saw at the root of many other black
problems; therefore, as a matter of priority, “the object of social reform should
be so to diversify Negro employment as to afford proper escape from menial
employment for the talented few, and so as to allow the mass some choice in
their lifework.”*® Beyond these comments, which provide more a sense of gen-
eral orientation and tone than substance, Du Bois said little in The Philadelphia
Negro about the specifics of the training that he recommended. However, in an
essay published some four years after the Philadelphia study he made more
explicit remarks.””

Training the people, Du Bois indicated, must begin with training those who
will train them. “The very first step toward the settlement of the Negro prob-
lem,” he declared, “is the spread of intelligence,” which in turn required the
spread of free public schools and, by extension, colleges.*® He did not hold
general intelligence, though, to constitute a sufficient definition of the training
mission. Specific skills for employment also needed to be taught, and of course,
those values in which the black masses had been found to be deficient also
needed shoring up by the racial training program.*” Indeed, intelligence and
skill were not enough to uplift the black population; also required was instruc-
tion in that “combination of homely habits and virtues which we may loosely
call thrift.” 0

So far as the method for advancement of the race was concerned, therefore,
Du Bois presented the following brushstroke: “What is the remedy? Intelli-
gence—not simply the ability to read and write or sew—but the intelligence of
a society permeated by that larger vision of life and broader tolerance which are
fostered by the college and university. Not all men must be college-bred, but
some men, black and white, must be, to leaven the ideals of the lump.”®!
Therein is embedded the agency appropriate to undertake this program of train-
ing for transformation. Du Bois’s faith in education and training necessarily im-
plied faith in the cducated and trained, and the latter, the Talented 'lenth with
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whom Du Bois so often is identified, occupied a more significant place in his
early work than is apparent in what has become by now a banal identification.
From the outset Du Bois was motivated by a desire to distinguish conceptually
and ideologically an elite stratum within the black community and to articulate
a social agenda for that elite. At the very beginning of the study Du Bois cau-
tions that “every group has its upper class, it may be numerically small and
socially of little weight, and yet its study is necessary to the comprehension of
the whole—it forms the realized ideal of the group, and as it is true that a
nation must to some extent be measured by its slums, it is also true that it can
only be understood and finally judged by its upper class.” ¢

One of the tasks that Du Bois set for himself was to document the existence
of this “best class of Philadelphia Negroes . . . who constitute the aristocracy of
the race” and who were often “forgotten or ignored” when considering the black
population of Philadelphia.®” Much later in the exposition he again deplored
the general tendency in the community to see the black population as “one
practically homogeneous mass,” and, while allowing that some broad cultural
and historical justification might exist for this blurring of social vision, he felt
obliged to note that “wide variations in antecedents, wealth, intelligence and
general efficiency have already been differentiated within this group.”® More-
over, it was not only he, the social scientist, who was displeased with the popular
failure to discern the variegations of the black community. “Nothing more exas-
perates the better class of Negroes,” Du Bois confided, “than this tendency to
ignore utterly their existence.”®® To rectify the oversight and to assuage the sensi-
bilities of the overlooked, he then proceeded to define the four classes or
“Grades” that he perceived to populate black Philadelphia:

Grade 1. Families of undoubted respectability carning sufficient income to live
well; not engaged in menial service of any kind; the wife engaged in no occu-
pation save that of house-wife, except in a few cases where she had special
employment at home. The children not compelled to be bread-winners, but
found in school; the family living in a well-kept home.

Grade 2. The respectable working-class; in comfortable circumstances, with a
good home, and having steady remunerative work. The younger children in
school.

Grade 3. 'The poor; persons not earning enough to keep them at all times
above want; honest, although not always energetic or thrifty, and with no touch
of gross immorality or crime. Including the very poor, and the poor.

Grade 4. The lowest class of criminals, prostitutes and loafers; the “submerged
tenth.” 0

The distinction of these strata was not to be taken lightly. For the lowest
stratim Du Bois had no sympathy and was disturbed that segregated housing
patterns too often made it impossible for the “better classes” to escape proximity
to this “criminal class.” o relicve the upright community of the burden of that



The Philadelphia Negro 37

lowest class, he advocated slum clearance, a project that he likened to cleaning
a cesspool; he did intimate, however, that one first should know “where the
refuse can be disposed of without general harm.”” Indeed, he did not seek
democratic social intercourse for the black community across class lines; one of
his concerns about what he perceived to be the surplus of women in the black
population was that, in addition to the strains it forced onto general morality,
that situation led to “lowering the standard of admission to certain circles, and
often gives one the impression that the social level of the women is higher than
the level of the men.” %

When Du Bois spoke of class, he referred not so much to groups defined
on the basis of their relation to the process of social production. Nor did he
have in mind groups aggregated principally on the basis of income or any other
readily identifiable characieristics. Rather, his view of class was an amalgam of
behavioral criteria and morals, beliefs, and sentiments. What separated the
classes in the black community was more than anything else the variation in
their behavioral and attitudinal responses to the social order of urban capitalism.
That a behavioral criterion was primary for Du Bois’s categorization, however,
reflects the structure of the community as well as the Victorian ideal of gentility.
Income variation by and large was not that great, as employment opportunities
were restricted. Therefore, the distinctions among the population tended to be
most pronounced in such spheres as “push,” “drive,” constancy, and refinement.
Education, of course, was another yardstick, but even here the differences could
not be very great because higher education was uncommon even for the higher
status families. Nevertheless, this is not to suggest that these distinctions were
either artificial or without meaning. The type of differentiation proposed by Du
Bois indicates the priorities and self-perceptions of the developing elite within
the black community as well as Du Bois’s commitment to that elite as the natu-
ral leadership and highest expression of the aspirations of the race. Like Frazier
over twenty years later,’” Du Bois determined that the “best Negro families,” 7
which together constituted what he perceived to be the “germ of the great mid-
dle class,””! should be responsible for providing instruction, models of behavior,
and a social agenda for the rest of the population. He decided that this stratum
was that by which the race should be judged because the elite represented the
possibilities of the Negro, the attributes and station to which others in the group
should aspire.”

Du Bois understood that the members of the turn-of-the-century urban
black elite were “not to be sure people of wide culture and [that] their mental
horizon is as limited as that of the first families in a country town.””*> He deter-
mined that they nevertheless constituted an “aristocracy” of the race and as such
should not only enjoy their status but also, like any aristocracy, had obligations
to their people. A problem, however, was that the elite forgot that “the first duty
of an upper class is to serve the lower classes.””* In part this problem ensued,
so Du Bois felt, from the circumstance that the Negro’s development had not
been autonomous. The appropriate patterns of interaction and mutual obliga-
tion had not taken hold among the various black strata because of the way in
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which the Afro-American social structure was mediated by the larger society.
Therefore, even though the elite formed an “aristocracy of their own people
with all the responsibilities of an aristocracy, . . . they, on the one hand, are
not prepared for this role, and their own masses are not used to looking to them
for leadership.”” In an extraordinarily revealing passage Du Bois linked the
retardation of development of institutionalized role relationships among the
race’s strata to the inappropriateness of democracy as a social form at that stage
of Afro-American development: “If the Negroes were by themselves either a
strong aristocratic system or a dictatorship would for the present prevail. With,
however, democracy thus prematurely thrust upon them, the first impulse of the
best, the wisest and richest is to segregate themselves from the mass.””® Just as
he saw this impulse to intraracial segregation as natural enough, Du Bois main-
tained that whites” tendency to lump all blacks together produced an unhealthy
reaction among aristocratic blacks who felt the need to distinguish themselves
from the mass. The black upper class, therefore, in order to avoid the indignity
of being mistaken for servants refused to take leadership of the race and even
shrank “from the free and easy worship of most of the Negro churches . . . and
.. . from all such display of publicity as [would] expose them to the veiled
insult and depreciation which the masses [suffered].””’

That Du Bois construed this particular circumstance to be a major problem
of black life is instructive and portentous of his subsequent development. His
perception that “premature” participation in certain aspects of American society
was dysfunctional opened the possibility of a call to close ranks within the race
and to insulate it institutionally from the dominant society, if only in a limited
way for the purposes of survival and incubation of institutional structures vital
for the race’s development. Repeatedly over the following years, most dramati-
cally during the Depression, when his advocacy of racial-group economic co-
operativism contributed to his demise at the NAACP, Du Bois would advocate
precisely such a position. Already at the turn of the century he had decided that
black advancement would be enhanced by a period that combined insulation
of the community from aspects of the society as a whole with institutionalization
of a regime of preparatory tutelage, organized and administered by the race’s
aristocracy and aimed at inculcating in the masses the values and techniques
appropriate for urban industrial civilization. Throughout Du Bois’s career the
related principles of insulation and tutelage recur even as the specific purposes
for them vary. His commitment to these two principles indicates his fundamen-
tal adherence to a view of the Afro-American population as a more or less back-
ward mass which had to be molded organizationally for modern life.

Running through both his advocacy of insulation and tutelage of the race
and his concern that whites acknowledge the differentiation of the black com-
munity is his commitment to what he perceived to be the elite among the black
population. The community needed to be insulated to some extent so that the
clite’s program of uplift could take shape and be implemented. White acknowl-
edgement of the existence of stratification was important not only because white
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legitimation would encourage the black aristocracy to perform its historical mis-
sion but also because the aristocracy deserved special acknowledgement on the
basis of talents, accomplishments, and character. This commitment to a view of
social organization built upon elite-orchestrated movement toward progress also
remained constant through Du Bois’s life, in both the national and international
spheres. This is hardly a startling observation, since elitism is associated with
Du Bois’s name as frequently as are Pan-Africanism and protest, if not more so.
What is important here, though, is that the characteristics of his elitist commit-
ment be made concrete and grounded conceptually and historically.

One of the interesting aspects of Du Bois’s early intellectual work, in fact,
is the manner in which his evolutionism and his adherence to prevailing notions
of racial group ideals combined to lay the basis for, or to reinforce, his commit-
ment to consolidation of a historical agenda for the nascent black elite.

Du Bois’s early notions of race suggest echoes of Herbert Spencer’s pacific
evolutionism and bear a family resemblance to Lester F. Ward’s “social karyoki-
nesis” —the process of nationbuilding through a cycle of conquest, subjugation,
caste, noncaste inequality, replacement of military subjugation with a system of
law and right, state formation, forging of the population into a coherent people,
and the rise of patriotism and appearance of a nation.”® Du Bois defined a race
as “[a] vast family of human beings, generally of common blood and language,
always of common history, traditions and impulses, who are both voluntarily and
involuntarily striving together for the accomplishment of certain more or less
vividly conceived ideals of life.”7” Although he shared with Ward’s reform-
Darwinist teleology the view that racial evolution was progressing toward a
united world, for him the end often seemed to be more pluralist than assimila-
tionist. Du Bois, like most of his contemporaries, at that point saw race as a
central and unalterable force in human society. There was no doubt, he main-
tained, as to the “universal prevalence of the race idea, the race spirit, the race
ideal, and as to its efficiency as the vastest and most ingenious invention for
human progress.”® The united world, while bound by the universalization of
civilization, would be more harmonic than homogeneous.

Presaging the “cultural nationalism” with which he later was to be identi-
fied,%! he emphasized cultural and historical factors over biological and pheno-
typic ones in accounting for racial differences and continuities. “The deeper
differences,” he averred, “are spiritual, psychical differences—undoubtedly based
on the physical but infinitely transcending them.”®? He then elaborated a notion
of “national character” by articulating what he contended were pivotal elements
of the racial/mational character of various groups, each of which in its own way
strives to develop “for civilization its particular message, its particular ideal,
which shall help to guide the world nearer and nearer that perfection of human
life for which we all long.”®

Within this scenario of racial-group idealism, blacks had not yet given their
full message, and, morcover, if that message were to be given, a precondition
would have to be that the race unite. For development of higher culture and
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refinement of spirit, Du Bois maintained, “only Negroes bound and welded
together, Negroes inspired by one vast ideal, can work out in its fullness the
great message we have for humanity.”# Of course, such unity could not exist
without organization, and to that end he proposed a recomposition of the black
community under the leadership of an elite of social engineers. Among other
organizations required to express the race’s message, the Negro needed, ac-
cording to Du Bois, an “intellectual clearinghouse, for all those products of the
Negro mind, which we may call a Negro Academy.”® The purposes envisaged
for this academy were to unite and lead blacks, for the academy “aims at once
to be the epitome and expression of the intellect of the black-blooded people of
America, the exponent of the race ideals of one of the world’s great races.”®® In
spite of the fact, though, that the Academy was to be “(a) Representative in
character, (b) Impartial in conduct, (¢) Firm in Leadership,” it was to represent
not “all interests or all factions . . . but the best thought, the most unselfish
striving and the highest ideals.”®’

This recommendation, that intellectuals take over stewardship of the race,
suggests a link between the reform-Darwinist fascination with expertise and the
developing collectivist focus on social engineering. The outcome in either case
was legitimation of an expanded, managerial role for intellectuals in American
society, and Du Bois was equally at home with either vantage point, as well as
their shared implication. Du Bois’s scientific interests led him just as naturally
to the need to consolidate the influence of inteflectuals and other members of
the germinal elite. In an article published shortly before The Philadelphia Negro
he threw down the gantlet to the ministerial spokesmen whom he perceived to
be carryovers from an earlier, less sophisticated day. Du Bois expected that they
should yield their privileged place in group affairs to trained, secular intellectu-
als: “I now wish to insist that the time has come when the activities of the Negro
church must become differentiated and when it must surrender to the school
and the home, and social organizations, those functions in a day of organic
poverty it so heroically sought to bear. . . . Upon the school and the home
must rest the burden for furnishing amusements for Negro youth.” %

So Du Bois stood at the turn of the twentieth century, with a commitment
to social-scientific progressivism and on the verge of being caught in the tug-of-
war between the poles of his own epistemological orientation, the tension be-
tween the competing practical imperatives implied in his call for systematic
study of the Afro-American community: advancement of “scientific knowledge
and social reform.”8? In chapter 4 I shall examine the eruption and resolution
of this tension as an intellectual and ideological phenomenon. However, his
various oscillations and manifold interests notwithstanding, certain core princi-
ples of Du Bois’s thought-——the faith in science, reason and expertise, and a
corollary, fundamental assumption of the efficacy and propriety of an elite-
driven model of social life—were set. In this respect the remainder of his career
can be scen as modifying and elaborating these principles through changing
historical circumstances. Nor does that appear an unscemly corralling of intel-
lectual growth; after all, The Philadelphia Negro appeared when its author was



The Philadelphia Negro 41

thirty-one years old. His association with a variant of socialism, his move into
political activism and opposition to imperialism all, as T shall argue in subse-
quent chapters, retain the premises of the liberal collectivist paradigm, adjusting
and extending them through personal intellectual maturation and confrontation
of particular historical conditions.
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Science and Progress

The Unity of Sclzo/arslzip
and Activism

U Bois’s CAREER can be read from one vantage point as a series of oscilla-
tions between scholarly pursuit and social activism. Such a reading would
be suggested by reflection on his movement, after thirteen years on the Atlanta
University faculty, to the NAACP for nearly two and one-half decades, then back
to Atlanta University for ten vears and then back to the NAACP. Furthermore,
within his writings scholarly detachment and a hortatory posture often coexist
even in a single text.! His simultaneous commitments to scholarship and activ-
ism might appear unusual or even contradictory in an era when ideological
conventions and a de facto division of intellectual labor assign the two categories
to quite distinct spheres and agencies. However, in the cultural and intellectual
milieux in which Du Bois undertook his career, a different set of conventions
governed the relationship between academic and temporal activity. Scholars
showed little reluctance to intervene in practical affairs, and professionalistic
ideologies had not yet hardened the boundaries separating proper academic en-
deavor and social or political engagement.

For Du Bois the bases of that orientation are visible in his views on science
and the purpose of knowledge; in this chapter I shall demonstrate how those
views led him to a normative presumption of the unity of scholarship and activ-
ism. Moreover, not only was that presumption immanent in Du Bois’s work
from the beginning of his carcer, but it also illuminates a link between his
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attitudes on science and knowledge and his well-known conceptions of the na-
ture and functions of race leadership.

On completion of his work at the University of Pennsylvania, Du Bois took
what was to become a fateful step by moving in 1897 to Atlanta, where he had
been hired by Atlanta University to “take charge of the work in sociology, and
of the new conferences which they were inaugurating on the Negro problem.”?
Still imbued with his sense of a mission to rectify racial misconceptions by
means of enlightenment, he saw an excellent opportunity to take off full tilt on
his chosen course. Moreover, going back to his days at Fisk University in Nash-
ville, when he had taught in rural Tennessee during the summer, Du Bois felt
a call to participate in the education of those black young people who were fit
by their talents for academic pursuits.’> The thirteen years that he spent at At-
lanta constituted perhaps his most fertile period as an empirical social scientist,
and the series of monographs published under his direction there were the first
attempts at comprehensive study of Afro-American life.*

Du Bois assumed his faculty position at Atlanta University with three objec-
tives that were, characteristically, not altogether modest.” His expectation was
that his work would be able (1) to expand the boundaries of sociological inquiry,
(2) to document the Negro, and (3) to assist in training the black intellectual
elite, which he felt to be the necessary motor for advancement of the race.
These objectives were mutually reinforcing. The study of the black community
was to provide, in Du Bois’s view, a basis for expanding the boundaries of the
field;® scientific knowledge stood as an aid to blacks as a tool of social reform
and enlightenment,” and what became the “Talented Tenth,” if it were to lead
propetly, would have to be trained in the laws and principles of social organiza-
tion and would need to be equipped with scientific information about the black
community and the world at large.® The undergirding principle of his work at
Atlanta University, though, was his high valuation of science, as he demon-
strated in his wholeheartedly positivistic approach to sociology.”

For Du Bois sociology was exclusively a positivist discipline. He character-
ized the field as the “science that studies the actions of human beings and seeks
laws and regularities among those actions”! and as “the science that seeks to
measure the limits of chance in human action.”!! His concern, furthermore,
was with unification of “theory and practice,” both within the sociological
field —for which he defined this unification as the crucial task of the first half
of the twentieth century!?—and between the findings of social science research
and social decision making. His reflections, as contained in his 1940 volume
Dusk of Dawn, on the intellectual milieu that prevailed in the social sciences
when he undertook the Atlanta enterprise are instructive in this regard. After
noting the then greatly constraining “difficulties of applying scientific law and
discovering cause and effect in the social world,”!* he observed:

Social thinkers were engaged in vague staternents and were secking to lay down
the methods by which in some not too distant future, social law analogous to
physical law would be discovered. Herbert Spencer finished his ten volumes of
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Synthetic Philosophy in 1896. The biological analogy, the vast generalizations,
were striking, but actual scientific accomplishment lagged. For me an opportu-
nity seemed to present itself. 1 could not Jull my mind to hypnosis by regarding
a phrase like “consciousness of kind” as a scientific law. By turning my gaze
from fruitless word-twisting and facing the facts of my own social situation and
racial world, 1 determined to put science into sociology through a study of the
conditions and problems of my own group.

He continued:

I was going to study the facts, any and all facts, concerning the American Negro
and his plight, and by measurement and comparison and research, work up to
any valid generalizations which I could. primarily with the utilization object of
reform and uplift; but nevertheless, I wanted to do the work with scientific
accuracy. Thus, in my own sociology, because of firm belief in a changing
racial group, I easily grasped the idea of a changing developing society rather
than a fixed social structure.'®

These comments indicate that Du Bois was not—at least by his later years—
insensitive to some concerns of the sociology of knowledge, but they also affirm
Arthur L. Johnson’s claim that Du Bois at the turn of the century was “in com-
plete agreement with the new trend of sociological thinking at that time . . .
which emphasized . . . change and process as characterizing the nature of soci-
ety”1® A problem, though, is that a disjunction exists between what Du Bois
held to be the focus of scientific activity and his stated commitment to a model
of a “changing developing society.” The search for laws and regularities closes
off the ends of inquiry in a way that implies an epistemic bias against social
dynamism.!” For Du Bois, however, as for many of his contemporaries, this
tension was bridged by a call to activism, by definition of the teleological pur-
poses of scientific inquiry so as to include explicitly its mobilization in service
to the universal social goals of progress and reform.

Eliott M. Rudwick notes that Du Bois, especially eartly in his career, shared
the “faith of an important segment of America’s social scientists that knowledge
would lead to the solution of social problems.” ! Indeed, four broad intellectual
“schools” or approaches organized patterns of discourse within the nascent social
sciences during those years, and beneath each lay a pair of related “background
assumptions” —that certainty is both realizable and desirable as a goal around
which to organize the pursuit of knowledge, and that attainment of such certain
knowledge provides a necessary basis for ensuring social progress.'” On the one
hand, Social Darwinism-—at least in its “reform” version —and German rational-
ist historicism beckoned with their neat, elegantly global interpretations. These
approaches not only promised certitude by virtue of their pretensions toward
nomological coherence; as unabashed teleologies they incorporated the princi-
ple of progress into the texture of the social laws they discovered and charted.
On the other hand, positivist scientism promised a more detailed and precise
model of certitude, even though it sacrificed the macroscopic coherence of the
rationalist and Darwinist orientation. While that sacrifice tended to require col-
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lateral scaling down of the notion of progress to “the bloodless entelechy of a
society-centered dynamic equilibrium,”?® pragmatism compensated the loss, not
so much by restoring a macroscopic dimension as by emphasizing the necessity
for human agency and the possibility of “intelligently guided melioristic social
reform.”2! Although pragmatism originated in a critique of positivism’s mecha-
nistic excesses, in at least one important sense it constituted a literal “fleshing
out” of the positivist framework rather than an alternative to it. As R. Jeffrey
Lustig notes, positivists and pragmatists shared a “central commitment to
method . . . preoccupation with one step in the process of inquiry and confu-
sion of it with the whole.” This shared commitment “revealed itself in the as-
sumption—sometimes explicit, sometimes hinted, but always there—that the
important questions of life were really questions of technique and method.”
Thus, pragmatism can be construed as a “humanized” positivism that invigor-
ated the latter’s notion of progress by emphasizing the importance of human
action—an emphasis which, more likely than not, was rendered in practical
terms to mean social engineering.

Du Bois was amply exposed to each of those four orientations, and his
writings reflect their influence on his thinking as it matured. In chapter 3 I
noted tracings of reform-Darwinist and other evolutionist influences on his out-
look; about this view there is a general consensus among scholars. Arnold Ramp-
ersad even contends that it was the influence of Spencerian ideas that led Du
Bois through his fifteen-year concentrated focus on empirical sociology.”® (In
that respect his intellectual trajectory would have been representative of those
of many of his contemporaries in the social sciences.) His German experience
built on a rationalist foundation that had been laid several years earlier in his
Victorian-inspired education at Fisk. His senior paper there had been on Otto
von Bismarck, and in that essay he disclosed the depth of his rationalist bent as
well as an emphatically Prussophile tendency that must have been reinforced at
Harvard and no doubt induced him to look favorably on German intellectual
styles.?* Joseph DeMarco finds evidence of Ludwig Gumplowicz’s influence in
The Conservation of Races, and Du Bois’s connections with and favorable im-
pressions of Gustav von Schmoller and Heinrich von Treitschke are well
known.” By 1897 all four strains were visible in Du Bois’s texts; while The
Conservation of Races displayed rationalist and reform-Darwinist tendencies, his
“Program for a Sociological Society” proclaimed an unambiguously positivistic
model of social science and a pragmatist-like commitment to the wedding of
knowledge and action.®® Dan S. Green and Edwin D. Driver argue convine-
ingly for a view of Du Bois’s scholarly commitment that identifies social reform
as an ultimate end of intellectual pursuit. However, those authors, perhaps as a
by-product of their concern to categorize him among the precursors of contem-
porary scientific sociology, on the one hand tend overly to emphasize the extent
of his partisanship on the “fact” side of the fact/value dichotomy and his com-
mitment to “pure” research; on the other hand, they read into his thinking a too
early and sweeping rejection of the “philosophical speculations and armchair
theorizing of sociologists like Herbert Spencer.”?” Despite the statements quoted
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above from 1940, at the time of his direction of the Atlanta University series Du
Bois did not show such signs of “impatience.” In fact in one of the publications
of that series he praised the work of both Spencer and Franklin Giddings spe-
cifically and recommended them for study.?® Du Bois’s view was that one should
not engage scientific inquiry specifically in service to reform purposes but
should conduct “objective” research and then employ the findings to inform
reform efforts. Nevertheless, science and reform were linked in his thinking; he
saw the former as giving direction to the latter. In this respect science was not
simply a method for making sense out of natural and social phenomena; it
functioned also as an ideology, an element of an agenda for realization of the
interests of a particular stratum of the American social order.

Du Bois’s early views on the need to define the role of and cultivate the
cultured and educated elite within the Afro-American community demonstrate
the ideological character of his view of science. He stated clearly—and in a way
that reflected the unabashedly optimistic scientism of the day —what he believed
to be the importance of scientific knowledge for social uplift. “Since now scien-
tists have begun to study men and conditions of group life so carefully, persons
who would better the world in any way must study and learn from the material
collected here, just as in other lines we use the wisdom of the geologist or
psychologist.” %

Alluding to the requirements of “modern methods of reform” he pointed
out that to have any likelihood of success a reform agenda must include three
sequential elements: (1) study, (2) knowledge of work of others, and only then
(3) actual effort.?® This view warrants a privileged role for intellectuals, particu-
larly social scientists, in formulation and direction of reform activities and im-
plies the inefhcacy of spontaneous, popularly based or self-organized political
activity. Du Bois shared the perspective of his progressive peers for whom popu-
lar activism was marked with the stamp of dangerous irrationality.>! Both main-
stream corporate liberalism and much of what understood itself as socialism
were predicated upon models of orderly, technicistically rational societal devel-
opment—without the disruptive participation of the rank-and-file citizenry.*?

James Gilbert’s observations on the social role of collectivist intellectuals
like Du Bois and their appropriation of science for their own purposes illumi-
nate ideological ramifications of such an outlook:

Occupying a position above the dialectic of social struggle, they felt able to
judge the aspirations of the other classes. To support this position they invoked
social science and the assumed objectivity of scientific observation. This be-
came a common ideal which ran through much reform and socialist thought,
and which developed as a guiding assumption of the academic world, of much
modern legal theory, of research organizations and foundations, and of civil
service and government bureaucracies. In effect, this emphasis upon expertise
was a reverberation from similar theories which claimed that the state could be
impartial toward competing social classes; or that technology had a neutral,
guiding function in the development of industry; or even, that behind the pro-
cess of evolution was a benign, directing nature. Neutrality and scientific imper-
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sonality were decisive weapons in the struggle to achieve social justice in a
world of bias and corruption.**

Du Bois’s view of the special, guiding role of science, and corollarily of
intellectuals, persisted over his lengthy career. At eighty-two years of age he was
disturbed that “the scientific and ethical boundaries of our industrial activities
are not in the hands of scientists, teachers, and thinkers.” ** However, consonant
with his increased attention to perspectives resonant with concerns of the sociol-
ogy of knowledge, his faith in science’s capacity to realize rational social organi-
zation increasingly was mediated by his perception of the necessity of active
intervention. Of his epistemological awakening, Du Bois recalled: “Gradually
and with increasing clarity, my whole attitude toward the social sciences began
to change: in the study of human beings and their actions, there could be no
such rift between theory and practice, between pure and applied science as was
possible in the study of sticks and stones.”*®

He intimated that this developing modification of his outlook exerted some
influence on his decision to leave Atlanta University the first time. After having
confronted the depths of racial oppression during his first appointment at At-
lanta, he was moved to make the “great decision.” “What with all my dreaming,
studying, and teaching was I going to do in this fierce fight?”*¢ He had been
struck by the impossibility of being a “calm, cool, and detached scientist while
Negroes were lynched, murdered, and starved.”*” From his earlier conviction
that the social world could yield unambiguous truths he came to see the partial-
ity and the limited rationality of truth. “Facts, in social science, 1 realized, were
elusive things: emotions, loves, hates, were facts; and they were facts in the souls
and minds of the scientific student, as well as in the persons studied.” 3

The injunction seemed clear—that is, from the perspective of subsequent
reflection:

I fell back upon my Royce and James and deserted Schmoller and Weber. I
saw the action of physical law in the actions of men; but I saw more than that:
I saw rhythms and tendencies; coincidences and probabilities; and I saw that,
which for want of any other word, I must in accord with the strict tenet of
Science, call Chance. I went forward to build a sociology, which I conceived
of as the attempt to measure the element of Chance in human conduct. This
was the Jamesian pragmatism, applied not simply to ethics, but to all human
action, beyond what secemed to me, increasingly, the distinct limits of physical
law.?

Francis L. Broderick discusses Du Bois’s affinity for pragmatism as a means
through which ethics could be freed from “scholastic dogma” and reconstituted
on the basis of empirical observation and reason; pragmatism thus was attractive
to Du Bois from this vantage point because it seemed to offer a way to save
metaphysics in the modern age by making it a science.* Similarly, another
student of Du Bois’s thought finds that during the years before World War 1 he
“participated in [the] intellectual tradition, emergent in the United States at the
turn of the century, which was concerned to describe the relation between reli-
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able investigation and ethically committed social practice.”*! However, his inter-
est was not simply in description; he sought practical reconciliation—within
both the world and himself—of the “dualism James saw as central to philosophy,
and which he variously described as a conflict between empiricism and rational-
ism, positivism and religion, practicality and idealism, and the ‘tough-minded
and the tenderminded. ”** Pragmatism could give practical justification for pur-
suing the life of the mind, and furthermore it privileged intellectual activity
above all other kinds of social practice because all human problems were to be
understood as knowledge or information problems.

While this viewpoint elevates the sociological role of intellectuals as infor-
mation verifiers, it also determines the value of knowledge ultimately by its util-
ity. Thus Du Bois criticized the black “college man” for losing sight of the
concrete social purpose of his education. It was necessary to recall that “[t]he
object of the Negro college is to place in American life a trained black man
who can do what the world wants done; who can help the world know what it
ought to want done and thus by doing the world’s work well may invent better
work for a better world.”*?

Moreover, Du Bois often tended to see his scholarly work in a utilitarian
vein as well. He declared the intention of The World and Africa to be a demon-
stration “that black Africans are men in the same sense as white Europeans and
yellow Asiatics, and that history can easily prove this”* The Gift of Black
Folk,** Black Folk: Then and Now, and Black Reconstruction*® were to some
degree similarly motivated. The point here is not that Du Bois’s scholarship
suffered from any lack of objectivity or impartiality; all ideas are partial. Rather,
it is that for Du Bois scholarly pursuit always was linked directly and consciously
with some purpose of social reform. Not so much a self-contained activity di-
rected toward a community of scholars concerned first of all with the expansion
of knowledge, research’s fundamental purpose was to Du Bois the correction of
popular misconceptions in the interest of social improvement. To that extent
Du Bois shares a basic view of the role of scholarship—if explicitly political
differences were held constant—with policy-oriented social scientists, the practi-
cal inheritors of the liberal tradition in the United States.*’

At the same time, just as Du Bois defined the purposes of scholarly activity
in relation to a notion of social intervention for realization of progress, the activ-
ism to which he adhered was more didactic than militant. Even after he became
more trenchantly critical of capitalism, his strategy for opposition was ultimately
the same —informing people of the facts. When considering major social issues
confronting a war-torn world in the 1940s and opportunities for political im-
provement, he declared: “We must first, then, have wide dissemination of truth.
But this is not all: we need deliberate and organized action on the front where
race fiction is being used to prolong economic inequality and injustice in the
world.”*

Specifically, he emphasized the need for a type of reform education compa-
rable to “missionary” work, whose purpose would be to educate the public to
“facts of the distribution of property and income . . . accurate details of the
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sources of income and conditions of production and distribution of goods and
use of human services in order that we know who profits by investment in Asia
and Africa as well as in America and Europe, and why and how they profit.”*

This stress on public education as a political weapon is not so simple as it
may seem, however. Du Bois was sensitive to the propagandistic character of
mass-information culture as well as the nonrational sources of popular attitudes,
especially dangerous and retrograde attitudes like racism. The program of sys-
tematic popular education was one of two prongs of his strategy for eliminating
racial antagonism, the one directed toward the white population. He main-
tained:

White leaders and thinkers have a duty to perform in making known the con-
clusions of science on the subject of biological race. It takes science long to
percolate to the mass unless definite effort is made. Public health is still handi-
capped by superstitions long disproved by science; and race fiction is still taught
in schools, in newspapers, and in novels. This careless ignorance of the facts of
race is precisely the refuge where antisocial economic reaction flourishes.”

For oppressed nonwhites his program differed. The exigencies of the situa-
tion of racial oppression required more active intervention on the part of the
oppressed, Du Bois felt. For the latter therefore “we need organized effort to
release the colored laborer from the domination of the investor” Even within
the nonwhite group, however, education remained the ultimate lever of prog-
ress; for here also he stressed the tutelary function of leadership.’! Du Bois’s
emphasis on education and information as the principal tools of social activism
tied his views on science and progress to his ideas about leadership for uplift.
The uplift mission was from the outset an integral element of his approach to
knowledge and education. Preparation of a complement of race leaders was for
Du Bois one of the principal purposes of the black college. The prospect of
carrying out that mission was a source of great excitement for him early in his
tenure at Atlanta University the first time. In one of the earliest studies he pub-
lished under the university’s auspices he declared that that institution “seeks, by
maintaining a high standard of scholarship and comportment, to sift out and
train thoroughly talented members of this race to be leaders of thought and
missionaries of culture among the masses.”*?

In the modern world effective leaders must have, Du Bois argued, “knowl-
edge of the forces of civilization that make for our survival, ability to organize
and guide those forces, and realization of the true meaning of those broader
ideals of human betterment.”*® The university, then, was charged with the re-
sponsibility to train these leaders. Moreover, as I shall demonstrate in chapter 5,
when not primarily concerned with correcting misconceptions about the race in
general, Du Bois’s discrete research efforts were grounded in his desires to iden-
tify, describe, consolidate and orient a leadership elite in the Afro-American
population. These desires suffused his research, coloring everything, from his
choice of projects and problems for examination to his specific findings. Science
and knowledge, then, were for Du Bois simultaneously above the fray of particu-
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lar interestedness and beyond the confusions of everyday understanding; yet the
value of knowledge was to be understood in relation to the requirements of
social uplift and progress. He defined the dynamic of progress in interventionist
terms as the extension of rational organization through society. Knowledge and
progress were dialectically connected; intervention was the interest driving aca-
demic activity, and realization of the objectives of scientific activity by means of
mass tutelage was the basis of activism. In this sense, for Du Bois academic and
activist interests dovetailed. This was to some extent a function of his concep-
tions of and proposals concerning the social role of an intellectual elite in the
black community and the latter’s social-organizational needs.
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Stratiﬁcation, Leaclership,

and Organization

The Role of the Black Elite

T 1S GENERALLY KNOWN that Du Bois—at least in his early years—embraced
I an elitist program for Afro-American racial strategy. 'T'his aspect of his views
may be, in fact, too well known. Because it has been so widely recognized, all
too often his elitism is mentioned offhandedly, without critical examination or
careful description of its substantive characteristics. As a consequence, especially
among those who find it to be a blemish on an otherwise agreeable corpus of
ideas, even scholars have tended to collapse that elitism into one of its histori-
cally specific artifacts—the famous “Talented Tenth” concept. That perspective
is attractive because it helps to salvage a view of Du Bois that is neatly reconcil-
able with egalitarian values. Joseph DeMarco, for example, in striving to make
Du Bois a consistent egalitarian, falls back on a claim that the “role of the
Talented Tenth was dropped, by and large, from his writing” shortly after 1907.1
Similarly, Gerald Horne sidesteps the elitism issue by contending that Du Bois
“altered” his views on the Talented Tenth by the 1940s and by repeating the
latter’s claim that he had never advocated “building of an aristocracy with ne-
glect of the masses.”*

Despite these and other such no doubt well-intentioned circumventions,
Du Bois’s elitism docs not appear only with the Talented Tenth, nor for that
matter only with respect to his explicitly racial strategies. On the contrary, the
elitist strain in his thought runs far decper and is connected with his most basic
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views concerning proper social organization in general and organization of the
Afro-American population in particular. He advocated a hierarchical model that
accorded certain elements of the black population claims to special status and
privilege; in his view the relation of this elite stratum to other Afro-Americans
was mediated by a form of tutelary noblesse oblige. In this chapter I shall dem-
onstrate that Du Bois remained committed throughout his life to the realization
of a fundamentally elite-driven organizational model for the black population;
that this model constituted the concrete link between his scholarly and activist
pursuits; and that his interest in actualization of what he considered to be the
mission of that elite was a core unifying principle of his thought, notwithstand-
ing his various changes of political affiliation and program between 1900 and
his death in 1963.

Du Bois went to Atlanta University already imbued, from his academic
training, disposition, and work in Philadelphia, with ideas concerning the histor-
ical mission of the black elite. His social-scientific research program—indeed
much of his entire academic project—was predicated upon a wish to cultivate
that stratum and guide it toward realizing its mission. Three of the first four of
the major publications of the Atlanta University series during the period of Du
Bois’s association were intended specifically to indicate the accomplishments of
the achieving stratum of the black population (see chapter 4, note 4).

In his second study of the series, Du Bois investigated general community
conditions in Petersburg, Virginia; Augusta, Georgia; Atlanta; Mobile, Alabama;
Bowling Green, Kentucky; Clarksville and Fort Smith, Arkansas; Galveston,
Texas; and the District of Columbia to find that race prejudice, by isolating
blacks, threw upon the black community responsibility for “evolving its own
methods and organs of civilization.”® He found also that in those communities
mechanisms of institutionalized benevolence were scarce among blacks and that
instead a pattern of spontaneous, informal provision of welfare needs prevailed.
These findings led Du Bois to conclude that the “problem of cooperation
among members of the group becomes then the central serious problem.”* Co-
operation meant, however, the ability of the trained elite to generalize an
agenda for the community, for Du Bois took the general situation of blacks in
those cities as another indication of the necessity of the organizational role that
he had advocated a year earlier for the American Negro Academy.” In the 1898
study he reiterated his earlier call for support and recognition of the Academy
as an opinion-setting entity in the black community. Moreover, as a practical
objective for the race and a goal of intraracial cooperation, Du Bois enthusiasti-
cally supported Alexander Crummell’s call for black political participation and
quoted approvingly the latter’s assertion, endorsed by the Academy, that, “Our
people can’t be a people unless their leading men get positions and take part in
government.”® Significantly, the call to political participation was justified not
by appeal to any specific social vision that could be realized but a claim that
the Afro-American elite should have a share in governmental activity.

The next two studies in the serics focused on business” and education®
among blacks. Each sought to document characteristics of prominent and well-
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educated blacks and attempted to describe their significance among the black
population as a whole. In addition to general documentation of black life, these
studies were intended to provide a possible impetus to the Negro elite’s develop-
ment of self-consciousness as a stratum and to advocate to pertinent whites on
behalf of the elite’s claims to representation of black interests. These two horta-
tory objectives stand out when the studies—summary empirical monographs as
they mainly are—are read through the filter of some of Du Bois’s other work
during this period. Most telling is his contention that one of the most important
reasons for the study of Afro-American life is to aid social reform.”

Within three years after the study of “college-bred” blacks, Du Bois stated
directly that one of the objectives of his work was to bring broader public atten-
tion to what blacks had done and were doing, and he proceeded to list black
accomplishments in what he identified as the four chief fields of endeavor in
the United States: “commerce and industry . . . ;. . . political life . . . ; the
learned professions—law, medicine, preaching, and teaching; and . . . literature
and art”1® In that same year he published the article in which he argued most
forcefully for his famous notion of the “Talented Tenth.”

Actually, the views Du Bois expressed in his manifesto for the elite are
only extensions and more explicitly argued affirmations of the outlook that had
permeated The Philadelphia Negro several years earlier. However, in addition to
being his most articulate call for elite primacy, the 1903 essay also reflects the
growing readiness to adopt an activist posture and attitude that was visible in his
writing during those years. He opened the essay with an assertion that the race
was to be saved by its exceptional men,!! and he declared a threefold task in his
exposition: first, to show that the Talented Tenth was “worthy of leadership”;
second, to show how this necessary elite might be educated and developed; and
third, to show the elite’s relation to the “Negro problem.”!?

He felt the issue of the elite’s elevation to its rightful place at the head of
the Afro-American community to be of critical import for two reasons at least.
First of all, black Americans, because of their peculiar situation, were objectively
more dependent than other peoples on organized guidance. He argued that “the
Negro people need social leadership more than most groups; they have no tradi-
tions to fall back upon, no long established customs, no strong family ties, no
well defined social classes. All these things must be slowly and painfully
evolved” 1?

The reason for this unfortunate situation, of course, was the mediation of
slavery as the fundamental constitutive element of the Afro-American experi-
ence. He averred: “[Slavery is] the legalized survival of the unfit and the nullifi-
cation of the work of natural internal leadership[.] Negro leadership, therefore,
sought from the first to rid the race of this awful incubus that it might make
way for natural selection and the survival of the fittest.”'* So to all the other
reasons that slavery was oppressive or irrational must be added its transgression
of social-evolutionist rationality and unfair suppression of the aspirations of the
most talented of the slaves. This perspective is interesting in two respects. Tt
underscores the importance that Du Bois attached to the black elite’s right to



56 W. E. B. Du Bois and American Political Thought

priority within the race and his general lack of sympathy for the rabble. Regard-
ing the latter, he contended that they were to be “raised” by the “effort and
example of this aristocracy of talent and character,” and, noting that culture
always filters down from the top, he argued for a relation in which the Talented
Tenth “rises and pulls all that are worth saving up to their vantage ground.”!®

Du Bois’s observation about slavery is noteworthy also because it led to an
indirect identification of social activism as a vehicle for elite training. Discussing
responses to slavery, he quotes Maria Weston Chapman on how the abolitionist
movement trained “a throng of authors, editors, lawyers, orators and accom-
plished gentlemen of color.”!® He pointed out, however, that of the prominent
black abolitionists some were self-trained and others had in fact received sub-
stantial formal education apart from the movement,!” and that observation set
the stage for a strong plea for university training for the Talented Tenth.!8

In addition to his research program, during his years on the Atlanta Univer-
sity faculty, Du Bois made any number of attempts to generate vehicles around
which the black elite could begin developing a program for the race. For in-
stance, although the National Negro Business League came to be identified
with Booker T. Washington, the idea originated with Du Bois. In fact, his early
career is studded with a number of such efforts, ranging from his involvement
with the American Negro Academy, to the various special committees for whose
organization he called, to his efforts to organize journals targeted for elite con-
sumption. These efforts culminated first in the predominantly black Niagara
movement, then finally in the predominantly white-led NAACP. By the time
The Souls of Black Folk appeared, Du Bois was clearly committed to identifying
an appropriate vehicle through which to galvanize black protest of the sort he
had been advocating.'?

Protest, however, was not his exclusive goal. Equally important was creation
of a sense of cohesion among the black elite. Since publishing his Philadelphia
study, Du Bois had been disturbed at the Talented Tenth'’s reluctance to claim
its rightful position of stewardship of Afro-American life. His first two magazines,
the Moon and the Horizon, were aimed just as much at creating a sense of
common identity and purpose among the black elite as at informing their read-
ers and agitating against racial inequity. In each of these short-lived magazines
he combined excerpts and summaries from foreign and domestic newspapers
and journals, reading lists, editorials, and announcements in an attempt to mold
and inculcate what might be termed a class outlook. The Horizon outlasted the
Moon—which limped through a single volume —in part by becoming the offi-
cial organ of the Niagara movement, which extended the publication’s life to
three years. Du Bois’s real journalistic success awaited the Crisis, which he ed-
ited throughout his tenure with the NAACP. The Crisis also, despite its organi-
zational affiliation, was under Du Bois a class/race magazine that followed the
same basic formula as its predecessors, and his success is suggested by William
Allison Davis’s reminiscence; he recalls Du Bois’s Crisis editorials as “thc most
powerful and terrifying experiences in the lives of middle class Negroes of both
my father’s and my own generation. 'l'he great majority of black children and
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adolescents who later became scholars, teachers, lawyers, and professional men
during the second, third, and fourth decades of the twentieth century read The
Crisis as a family magazine each month.”%

The Crisis was very much geared toward black middle-class readership, and
to that extent strove for general —not just political or educational —appeal, even
to the point of running photographs of the “Crisis Maids.”?' And Du Bois in-
cluded in his mission the propagation among his readership of positive images
and its accomplishments. In this vein he declared, in a reversal of his contention
of previous years, that the “American Negro does NOT stand in unusual need
of moral training. It is the American white man who needs that.”?? This racial
assertiveness did not end there.

Early in the magazine’s history Du Bois asked his readers to take out
enough subscriptions to guarantee “complete financial independence and the
assurance of permanence” for the Crisis. He was concerned, as he saw it, not
only for his own welfare but for the editorial integrity of the magazine.”> Simi-
larly, he called on his Talented Tenth readers to buy books so that black authors
would acquire the latitude to break out of the straitjacketed molds imposed by
a white clientele and become “privileged to follow the leadings of their own
hearts and the laws which imperatively rule in the creation of literature.” He
continued in a passage that, while probably overstating the duress under which
he previously had labored, nonetheless reflects the growth of his own convic-
tions about addressing a black audience principally:

One can see in almost every book written by a colored author that the work
has been done under foreign dictation. The author has wished his book to be
read and to be sold; he has written too much under this influence. The book
has been planned for white readers. The transition from the custom of writing
books of explanation and defense intended for white men to read to that of
depicting our own experiences, giving our own interpretation of events transpir-
ing or past, pouring out our own realities of feelings and longings, telling of
God and his works as we see them has as yet hardly begun.?*

Elsewhere he declared, “Instead of being led and defended by others . . . Amer-
ican Negroes are gaining their own leaders, their own voices, their own ideals.”
Yet he was at that point the only black officer of the NAACP.

In this context Du Bois’s association with the Harlem Renaissance is inter-
esting, to the extent that that movement might be seen in part as an expression
of the congealing consciousness of the elite. Alain Locke’s manifesto for the
period, the New Negro: An Interpretation, illustrates that aspect of what usually
is thought to have been an aesthetic-folkloric movement.?® Contributions by
Charles S. Johnson,?” Kelly Miller,?® and R. R. Moton?’ proclaimed a new
unity and commonality of purpose among blacks and officially buried the idea
of “the two historic ‘schools of thought’ clashing ceaselessly and loud over the
question of industrial and higher education for the Negro.”?® E. Franklin Fra-
zier extolled the virtues of the new elite as a standard-bearer and force for the
progress and uplift of the race as a whole.?!
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Besides his contribution to The New Negro Du Bois was quite visible in
that celebration of a certain conception of Afro-American culture marketed by
black intellectuals and white patrons during the 1920s. The pages of the Crisis
regularly were turned over to the apostles of the “Negro Renaissance”; moreover,
his volumes The Gift of Black Folk (1924) and Darkwater (1921) rank as major
statements of the Renaissance cultural ideology.

For Du Bois the cultural celebration was tied up with both general race
pride and a particular group sensibility. His references to black folklife, both in
Africa and the United States, emphasized what he considered its primitive as-
pects. He lauded blacks’ “sensuous, tropical love of life, in vivid contrast to the
cool and cautious New England reason.”?? “The Negro,” he proclaimed, “is
primarily an artist.”>*

At the same time he was sensitive to the cultural responsibilities of the black
middle class, deploring blacks’ reluctance to buy books and art, even those
blacks who enjoyed artistic consumption.** He also expatiated against the mam-
monism that he felt tended to accompany afftuence among the new black mid-
dle class.*® In a vein going back to The Philadelphia Negro he charged the New
Negro exclusively with the cultural stewardship and civilizing mission that he
originally had assigned them to share with the reigning white elites.

There appears to be a disparity between Du Bois’s advocacy of the civilizing
mission of the black middle class in relation to the rest of the black population
and his exultation in the very “primitive,” folkloric values that were the raw
material of his Talented Tenth’s civilizing mission. Several factors can be ad-
vanced to explain this anomaly. First, there is the racial defensiveness that takes
the form of self-conscious exaltation of those values and behaviors that are gen-
erally considered by whites to be unacceptable.>® Second, Du Bois retained into
the 1920s at least vestiges of two Victorian commitments—a presumption of a
nature/culture axis as a mechanism for characterizing human populations and a
belief in the existence of inherent group temperaments or ideals.’” In light of
these views—and entirely consistent with the premises of the Renaissance—the
civilizing mission lay not in extirpating the primitive, folkish qualities that
marked the race’s specific contribution to the world, but in refining and cultivat-
ing them. Finally, and in a similar vein, postulation of an exotic black particular-
ity emphasizes a role for the black elite as keepers and translators of the culture.
That role buttresses the latter’s centrality within the black community; in that
sense, then, the aesthetic-folkloric celebration was an ideology of the elite’s
spokespersons. It is likely that one or more of those factors had some role in
generation of Du Bois’s apparent ambivalence over exalting both the primitive
and that which would transcend it. However, the Renaissance phenomenon
indicates another ambivalence that Du Bois shared with his cohorts as propo-
nents of black leadership.

For all its advocacy of black primacy over black affairs, the Negro Renais-
sance was dependent upon and reflected its clientage to white patronage.®®
Hence Du Bois often was ambivalent in identification of his audicnces, alter-
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nately and sometimes in a given text simultaneously addressing the black elite,
which he exhorted to be independent and to meet its historic duties, and liberal
whites. In the Renaissance case the material condition underlying the ambiva-
lence was ironic because of the assertiveness that characterized his praise of the
racial spirit.

The pursuit of white patronage had been a central feature of Afro-American
political and intellectual activity at least since the Age of Washington. Washing-
ton directed his appeal definitively to indigenous white advocates of the New
South and their eastern capitalist affiliations,*” and Du Bois’s criticism seems
largely directed at that same constituency—as, for example, when he exhorted
the “Men of America” to make the Talented Tenth the leaders of the race.®
Those “Men” were white elites—philanthropists and other opinion makers. Not-
withstanding its literary merits and other substantive accomplishments, herein
lies much of the historical significance of The Souls of Black Folk: in that vol-
ume Du Bois raised most coherently the demand for expanded access to the
white elite agencies that were or could have been involved in disposition of
the place of the Afro-American population in the developing order of corporate
capitalism.*! Moreover, despite its occasional stridency of tone, Du Bois’s vol-
ume of essays was grounded in a perspective that was in some respects no less
palatable than Washington’s to the reform-oriented progressive intellectuals who
were influential in the legitimation of black spokesmanship.

Du Bois expressed his sympathetic recognition of the dual losses of slave
and master:

Thus it is doubly difficult to write of this period calmly, so intense was the
feeling, so mighty the human passions that swayed and blinded men. Amid it
all, two figures ever stand to typify that day to coming ages,—the one, a gray-
haired gentleman, whose fathers had quit themselves like men, whose sons lay
in nameless graves; who bowed to the evil of slavery because its abolition threat-
ened untold ill to all; who stood at last, in the evening of life, a blighted, ruined
form, with hate in his eyes;—and the other, a form hovering dark and mother-
like, her awful face black with the mists of centuries, had aforetime quailed at
that white master’s command, had bent in love over the cradles of his sons and
daughters, and closed in death the sunken eyes of his wife,—aye, too, in his
behest had laid herself low to his lust, and borne a tawny man-child to the
world, only to see her dark boy’s limbs scattered to the winds by midnight
marauders riding after “damned Niggers.” These were the saddest sights of that
woful [sic] day.*?

He pointed out as well that

to no class is the indiscriminate endorsement of the recent course of the South
toward Negroes more nauseating than to the best thought of the South . . .
the ignorant Southerner hates the Negro, the workingmen fear his competition,
the money-makers wish to use him as a laborer, some of the educated see a
menace in his upward developraent, while others —usually the sons of the mas-
ters—wish to help him rise *?
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This notion—that the “best” of the southern whites meant blacks well —
recurred and may well have grown from, or at least reinforced, Du Bois’s as-
sumptions concerning reasonable men and civilized behavior. He reiterated
from his undergraduate days at Fisk the call to build a university in the South
so that the region could every year produce “a few white men and a few black
men of broad culture, catholic tolerance, and trained ability, joining their hands,
and giving to this squabble of the Races a decent and dignified peace.”*

If broadly cultured black and white men were to be allies, however, their
alliance could not be one of equals, since whites controlled the monetary and
other resources necessary for social- or racial-uplift activities. Therefore, assertion
of black aspirations was conditioned by the ironic circumstance that legitimation
of those aspirations had to come from outside the Afro-American community in
general and from upper-class whites in particular. Du Bois’s conflict with Wash-
ington should be considered in the context of competition for access to that
white patronage. The famous controversy derived largely from the fact that
Washington had established monopoly over access to patronage sources. Al-
though they clearly were in programmatic competition and articulated sharply
different visions of blacks’ place in American civic life, their conflict did not
grow from deep philosophical differences about internal organization of the
black population. After noting, on reflection in 1940, that their actual differ-
ences were more of emphasis than substance, Du Bois made clear the impor-
tance of Washington’s monopolistic position as an issue:

Contrary to most opinion the controversy as it developed was not entirely
against Mr. Washington’s ideas, but became the insistence upon the right of
other Negroes to have and express their ideas. Things came to such a pass that
when any Negro complained or advocated a course of action, he was silenced
with the remark that Mr. Washington did not agree with this. Naturally the
bumptious, irritated, young black intelligentsia of the day declared, “I don’t
care a damn what Booker Washington thinks! This is what I think, and I have
a right to think.”*

The conflict, therefore, was the culmination of a tension between the spe-
cific agendas and the legitimacy claims of different elements of the black elite
and the various white support groups—New South ideologues, northern indus-
trialists and reform intellectuals—to which those elements related for patronage
and for other forms of validation. This view implies a necessary amendment of
Mary Law Chaffee’s contention that the industrial/classical education dichotomy
originated in the respective interests of “Northerners” and white southerners.*
That contention, while tending toward the right direction, is simplistic in three
respects. First, it lumps together as “Northerners” both industrialists and reform
intellectuals, who often saw the race issue rather differently. Second, that inter-
pretation does not account for the mediation of intraelite conflict—generational
or otherwisc—among Afro-Americans. Finally, Chaffee’s interpretation does not
clearly conform to the facts; Robert L. Factor finds, for example, that northern
industrialists as well as southerners favored industrial education.?’



Stratification, Leadership, and Organization 61

Of course, the differences between Washington and Du Bois were not en-
tirely limited to the issue of the power of the Tuskegee Machine. The central
fault line separating them and the political tendencies they represented was the
demand for black civic equality and political participation. Du Bois and others
unequivocally opposed Washington’s acquiescence in the alliance of Redeemers
and New South ideologues, an alliance predicated on expulsion of blacks from
public life and codification of a regime explicitly based on white supremacy.
The urgency of critics’ objections to the Tuskegeean’s stranglehold on black
debate and access to support for uplift activity, in fact, derived principally from
recognition that his machine’s main function was to stifle challenges to the
emerging Jim Crow social order. They understood that disfranchisement and
loss of civil rights would ultimately destroy black aspirations. This fault line
redefined the broad orientations toward racial strategy that had formed under
the conditions of relative openness and expansive political mobilization that had
flourished during the first two decades after Emancipation.

William S. Toll observes that by the end of Reconstruction three distinct
views had emerged among black spokespersons with respect to the character
and condition of the freedmen. From one perspective they were mainly seen as
citizens seeking rights. From another they were ignorant peasants needing guid-
ance, and in a third view they were “romantic evangels in search of a promised
land.”*® These three views did not exhaust the articulated possibilities. The Col-
ored Farmers Alliance represented an indigenous strain of black populism, and
others emphasized blacks’ status as laborers and workers. Yet by the 1880s the
three perspectives Toll describes had converged around a general pattern of elite
racial-strategy discourse premised on a nodal background assumption, namely,
that the simultaneous and uneven development of slave and free strains in the
black population decreed that the freedmen “needed a specially trained elite to
help them replace the habits of slavery with the assertiveness of free men.”*
This elite black discourse became increasingly hegemonic as white supremacist
victories narrowed the scope for more popular action. However, as Toll argues,
two distinct approaches to the problem of racial agenda formation developed
within that common rhetoric of elite tutelage.

On the one hand, Washington symbolized an approach that focused on
“social rehabilitation,” a concrete project of expunging the “social primitivism”
that had taken root among blacks largely because of the slave experience. As
Toll puts it succinetly: “While Yankee farmers and western yeomen had identi-
fied hard work as a means to freedom through the acquisition of a homestead,
slaves had toiled through fear of the lash to enrich others. The problem for
Washington lay in taking what Blacks had learned as southern workers and
transforming it into an ideology that would enable them to benefit from the
modernization of the region.”*® For Washington, therefore, the tutelary project
was informed primarily by the earlier strain of thinking-—most identified with
Frederick Douglass—that emphasized the backwardness of the masses. More-
over, in Washington’s view the road to progress was simple and direct; he ac-
cepted reflexively the Gospel of Wealth and had little sympathy for the ethical
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ambivalence with which more macroscopically inclined reformers assayed the
dynamics of industrialization. His programmatic agenda settled happily on im-
parting a few rudimentary “skills,” but most of all inculcating the social disci-
pline required of good laborers and subordinate entrepreneurs. Thus the irony
of this program that Du Bois pointed out becomes more sensible. The artisanal
and yeoman skills on which the Tuskegee model rested rhetorically were indeed
obsolescent, but they were not the ultimate point. The contradictory relation of
industrial ideology and republican practicality probably reflected Washington’s
own confusions as a man caught between two eras. The ideology, however, was
the real practicality; the substantive training was only a vehicle for effecting the
characterological —and essentially ideological —project of rehabilitation.

On the other hand, Du Bois represented an approach to uplift that com-
bined the three earlier perspectives to form a thetoric and a programmatic orien-
tation that emphasized “cultural revitalization,” a focus that entailed combating
the stigma attached to the race and building racial pride by taking note of black
accomplishment.”! Beneath this orientation lay a broader view than Washing-
ton’s of the social dynamics to which the black population had to be adjusted
and a more complex sense of the elite’s mission, even though it shared some of
Washington’s enthusiasm about industrial progress and certainly shared the tute-
lary commitment. In a sense, the two approaches ran parallel. Du Bois never
disputed, as his propositions in The Philadelphia Negro and later reflections in
Dusk of Dawn and elsewhere attest, that vocational training and proletarianiza-
tion were foremost objectives for the general black population. In fact as late as
1913 he held that it was still possible, though he lamented that the possibility
was slipping away, “to make Negroes essentially Americans with American ideals
and instincts.”>> However, in part because of his greater sensitivity to the teleo-
logical dimension of progress and his insistence that oversight of the accultura-
tion project should be as much as possible in black hands, Du Bois stressed the
need to prepare and strengthen the indigenous elite on which tutelary responsi-
bilities rested. From that vantage point cultivation of a stratum of broadly
trained, eminently civilized blacks who exercised full citizenship rights was a
logical precondition for the commonly accepted task of racial uplift.

Intellectually, this perception probably derived from Du Bois’s early notions
concerning racial-group idealism. Politically, cultivation of such a stratum ex-
pressed the ideology most appropriate to the practical project that he and Wash-
ington shared, even though the latter, for biographical and other reasons, re-
coiled from the notion of an aristocracy of gentility. Sociologically (and this is
perhaps one of the reasons that Washington —a thoroughgoing philistine —could
not accept its ideological attributes), this focus carried the aspirations of a rising
cohort of educated, comparatively urbane, reform-oriented black men and
women > for whom the mission of race leadership was ultimately connected
with individual and group status claims.

Despite their differences, though, the two black elite tendencies shared cer-
tain basic dispositions. Both Washington and Du Bois accepted the essential
model of social hierarchy that prevailed in the society and maintained that “up-
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lift” of the black population entailed an elite-driven accretion of the characteris-
tics of “civilization.” " This conception of uplift in turn implied an approach to
social problems in general and to group organization in particular that con-
nected with the general black population only as an object of social engineering.
Therefore, the substantive alliances required to realize its programmatic agendas
had to be sought outside the race. The common need for those alliances exerted
pressure to harmonize the Afro-American elite’s agendas and strategies—whether
oriented toward “protest” or “accommodation” —with the main thrusts of corpo-
rate capitalism and therefore with each other as well.

In this regard August Meier notes that the gradualism of the “accommoda-
tionists” and their appeals to white morality were based on a perception of white
loyalty to the Constitution, and he notes that the NAACP became the source of
a lengthy legal struggle that also sought to capitalize on that perceived loyalty.>®
Elliott M. Rudwick notes that “Du Bois portrayed Washington’s emphasis on
industrial education as an essential link with the expansion of the Southern
economy,”*® and he points out that at a 1904 meeting representatives of the two
camps agreed that “potential Negro leaders could profit from higher education,
while the rest of the race should attend grammar schools and industrial
schools.”*” The antagonists, moreover, were united in their programmatic advo-
cacy of moral-institutional reorganization of the black population and in identi-
fication of upper-class whites as the appropriate element with which black lead-
ership should be aligned.”® This last commonality is of special moment for
interpretation of Du Bois, as the relationship to white patronage figures promi-
nently as a source of tension in the leadership competition within the black
elite and at the same time suggests a practical confluence with the mainstream
of the liberal collectivist social program. Since white support came by and large
from corporate and other reformers who tended to move from the collectivist
outlook, it is likely that black initiatives that were supported at all would at least
be compatible with that outlook.

Du Bois had long sought to organize systematic research on Afro-American
life, and he maintained a collateral interest in organizing the black intellectual
elite for the purpose of establishing cultural and political hegemony within the
race. Regarding the former concern, he called in 1900 {or formation of a “Spe-
cial Committee for the Study of the Negro Problems” that “should have general
oversight of a series of social studies into the condition of the American Ne-
gro.”*? This initiative died for lack of funding support. Several years later he
attempted to generate support for a “high class journal to circulate among the
intelligent Negrocs, tell them of the deeds of themselves and their neighbors,
interpret the news of the world to them, and inspire them toward definite ide-
als.” % Toward that end he wrote unsuccessfully to Jacob Schiff in 1905 for a
financial contribution. Schiff was not moved by Du Bois’s estimation of the
need for the black intellectual elite to consolidate itself. In fact, the philan-
thropic community not surprisingly appears to have had little interest in inde-
pendent black activity of any type. Rudwick indicates the operative sentiment;
after identifying the Niagara movement as the congelation of black intellectual
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interests,5! he then points out that an “essential failure” of that initiative was “its
inability to attract the support of more than a handful of whites.”® Thus the
paradox: Du Bois found himself in the position of appealing for support of inde-
pendent black political and academic initiatives to upper-class whites whose in-
terests in black “uplift” activities were tied to criteria that were at best lukewarm
to black self-organization.®> So it was that after several years of attempting with
not much success to compete for philanthropic support with Washington —who
did not seem bound by any formal commitment to visions of independent initia-
tive—Du Bois in his frustration castigated his opponent for having become so
dependent on “the rich charitable public” that he was too compromised to pow-
erful interests and therefore was unable to tell the truth about the needs of the
race.?* Yet the paradox was not transcended; indeed, it eventually would help
force Du Bois out of the NAACP.

Du Bois, of course, as is attested to by his comments about the need for the
black community to safeguard the autonomy of its intellectual workers, was
never fully sanguine about this patronage relation. His insistence upon black
support of black efforts doubtless was intensified by his conflicts with whites
within the NAACP. All along, however, he had felt that white support should
be oriented toward assisting in creation of an indigenous black leadership stra-
tum and acknowledging the primacy of such modern black leadership as did
exist. Apparently, during the period between the two world wars, he became
unequivocally convinced that sufficient black leadership existed to assert its pri-
ority in Afro-American affairs.

One issue remains to be clarified concerning Du Bois’s views on stratifica-
tion of the black community. This issue relates to a subtle shift that occurred in
his thinking during the years between The Philadelphia Negro and his approach
to the Communist Party. In the early period Du Bois had taken the elite in its
totality to constitute an aristocracy among the Afro-American population. He
made no real normative or socially functional distinction among the different
elements of the elite; the various segments—businessmen, teachers, profession-
als, functionaries—shared the common historical mission of uplift, and all en-
joyed the same elevated status over the rest of the population. However, after he
had been at Atlanta University for a few years he took greater note of the elite’s
internal differentiation and expressed disturbance over the appearance of a rela-
tively philistine but well-off stratum of “farmers and gardeners, the well-paid
porters and artisans, the businessmen” %’ that he felt lacked sufficient breadth of
culture to act as true representatives of the race.

Several years later, after he had left Atlanta, Du Bois expressed concern that
the intellectual elite had not received its proper recognition in relation to other
strata. He reasoned that because black professionals had the vast majority of
their interactions within the black community and workingmen had most of
their daily interactions with whites, whites seeking to communicate with the
black community did not even know the “natural leaders” and would wind up

going to and forming opinions on the basis of intercourse with artisans.®
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His commitment was to the “cultured classes,” that is, not simply the black
middle class writ large, but that complement that was trained in the techniques
of modern civilization, the professional stratum that claimed knowledge and
expertise as capital. It was this stratum that he saw leading his cooperative com-
monwealth in the 1930s and 1940s, and to whom he assigned a place atop the
black population.

In 1940 he proposed a pyramidal view of the status hierarchy of the black
community, in which “the poor, ignorant, sick and antisocial form a vast founda-
tion” and whose “highest members, although few in number, reach above the
average not only of the Negroes but of the whites, and may justly be compared
to the better-class white culture.”®” He expressed a need for caution, however,
in assessing this stratum’s actual sociohistorical role, noting, for example, the
group’s propensities to “conspicuous consumption” and frivolousness. He ob-
served that upper-class blacks felt isolated and alone as a result of segregation.
They were often unable or unwilling to share in middle-class white society on
the terms in which it was offered, and at the same time they tended to recoil
from the vulgarity of their own lower classes.®®

Nevertheless, he was optimistic in 1940 that blacks were building, as he felt
they must, a class structure of their own. He felt that whether his “Talented
Tenth” would be a “threat to the development of the whole race” or the vehicle
“by which the level of culture in the whole group is going to be raised . . .
depends upon the relations that develop between these masses and the cultural
aims of the higher classes.”®” But on balance he was generally hopeful about
the liberatory potential held out by the dynamic elite that he identified, even
though after discussing the vector of its growth all he could fall back on for
assurance was a call for unity across groups.”” That is a point at which his
consumer-cooperative sirategy dovetails with the historical agenda that Du Bois
imputed to the black elite.

One strength of the consumer organization was that its thrust could provide
a means through which the elite could mobilize “training” of the masses.”! In
this way Du Bois allayed his fear that the elite’s “leadership and authority within
the group” would come to be constituted on the basis of wealth rather than
talent. The consumer-cooperative strategy, then, was in this sense a mechanism
for the germinal professional elite to consolidate and institutionalize its hege-
mony over other elements in the black community by virtue of claims to special
expertise, appeals to unity and collectivity of interest (class invisibility), and an
ideology of service.

Throughout the interwar years Du Bois was hardly a radical democrat al-
though—partly in response to the growth of mass organization and protest—he
showed signs of modifying his thinking with respect to intraracial stratification.
As Arnold Rampersad points out, Du Bois disclosed in the novel Dark Princess
(1928), that he “had nothing against kings and princesses, provided some were
black. Indeed, he seemed to prefer rovalty and saw no contradiction between it
and his propaganda for the masses.””* That observation recalls his alternation of
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extravagant pro-Bolshevik rhetoric and effusion over debutante balls in the pages
of the Crisis a decade earlier. Indeed, Du Bois’s commitments were not without
apparent ambivalence.

Within four years after publication of Dark Princess he took refuge in the
rationale of changing times to proffer a self-criticism, taking the NAACP as a
vehicle for his partial retreat from the elitism with which he had been associated
tor nearly a third of a century. He maintained that the organization

was formed at a time when the phrase, “the talented tenth,” meant something
for the advancement of men, when we were thinking along lines of that sort.
We said “The people who are the exceptional people must of necessity be the
ones who lead any group out of the wilderness. It is not a question of their
advantages.” And then we went further than that and quite naturally said, “This
organization must also be for the advancement of the ‘talented tenth.” After
all, if the talented tenth is the judge, the tool by which we are going to raise
the Negro race, then the more we ourselves are raised, the more advantages we
have, the more in the long run we are going to solve this problen.

But there comes a question. “Are you thinking of the advancement of this
tenth for your own sake or for the sake of the great mass of people? When it
comes to the advancement of the great mass of people who is to be the judge
as to what these people want and ought to have?” We are the ones who know
what the masses ought to want, therefore, we are the ones who go ahead and
lay down the program for these people, who manage; and while we have been
going on with our program there has come actually a change in the thought of
the world, a change . . . which says not only is the object of the organization
advancement for the masses of people but that it must be dominated by the
masses of people. That change is so fast that there are large numbers of people
who have not heard it at all; large numbers who do not believe it. It is going
to have a hard time making its way but it is going to make its way. The world
more and more is going to be organized not simply for the masses of people but
by the masses of people. They are going to be the ones who will dominate.”

He pointed out as well that the NAACP program was dominated by a nega-
tive eighteenth-century conception of freedom that not only did not address the
populace’s economic needs but also tacitly endorsed an agenda that would
“build up inside of the Negro race an economic class, not quite clear as yet.””*

Despite that self-criticism, Du Bois did not uncouple from his commitment
to the black elite. His intimation that adherence to an agenda favoring the “Tal-
ented Tenth” had been historically appropriate at some earlier point may well
have been sound, especially given disfranchisement and other conditions demo-
bilizing the black population in the carly 1900s. At that time, though, he had
supported class-based suffrage restriction in principle for both whites and blacks,
apart from the need to adjust to the practical realities of white supremacist
exclusion. And the defense of historical appropriateness not only allows the
critic to save face; it also, by interposing reified time between the agent and his
ideas, prevents the critique from penetrating to the relational and ideological
core of the discarded position.” Indeed, we alrcady have scen that eight years
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after this self-criticism he proposed a pyramidal view of the Afro-American social
structure that recycled almost identically the normative premises that had under-
lain his interpretation in The Philadelphia Negro. And his defense of his
consumer-cooperative “Nation within a Nation” strategy against labor radical
and former Crisis protégé George Streator’s sharp criticism in 1935 indicates
how much that strategy rested on the old Talented Tenth vision. In response to
Streator’s charge that he had too much faith in the black petite bourgeoisie’s
race leadership, Du Bois asserted that under current conditions he saw “but one
path of salvation for American Negroes . . . and that is to get a growing group
of young, trained, fearless and unselfish Negroes to guide the American Negro
in this crisis, and guide him toward the coming of socialism throughout the
world.” 76

Most instructively, in a 1948 address to the Boulé, a national organization
explicitly for upperstatus black men, Du Bois unveiled a fully reconstituted,
“historically appropriate” version of the Talented Tenth, one that indicated that
his view of the elite’s mission (and, as 1 shall show in chapter 6, his conception
of socialism) remained cast in essentially the same liberal collectivist mold as at
the turn of the century, with only tactical modification induced by an admirable
openness to empirical realities. Citing Marx as his influence, he commented
that he had gradually come to see that the Tenth’s “passport to leadership was
not simply learning. Learning, knowledge, science carefully inculcated and
deeply studied it must have; but fundamental would be its willingness to sacri-
fice and plan for such economic revolution in industry and just distribution of
wealth as would make the rise of the group possible.” "

He acknowledged that for quite some time he had answered class-based
criticisms of his Talented Tenth strategy by arguing that class analysis did not
apply to black Americans. He suggested however, that as time went on either he
began to see more clearly or conditions changed, because he saw more class
contradictions among blacks.”® He noted as well that he had apprehended what
was from his vantage point the paradox that “Negroes who had long trained
themselves for personal success and individual freedom were coming to regard
the end of segregation as an ideal and not as a means.” To his dismay they were
uncritical of what American society was in their insistence on being accepted in
whatever it was.”” He found it ironic, if not perfidious, that he and much of his
cohort had developed the “idea of the Negro problem as being an evangel, a
gospel where chosen men were trained and armed, and went out to take the
leadership of the mass.” Unlike the tendency he saw developing, his generation
had not regarded themselves as “separate and superior to the masses, but rather
as a part of the mass which was being equipted [sic] and armed for leadership
and that leadership was of course for the benefit of the mass.” %

As we have seen, this contrast nostalgically sanitizes his earlier views regard-
ing intraracial differentiation. But we certainly cannot deny Du Bois the human
prerogative of trying to assert a retroactive consistency over his life. Moreover,
his observations demonstrate certain powerful insights. His critique of the new
middle class’s consumerism and facile acceptance of descgregation as an end
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rather than a means presaged the trenchant criticisms to be leveled by Frazier
and Harold Cruse—who also felt that the black bourgeoisie had betrayed its
historical mission—and the radical wing of the civil rights movement. And his
criticism of the black church seems in retrospect to have anticipated Martin
Luther King Jr., if it did not actually call him into existence. Du Bois declared:
“Our religion with all its dogma, demagoguery, and showmanship can be a
center to teach character, right conduct and sacrifice. There lies here a career
for a Negro Gandhi and a host of earnest followers.”®!

When all was said and done, in the Boulé text Du Bois clearly established
that he retained his commitment to the privileged role of the black elite; his
practical response to the disturbing tendencies that he had identified was to
raise the ante and exhort the Talented Tenth to adopt more concrete—and
rather extreme—measures to live up to its mission. After identifying undergradu-
ate fraternities (as he had done in his desperation toward the end of his first
tenure at the NAACP) as providing a basis for a large race organization among
the enlightened elite,®” he strove to impress the emerging generation with the
need to adopt an “ideal of plain living and high thinking.”%

Because the ranks of the truly committed were small and, he feared, dwin-
dling, he advocated solidifying and expanding them internally by several meth-
ods, including eugenics. He proposed child bearing and adoption as strategies
to build the Talented Ten