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Ira Katznelson 

From the Street to the Lecture Hall: 

The 1960s 

Where have the sixties gone? With scant exception, the 

erudite histories in this issue have rather little to say 
about this period of upheaval. Abrams, Gallagher, and 

Saldivar pivot their considerations of English and literary criticism 
on the divide between the New Criticism of the 1940s and 1950s, 
which transcended historical philology and linguistics, and the 
various poststructural, postcolonial, postmodern, and New His 

toricist approaches deployed in the past two decades. Solow, Kreps, 
and Barber describe a self-confident economics profession that 

modernized to become an effective technical discipline in the 1940s. 

It subsequently developed as a continuous, scientific, mathematicized, 

model-building enterprise aiming at pithy simplification and em 

pirical validation. Barber does take note of the radical student 

culture, but less for its effect on economics than for a temporary 

drop-off in student interest. Putnam's engaging personal history 

maps analytic philosophy in the Oxbridge-Harvard axis without 

any particular reference to the sixties, an ironic omission in light of 

his own close identification with Harvard's student movements 

(though there are hints about the impact of the period's develop 
ments in the essay's discussions of his own rethinking about lan 

guage, the growing influence of Wittgenstein, and the reemergence 
of political philosophy). Writing about my own subject, Lindblom 
and Smith rightly identify the 1940s and 1950s as formative de 
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312 Ira Katznelson 

cades for modern political science, and they persuasively read the 

discipline's history as a tension-ridden scientific search for liberal 

democratic values and institutions. Alone amongst our authors, 
Smith (though very briefly) assesses the intellectual consequences 
of the disorderly convulsions of the sixties, if only to treat these as 

minor, believing that political science's "debunking phase" in the 

1960s and early 1970s failed to produce effective alternatives to 

mainstream behaviorism.1 

Competing with this collective tale of limited significance, a 
more popular vision of the lineage of these academic disciplines 
makes the sixties generation, now putatively ascendant, respon 

sible for much-disliked scholarly trends. In this version, current 

culture wars derive from the 1960s and from the manner in which 

developments three decades ago reshaped the academy's ideas, 

organization, and culture. This is a sorrowful story about the loss 

of standards and moorings; a tale of growing unseriousness; an 

elegy for earnest, thoughtful inquiry. Indeed, one reason, if cer 

tainly not the main one, many scholars tend to downplay the 

meaningfulness of the sixties is their defensiveness in the face of 

this mostly tendentious assault.2 

As someone whose undergraduate and graduate education took 

place in the 1960s (thus perhaps with both a vested interest in the 

significance of the moment and in a sympathetic account of its 

critical impulses), I find both stories not so much wrong as deeply 
distorted. To be sure, they possess the ring of plausibility. On the 

one side, the direct intellectual harvest of the sixties proved mod 

est. With the nontrivial exceptions of Marxist and Marxisant 

scholarship at the level of theory and of attention to such previ 

ously neglected topics as racial inequality, cities, and social move 

ments, the scholarly accomplishments of the period's rebels proved 
more important for opening up the possibilities the essayists in this 

volume have underscored than for their immediate impact on their 

disciplines. On the other side, current critics of the academy from 

the Right correctly understand the sixties as a volatile "moment of 

madness" when ordinary rules, civilities, limits, and expectations 
were suspended, with important effects inside the academy.3 The 

politics of the street burst the bounds of the lecture hall. However 

inchoate and unfocused, there was indeed a powerful revolt against 
the silences, limits of method, smug confidence, and regime-en 
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hancing functions of postwar scholarship in the humanities and 

the social sciences. Nevertheless, in spite of these grounds of veri 

similitude, the main competing readings of the sixties miss two key 

points. 

First, these accounts either significantly understate or exagger 
ate the challenges to the various scholarly disciplines during the 

period when the civil rights and student (soon antiwar) move 

ments electrified America's campuses. In these hothouse environ 

ments, graduate students and younger faculty drawn primarily 
from the humanities and the social sciences achieved significant 

scholarly work produced in exasperation at the indifference of 

their teachers to the inequalities and tumult in the society, in anger 
at the entanglement of the disciplines and the universities as insti 

tutions with power and privilege, in revolt against particular stan 

dards of objectivity that relied too heavily on models inappropri 
ately drawn from the natural and biological sciences, and in the 

quest of moving class, race, gender, the national security state, and 

other neglected subjects from the margins to the center of system 
atic inquiry. 

Notwithstanding the collapse in comity, diversity of tempera 

ments, and disputes about the assumptions and unity of the disci 

plines, the vast majority of these critical scholars never broke with 

their disciplines. Instead, they located their contributions in a 

wider flow of scholarly give and take within conjoint canons of 
evidence and demonstration. What happened inside the disciplines? 
as distinct from challenges within the larger university, and espe 

cially student, culture?was rebellious but not seditious. The dis 

ciplinary insurgencies did matter, but not in the nihilist mode the 

strongest retrospective faultfinders allege to have existed. The vast 

majority of scholars in the sixties whose worldviews and scholarly 
commitments were nourished by the rebellious politics of the 

street never departed from the academic cultures that authorized 

their work and grounded it even as they contested the content and 

character of these traditions. By and large, they shared in the wider 

"liberal commitment to intellectual freedom.. .a commitment to a 

process, not to a specific set of beliefs."4 Further, this critical 

rationality did not deploy a simple or singular "opposition," but a 

diffuse community of sensibility whose members shared a tone 

and an orienting perspective but not an epistemological perspec 
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tive either radically different from the targets of their criticism or 

sufficiently powerful to traverse boundaries dividing the disci 

plines. Intellectual plurality expanded but as a pluralism nourished 

by interconnected disagreement. As a result, insurgent political 
scientists continued to share more with other political scientists 

than with insurgent scholars of English, economics, or philosophy; 
each of the fields continued to enclose a self-referential intellectual 

conversation. Certainly, the battleground of the sixties did not 

produce the most radical scholarly revision of all, the kinds of 

syntheses that would have rendered separate disciplines obsolete. 

Our distinctive genealogies remained segregated. 

Second, the two contrasting estimations fail to specify mecha 

nisms to account either for the lack of or the overweening impor 
tance of scholarly developments in the 1960s. To be persuasive, 
such accounts require at least rudimentary theory and a sociology 
of knowledge encompassing such matters as the periodization of 

change, institutional incentives and disincentives, generational co 

horts, disciplines as practices and as epistemic speech communi 

ties, and relative weights assigned to the practice and content of 

scholarly work as opposed to the surrounding environment. Though 
I do not develop anything like a full-blown approach to studies of 

social knowledge with these elements (I take on the more modest 

task of a course-correction), my review of the sixties is not theo 

retically innocent. 

I draw its most important orienting premise from the work of 

Donald Winch. He argues that ideas, like those we are considering 
in this issue, are best considered neither as the products of a 

holistic Zeitgeist nor as merely facilitating instruments for funda 

mental interests that exist prior to and outside their articulation. 

Ideas do not have to be treated as the derived products of 

nonautonomous processes or as strong, causal independent vari 

ables. Rather, in societies like our own that "regularly require 
reasons to be given or assigned for public actions affecting the lives 

of others" and that possess specialized institutions preeminently 
located in university settings, which provide forums and proce 

dures for examining the cogency of ideas and reasons, the signifi 
cance of the creation and deployment of social knowledge requires 
no particular justification. After all, such ideas furnish the only 

means we have to make action meaningful and legitimate. Social 
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knowledge, from this perspective, is "no more (or less) than an 

extension of the rules of everyday conduct."5 

This perspective contrasts with the view that the social and 

human sciences are products of social and institutional changes 
that instrumentally require particular kinds of ideas, and also with 

the position that ideas located in free-standing discourses develop 

along well-defined disciplinary paths via the rules of inquiry and 

dialogue. Instead, it looks simultaneously at how the institutional 

ization of social knowledge in university disciplines as loci of 
intellectual authority bridges a two-way flow between the discur 

sive constitution of politics and society by scholarly products and 

the ways the organization, subject matter, and methodologies of 

the academic disciplines are shaped by factors of state, economy, 
and civil society located outside the universities.6 It is important 
not to choose a priori between ideational, material, or institutional 

causes. What matters is the distinctive qualities of their constella 

tion at given historical moments. 

I focus mainly on the universities and their professionalized 

disciplines as hinges linking large-scale changes in American soci 

ety?including, in the 1960s, racial rebellion and democratization, 

far-reaching technological advances, and shifts in sexuality and 

gender?to specific sets of ideas and scholarly currents. In the 

quarter-century before the 1960s, America's research universities 

had grown dramatically but had not yet democratized.7 They were 

flush with cash, confidence, and privilege. On the side of the join 

connecting them to the wider society, the social movements and 

radical sensibilities of the sixties were not located outside the 

universities as simply contextual, exogenous causes. The democra 

tization of university admissions, governance, and effects were 

central goals for these movements; and the university itself, along 
side church institutions, proved the movements' most important 

organizational assets. 

We can see this "inside the academy" quality even at the decade's 

outset. The Greensboro, North Carolina, sit-ins begun in February 
1960 and the Port Huron, Michigan, gathering sixteen months 

later to adopt a platform for a new organization, Students for a 

Democratic Society (SDS), did more than galvanize vast and effec 

tive national social movements. By their actions, rhetoric, and 

strategy, they affirmed modern social knowledge and the intellec 
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tuai class as constitutive components of social change, and they 
identified the university as an intellectual and institutional site of 

great significance. Greensboro was a college town, the home of 

North Carolina A & T, a historically black college. The four 
freshmen who had initiated the protests were motivated, we know, 

by their studies of ethics and of Gandhi and Indian nationalism 

(just the themes and texts that inspired Martin Luther King, Jr., a 
minister in possession of a Ph.D.). Within ten weeks of their 

request for service at a Woolworth's counter, more than fifty 
thousand students had participated in the sit-in movement. The 

fifty-nine people who came to Port Huron, energized by the emer 

gent civil rights movement, also sought to build an intellectually 

grounded capacity to mobilize their fellow students. 
When Tom Hayden, then a twenty-two-year-old student at the 

University of Michigan, first drafted the platform statement for 

SDS, he began by lamenting the character of research in the uni 

versity as too value free, too specialized, too uncommitted. In 

stead, he searched for an alternative stance in the ideas of two 

scholars who had become public intellectuals: C. Wright Mills 

(who died in March 1962, as Hayden was composing the docu 

ment), the Columbia University sociologist who had written The 
Power Elite (1954) and The Sociological Imagination (1958) and 
who had penned a widely-read "Letter to the New Left" in 1960, 
identifying the intelligentsia as the most likely source of social 

change;8 and Iris Murdoch, the Oxford University philosopher 
who had become a major novelist. Hay den's preliminary draft of 

the Port Huron Statement twinned Mills's language about the 

duties of scholars and intellectuals with Murdoch's call for a new 

approach to academic inquiry to fill the space between "our tech 

nical concepts [that] are highly esoteric and our moral concepts 

[that] are excessively simple." Cautioning that "there is nothing in 

between," she had asserted that "we need, and the Left should 

provide, some refuge from the cold, open field of Benthamite 

empiricism, a framework, a house of theory." Hayden picked up 
this imagery, coming to think of the SDS manifesto as an initial 

attempt to build this house. He worked from a bibliography of 
books on democracy written by social philosophers and social 

scientists he had read mainly in his classes at Michigan, including 
Robert Michels's Political Parties, John Dewey's Democracy and 
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Education, Reinhold Niebuhr's Moral Man and Immoral Society, 
Sheldon Wolin's Politics and Vision, William Kornhauser's The 

Politics of Mass Society, and Robert Dahl's A Preface to Demo 

cratic Theory.9 As the decade progressed, the imbrication of the 

period's social movements with scholarly currents and university 

settings deepened. Most civil rights, black power, and antiwar 

movement leaders either had experienced or were situated in 

America's campuses or felt compelled to visit and mobilize univer 

sity constituencies. Hayden's intellectuality proved a harbinger of 

a quest for scholarly as well as political legitimacy. A half-decade 

later, Carmichael and Hamilton's Black Power grounded its insur 

gent manifesto in references to mainstream scholarship.10 Rebel 

lion did not preclude scholarly engagement or regard for accepted 
canons of inquiry. 

On the other side of the hinge, specific disciplines were con 

nected to this constellation of the university and the society in 

diverse ways in part because the disciplines had been targeting 
different substantive objects of social knowledge, thus setting separate 
tables for the bounded scholarly rebellions of the 1960s. The 
orientation of economics to public life, for example, had shifted 

considerably during the forties. In its ambition to create an eco 

nomic science based on the marginalist revolution after Marshall, 
economics had grown quite aloof from day-to-day public policy. 
The combination of New Deal and World War II mobilization 

changed all that.11 After the war, economic knowledge was in 

creasingly oriented to the provision of policy advice and prognos 
tication that could be deployed by public officials. "Most econo 

mists hope that their work will have an impact on public policy," 
a recent review of the profession notes, presenting us with the 

paradox that the most enclosed of our disciplines with regard to 

inquiry is the most ambitious with regard to public affairs.12 By 

surprising contrast, with important exceptions mainly in the sub 

field of international relations, the large majority of political sci 
ence researchers in the 1940s and 1950s turned away from a 

public role to focus instead on the patterning of the links between 
civil society and the national state via the mechanisms of political 

parties, interest groups, and public opinion. Insurgent political 
scientists in the midst of the sixties primarily geared their work not 
toward policy influence but toward an incorporation of inequality 
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and social movements into the mainstream story of interest repre 
sentation. Radical economists, however, sought to provide alter 

native public policy prescriptions. 

English and philosophy had had rather different pre-sixties his 
tories. Their centers of gravity in the New Criticism and language 

philosophy had distanced both from the public realm. Disciplinary 
rebels in these fields sought to secure a reconnection, but with a 

difference. Much like political science, English oriented itself to 
civil society and to the mass movements underway. Philosophy, 

much like economics, sought to clarify choices amongst repertoires 
of public policy. These attempts, of course, had mixed and uneven 

success. English was transformed the most, if not all at once. 

Political science also evolved a good deal, extending the scope of 

its methods and subjects. Economics and philosophy changed less. 

The analytic, scientific cores of these disciplines remained largely 

intact, but even here, we will see, insurgency produced change. 
If unevenly, the scholarship of the sixties inscribed each of our 

disciplines. The varieties of disappointment expressed by the period's 

skeptical and radical scholars and the types of broadly pragmatist 

knowledge they created have marked their fields in three main 

ways. By confronting a more senior generation, they forced revi 

sions to existing approaches, deepening their reach and depth. By 

exploring new themes and new ways of working, they directly 
altered the character of their fields. By way of these extensions, 

they created intellectual space for subsequent insurgencies. 
As my primary example, consider political science. From its 

founding as a constitutive part of Progressive thought at the turn 

of the century, its foci, as Lindblom and Smith underscore, have 

been both moral and empirical. Its various constitutional, institu 

tional, behavioral, and theoretical aspects, even its internal organi 
zation and estrangements, have been geared to secure normative 

commitments. These may be broadly identified as liberal, in the 
doctrinal and institutional senses of the term. More particularly, 

political scientists have worked principally at the point of intersec 

tion of the modern state and civil society at a time of growing state 

capacity to make war, organize economies, and promote social 

welfare. The development of political science in the past century 
also has paralleled the long moment when liberalism thickened 

and became both more legitimate (swallowing some of its former 
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conservative and socialist competitors) and more vulnerable to a 

wide array of tyrannies and mass movements, almost all of which 

have been defended as constituting better versions of democracy 
than liberalism can accommodate.13 

Transactions linking citizens and the state have provided the 

main objects of analysis for political scientists. Their concern with 

law, representation, voting, public opinion, interest groups, and 

cognate subjects in studies of the United States; with classifications 

of other regimes by reference to their degree of distance from 

models of liberal democracy; with liberal theory; and with under 

standing of how international orders led first by liberal Britain and 
then by liberal America could secure desired ends add up to a 

remarkably coherent program of research and writing. Even critics 

of the discipline's mainstream, including the critics of the 1960s, 
have accepted these foci and premises. They have directed their ire 

at the complacence, insufficiency of inclusiveness, implicit conces 

sions to hierarchies of class, race, gender, and power, and institu 

tional limits to political participation both in American society 
and in their scholarly discipline without breaking with the central 
axis of political science: to understand and promote a broadly 
liberal political order against all comers.14 

Because political science is so deeply imbricated with political 
practice, its history as an organized body of social knowledge has 

been tied more than any other social science to situational condi 

tions. Its most important shifts and innovations have come at 

moments when anxiety about the fate of liberalism has been most 

pronounced: the period spanning the close of World War II to the 

Korean War, the heyday of the totalitarian challenge; the 1960s, 
when insurgencies concerned with race and foreign policy chal 

lenged the postwar settlement; and today, when a concatenation 

of changes, variously characterized as postmodern, post-Cold War, 

postindustrial, postfeminist, and so on, make once seemingly fixed 

arrangements appear fluid and uncertain. 

It is impossible to read the key texts of the 1940s without 

sensing their remarkable apprehension about the capacity of lib 

eral regimes to successfully join democracy and capitalism, liberty 
and prosperity. Following a long period of crisis that centered on 

two world wars, an unprecedented global economic slump, the 

ascension of fascist and communist alternatives, and an insistent 
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politicization of class relations, political scientists sought to fash 

ion a multidimensional "realist" science to meet the urgent re 

quirements of the time. Its overarching substantive goals included 

making liberalism more social (by incorporating groups, especially 
labor, within its embrace) and more international (by grappling 

with the twin challenges of totalitarianism and decolonization). 
This program, concentrated primarily at a small number of 

research universities?Chicago, Columbia, Harvard, and Yale? 

was defined by such lead figures as David Truman, Carl Friedrich, 
V. O. Key, Harold Lasswell, David Easton, Hans Morgenthau, 
and Robert Dahl15 as a self-conscious attempt to respond to cur 

rent events by developing new kinds of empirical theory and 

methods that drew on, yet were distinctive from, the political 
science practiced in the discipline's first half-century. These col 

leagues thought the traditional focus on law, institutions, and the 

state archaic, and prewar empirical scholarship factitious and lacking 
in direction. At the same time, they constructed a legitimating 

genealogy, some of whose key figures were Arthur Bentley, Stuart 

Rice, E. E. Schattschneider, Pendleton Herring, and Charles Merriam, 
who were held in regard for focusing on how government actually 
worked to link organized citizens to the state. A double intent 

marked this effort: the construction of a realizable, sober liberal 

ism (in the spirit of Schumpeter's "another theory of democ 

racy")16 that could serve as a rallying point in a disenchanted 

world and the systematic study of its operations. These two goals 
were joined together as an alternative to grandiose ideological 

temptations, especially those that co-opted Mussolini's label, "to 

talitarian."17 

Located within a larger intellectual milieu that understood liber 

alism to be a background condition in a United States under siege 

by its enemies, this new and increasingly behavioral political sci 

ence presented itself as beyond ideology. Alongside tandem disci 

plines, it pioneered new methods, including large-scale surveys and 

roll call analysis. As before, the field divided into four: international 

relations, American politics, comparative politics, and political 

theory. But each area was now marked by important shifts. Inter 

national studies took their cues from Morgenthau's power-cen 
tered realism rather than Quincy Wright's more humanistic ap 

proach tinged with Utopian elements. American studies shifted to 
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focus on matters of process and representation, with an emphasis 
on interest groups (now valorized as a barrier to the atomization 

characteristic of mass societies vulnerable to totalitarianism) and 

public opinion (with its welcome mix of apathy and activism, 
ignorance and knowledge).18 Comparative politics studied party 

systems and political institutions to understand both the possibili 
ties for postwar democracy and threats to it; for the non-Western 

world it developed an explicitly practical and political set of area 
studies that aimed to remedy American ignorance at a time of 

assertive US international leadership. Political theory also took a 

new tack. Before World War II, and after, there had been a 

growing estrangement between political science and political theory, 
which some theorists sought to address by revamping theory into 

an adjunct of behavioral research, with both embedded in liberal 

assumptions.19 Concurrently, nourished by the wartime experience 
that had brought many social scientists, including leading political 
scientists, into government service, public policy studies of a sys 
tematic kind at the junction, of economics and political science 

achieved a new prominence. Post-New Deal liberalism (princi 

pally, but not exclusively, identified with the Democratic Party) 
discovered new applied tools capable of creating change without 

paying the price of potentially destabilizing disorder.20 

During the 1950s, a self-congratulatory and consensual tone set 

in. America was the successful liberal leader. Totalitarianism had 

been checked. Prosperity and liberty proved capable of mutual 
constitution. Methodological advances could be combined with 

enlarged university resources. Policy specialists found a welcome 

in and out of government. Objectivist approaches to interests? 

especially Marxist ones?were vitiated by a realist focus on subjec 
tive interests and their pursuit within well-defined domestic insti 

tutions capable of canalizing protest and discontent. Politics came 

to be treated as a marketplace, one governed by rules and limits, 
and protected by military power and a diplomacy of contain 

ment.21 An increasingly successful western Europe, now internally 
at peace, was appended to this political and intellectual commu 

nity, forming a larger, confidently liberal, epistemic community. 
The unanticipated racial revolt, student movement, and antiwar 

protests of the 1960s proved wrenching for American political 
science. The tacit rules of the game of the liberal polity were called 
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into question both in public life and by a new generation of 

political scientists who noted that post-David Truman pluralism 
elided such issues as the nondemocratic qualities of interest groups, 

inequality between groups, and structural biases against the unor 

ganized.22 A burgeoning, vibrant literature on urban America called 

attention to the virtual nonexistence of concern with race and 

racial inequalities in prior treatments of American politics.23 The 

experience of war in Indochina starkly divided the realist commu 

nity of international relations scholars24 and proved the occasion 

for a more fundamental critique of American foreign policy, focus 

ing on dependency, imperialism, and underdevelopment.25 Stu 

dents of the Third World increasingly understood that pluralist 
self-regulation could not easily be generalized beyond American 

confines and sought to develop a new approach to political devel 

opment appropriate to this understanding.26 Professional meetings 

by the late 1960s came to resemble a war zone. 

Yet underneath the rhetoric and dissension a remarkably cre 

ative process advancing the discipline's capacity to ask and answer 

hard questions had gained ground. Arguably the most important 
instance lay in the domain of group theory. The work of the 

1950s, especially by Truman and Dahl, had been directed to pro 
vide scientific answers to questions concerning how the economic 

and social bases of politics are translated into influence via mecha 

nisms of political representation; and how, in the face of the 

diversity of interests in American society, the political system 
remains quite stable. The group theorists sought to show that the 

heterogeneous interest group system is sufficiently permeable to 

entice orderly and legitimate political participation. Successful col 

lective action to influence policy thus produces a reinforcing virtu 

ous circle. 

The critics writing in the 1960s argued that this analysis com 

posed a mix of science and wishful thinking. Interest groups vary 
in their degrees of democracy and representativeness. Group de 

mands do not only come from below; they are shaped, even 

manipulated, from above, by political elites. The system of repre 
sentation is biased, singing, as Schattschneider put it, with an 

upper-class accent.27 Some groups and interests, notably those 

associated with the racial divide, were excluded altogether. By 

eliding the notion of objective interests, interest group pluralism 
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had substituted a vision of an open process for the reality of a 

relatively fixed, steep hierarchy and had substituted the illusion of 

multiple interests for the relatively few dimensions of stratification 

that really matter. Social structure was absent. Disruption and 

protest were viewed as abnormal and threatening. Social move 

ments were hard to fathom and impossible to insert into the 

pluralist story, as were the ways political participation reshapes 

identities, worldviews, and interests.28 Taken together, the critics 

argued, these traits made group theory a license for repression. 
This multifaceted assault had a very considerable effect on stud 

ies of American politics. Writing inside the ambit of group theory 
in the mid-1960s, Grant McConnell showed how the exercise of 

power by private groups had both inward and outward qualities: 
groups have power over their own members and "over matters 

affecting the larger community." Both inward and outward power, 
he argued, are shaped by the narrow scale of constituent organiza 

tion, introducing the bias of concentration into the interest system. 
Theodore Lowi, in turn, sought at the end of the decade to come 

to grips with the period's "crisis of public authority," which, he 

thought, had been generated by the unplanned, undisciplined qualities 
of interest group liberalism. When too many interests bloom, he 

argued, the public interest disappears.29 The critics, in short, suc 

ceeded in stimulating significant revisions inside the dominant 

paradigm. McConnell's text quickly became a minor classic and, 
textbooks aside, Lowi's became the best-selling late-twentieth 

century book in the discipline. 
The effects of the sixties cohort, however, reached beyond modi 

fication by focusing attention on new subjects and theories. The 

contentious politics of the period stimulated broad currents of 

work on social movements, revolution, industrial conflict, and 

other forms of (and constraints on) collective action that, previ 

ously, had stood outside the ken of the discipline. Macroscopic 
analysis of epochal changes in class relations and political regimes 
and a new political economy of advanced capitalism extended the 

range of political science. Studies of symbols, the formation of 

political identities, and the configuration of resistance also made 

their appearance. Each of these initiatives was conditioned by a 

renewed interest in political and social theory, especially Marxian 

historical materialism and Weberian power-centered realism.30 
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These substantive and theoretical enlargements also had a longer 
term effect. They authorized a process of appropriation and incor 

poration that has further stretched the scope of the field. From the 
late 1960s to the mid-1980s, there was a remarkable proliferation 

of new subgroups working on international political economy, 
American political development, and feminist theory, amongst 

others, and, primarily via the feminist impulse with roots in the 

women's movement that had developed momentum in the 1960s, 
the introduction of postpositivist currents into political studies. 

On a basis far more inclusive and challenging than that which 

prevailed before the 1960s, the older issues of the character and 

security of liberalism returned to the agenda with considerable 

presence and force. Still self-consciously focused yet more hetero 

geneous, political science may finally be maturing as a coherent 

intellectual discipline and as a critical political project.31 None of 
this would have been possible without the charged challenges of 
the sixties. 

Of course, like political science, the disciplinary histories of 

economics, philosophy, and literary studies have their own distinc 

tive qualities. Nevertheless, my strong impression is that in each 

field scholarship forged in the crucible of the sixties had non 

trivial effects in broadening inquiry and legitimating, or at least 

opening possibilities for, fresh ways of working. Under the banner 

of relevance, each of the four fields redeployed the junction term 

"experience" (connecting objective experiences of the world to 

subjective learning), which had been a centerpiece of late nine 

teenth- and early twentieth-century pragmatism but which had 

gone out of fashion in the quest for objective, realist, scientific 

inquiry. The difference, however, was that in literary criticism and 

philosophy this return of an experimental, problem-solving align 
ment soon took a semiotic turn, curling the pragmatist legacy 

away from material concerns, whereas in political science and 

economics it forced attention to unequal resources and informa 

tion, and to the making (and manipulation) of preferences.32 The 

main extant ways of working in these fields?behaviorism, New 

Criticism, language philosophy, neoclassical economics?appeared 
to their critics as mechanisms to keep the disciplines insulated 

from, and thus not germane to, political currents inside and out 

side the university. In each, these orientations were confronted 
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with sharp attacks on assumptions and methods. Many of the 

mooted alternatives only took hold as minor revisions; others 

became important new sources of knowledge; some proved path 

ways to something else. 

In English, for example, as Gallagher observes, the New Criti 

cism first was powerfully questioned during the 1960s by Stanley 
Fish's reader-response criticism grounded in pragmatism and lin 

guistic theory, E. D. Hirsch's intentionalist hermeneutics, and Paul 

de Man's phenomenological hermeneutics. These efforts called 

into question the distinctive coherence of literary objects and dis 

credited the unexamined positivism of the New Critics. These 

assaults from the inside, as it were, effectively began to delegitimate 
the enclosed qualities of the enterprise both by opening the way to 

later forms of deconstruction and interpretation and by making 
room for the introduction of society and politics into the house of 

theory. In the latter regard, a central inspiring figure was England's 

Raymond Williams, whose Gramscian Marxism hinged between 

Leavis and later trends in cultural studies. The publication of 

Culture and Society (1958) and The Long Revolution (1961) 
effectively marked the start of a more political, sociological, and 

historical genre of criticism.33 

Younger scholars in philosophy in the sixties also were succored 

by cognate trends. In addition to Gramscian and other varieties of 

humanistic Marxism, their rebellion against what they saw as the 

arid and enclosed qualities of Anglo-American language philoso 

phy was nourished by other variants of continental philosophy 

represented in the work of Nietzsche, Heidegger, Sartre, Habermas, 

Foucault, and Agnes Heller, and they cultivated the history of 

philosophy. Inside the dominant analytical camp, which remained 

hegemonic throughout, there was a growing interest in the meth 

ods and achievements of the social sciences and renewed interest in 

social and political prescription, which together gave rise to a 

revival in political philosophy. In their third edited series of essays 
on "philosophy, politics, and society" in 1967, Peter Laslett and 

W. G. Runciman (both then at Cambridge University) contrasted 
their claim that "Anglo-American political and social theory has 

indeed been revived" with the declaration they had issued in the 
first series, in 1956, to the effect that "for the moment, anyway, 

political philosophy is dead."34 
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By 1971, with the publication of Rawls's A Theory of Justice 
and the launching in Princeton of a new journal entitled Philoso 

phy & Public Affairs, this reviviscence had altered the center of 

gravity within analytical philosophy toward politics and ethics, 
even to the analysis of public policy.35 In tandem, the cognate turn 

toward other continental traditions connected visions of the self to 

moral life, fashioned new ph?nom?nologies of images and identi 

ties, and created a multifaceted exploration of links between these 

subjects in the work of such scholars as Charles Taylor, Richard 

Wollheim, and Alasdair.MacIntyre.36 

Finally, there is economics, the most enclosed and-scientific of 

our four disciplines. Even here, the effects of the sixties were not 

negligible. Some of the most talented members of this graduate 
student generation, including David Gordon, Samuel Bowles, and 

Herbert Gintis, shaped a Marxisant radical economics that spawned 

journals and graduate programs (especially at the New School for 

Social Research and at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst) 
and sought to connect the science directly to movements for change. 
In tandem with such historians of economics as Robert Heilbroner, 

they argued that the professional mainstream had paid too high a 

price in lost economic sweep and vision, as well as normative 

purpose, for gains in methodology. By leaving the distribution of 

wealth and income unattended, by taking preferences as givens, by 

considering the variables of the capitalist system rather than its 

parameters, and by treating the economy in timeless terms, the 

radical economists forced renewed attention within the discipline 
to the kinds of issues with which traditional classical political 
economy had wrestled.37 Although mutual enlightenment never 

quite happened and this movement has remained more marginal 
to the neoclassical core than comparable insurgencies even in 

philosophy, it has had a double-barreled effect: it provided some 

thing of a quasi-loyal opposition inside the profession, and, by 

questioning the mainstream's anti-institutionalist, nonhistorical, 
and stylized deductive ways of working as well as its assumptions 
about human motivation, preferences, and conduct, it opened 

pathways for other forms of challenge. The most important has 

been the genre of behavioral economics, which has sought to open 
the study of economics to insights from adjacent social sciences, 

especially cognitive psychology and economic sociology. Focusing 
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on rationality, networks, and institutional pressures, this body of 

scholarship has treated both human agents and situations as more 

complex and uncertain than the economic mainstream.38 As a 

result, as A. W. Coats has argued, "the literature of economic 

methodology has become more tolerant, more eclectic, more plu 

ralist, less self-confident."39 

This, in fact, could serve as a larger judgment of the. effect of the 

sixties. The decade's new house of theory left each of our disci 

plines and the broader academic culture in which they were em 

bedded more tolerant (difficult as this may be to believe in the 
current climate), more eclectic, more pluralist, and, even in phi 

losophy and economics, at least a tad less self-confident. Three 

decades on, a glint of satisfaction is not out of order. 
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