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Учебное пособие включает в себя аутентичные тексты, 

подвергшиеся незначительному сокращению и переработке – 

статьи из курсов The American Ways (авторы M.Maryanne, K.Datesman, 

J.Crandall,  E.N.Kearny)  и Timely  Topics (L.Allen,  L.Mouat,  J.Elson, 

H.Grunwald).  Тексты  носят  страноведческий  характер  и 

содержат информацию об истории и культуре США. Аппарат 

упражнений  к  данным  текстам  направлен  на  дальнейшее 

совершенствование  языковой,  речевой  и  страноведческой 

подготовки студентов.

Лингвострановедческий материал пособия способствует 

расширению  специальных  и  общекультурных  знаний 

студентов  о  стране  изучаемого  языка.  Особое  внимание 

уделено развитию навыков ведения дискуссии на английском 

языке.  Десять  уроков  пособия  рассчитаны  на  22  часа 

аудиторных  занятий. Пособие  предназначено  для 

использования  на  IV  курсе  факультета  международных 

отношений по аспекту «практика речи».

Большую  помощь  при  составлении  пособия  оказали 

доцент Г.П.Легкодух и доцент А.Н.Третьюхин. 
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UNIT 1
FIRST APPROACH

Life in the United States

People are naturally curious about each other, and when they meet people 
from different countries, they want to know about them:

•  What is life like in their country?
•  What kind of houses do they live in?
•  What kind of food do they eat?
•  What are their customs?
If we visit their country, we can observe the people and how they live, and 

we can answer some of these questions.  But the most  interesting questions are 
often the hardest to answer:

•  What do the people believe in?
•  What do they value most in life?
•  What motivates them?
•  Why do they behave the way they do?
In trying to answer these questions about Americans, we must remember 

two  things:  1)  the  immense  size  of  the  United  States,  and  2)  its  great  ethnic 
diversity. It is difficult to comprehend the size of the country until you have tried 
to travel from one city to another. If you got in a car in New York and drove to Los 
Angeles, stopping only to get gas, eat, and sleep, it would take you four or five 
days. It takes two full days to drive from New York to Florida. On a typical winter 
day,  it  might  be  raining  in  Washington,  D.C.,  and snowing  in  New York and 
Chicago, while it is warm enough to swim in Los Angeles and Miami. It is not 
difficult to imagine how different daily life might be in such different climates, or 
how lifestyles could vary in cities and towns so far apart.

The other significant factor influencing American life,  ethnic diversity, is 
probably even more important. Aside from the Native Americans who were living 
on  the  North  American  continent  when  the  first  European  settlers  arrived,  all 
Americans came from foreign countries, or their ancestors did. (Incidentally, some 
of the Native Americans are themselves members of separate and distinct Indian 
nations,  each with its  own language,  culture,  traditions,  and even government.) 
From the 1600s to the birth of the new nation in 1776, most immigrants were from 
northern Europe, and the majority were from England. It was these people who 
shaped the values and traditions that became the dominant culture of the United 
States.
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A Nation of Immigrants

In 1815, the population of the United States was 8.4 million. Over the next 
100  years,  the  country  took  in  about  35  million  immigrants,  with  the  greatest 
numbers coming in the late 1800s and the early 1900s. In 1882, 40,000 Chinese 
arrived,  and  between  1900  and  1907,  there  were  more  than  30,000  Japanese 
immigrants. But by far the largest numbers of the “new immigrants” were from 
central,  eastern,  and southern  Europe.  The  “new immigrants”  brought  different 
languages  and different  cultures  to  the  United  States.  Gradually  most  of  them 
assimilated to the dominant American culture they found here.

In 1908, a year when a million new immigrants arrived in the United States, 
Israel Zangwill wrote in a play: 

America is God’s Crucible,  the great Melting Pot where all the races of  
Europe  are  melting  and  re-forming...  Germans  and  Frenchmen,  Irishmen  and 
Englishmen, Jews and Russians—into the Crucible with you all! God is making the  
American!

Since Zangwill first used the term melting pot to describe the United States, 
the concept has been debated. Later we will consider this issue in more detail, and 
we will trace the history of African-Americans, as well. Two things are certain: the 
dominant  American  culture  has  survived  and  it  has  more  or  less  successfully 
absorbed vast numbers of immigrants at various points in its history. Some years 
during the first two decades of the 20th century, there were as many as one million 
new immigrants per year, an astonishing 1 percent of the total population of the 
United States.

In  1921,  however,  the  country  began  to  limit  immigration,  and  the 
Immigration Act of 1924 virtually closed the door. The total number of immigrants 
admitted per year dropped from as many as a million to only 150,000. A quota 
system was established that specified the number of immigrants that could come 
from  each  country.  It  heavily  favored  immigrants  from  northern  and  western 
Europe and severely limited everyone else. This system remained in effect until 
1965.

After World War II, several exceptions were made to the quota system to 
allow groups of refugees into the United States:

1940s   600,000    “displaced persons” (refugees)
1950s   40,000      Hungarians
1960s   675,000    Cubans
1975     100,000    Vietnamese and Cambodians
1980     100,000    Cubans
The immigration laws began to change in 1965, and the yearly totals began 

to rise again—from about 300,000 per year in the 1960s to over a million per year 
in the 1990s. The United States now admits more immigrants than all the other 
industrialized countries combined. Changes in the laws that were intended to help 
family reunifications have resulted in large numbers of non-Europeans. In the late 
1990s,  90  percent  of  the  immigrants  were  coming  from  Latin  America,  the 
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Caribbean, and Asia. In addition to the legal immigration, illegal immigration was 
adding an additional estimated 500,000 per year.

Immigration in the 1990s is the largest in almost 100 years and accounts for 
one-third of the yearly growth in total population. The present population is 25 
percent nonwhite (black, Hispanic and Asian), and if present trends in immigration 
patterns and birth rates continue, these minority groups will make up 41 percent of 
the population by 2040. Already there are areas of the country where the majority 
of students in the schools are from minority groups, many of whom are recent 
immigrants  who  do  not  speak  English  well.  In  Miami,  three-fourths  of  the 
population speak a language other than English at home, and 67 percent of these 
people say they do not speak English well. Contrast this, however, with a state like 
South Dakota, where only 6.5 percent of the people were born in another country. 
Across  the  United  States,  9  percent  of  the  total  population  is  “foreign-born,” 
almost one in ten.

The  vast  majority  of  new  immigrants  choose  to  live  in  seven  states: 
California, Texas, New York, Florida, Illinois, New Jersey, and Arizona. Seventy-
nine percent of all new immigrants settle in one of these states. Note that California 
alone takes in 40 percent of the total number of legal immigrants coming to the 
United States.

Cultural Pluralism in the United States

One of the critical questions facing the United States today is what role the 
new immigrants will play in their new country. How much will they choose to take 
on  the  traditional  American  values  and  culture?  How  much  will  they  try  to 
maintain their own language and cultural traditions? Will they create an entirely 
new culture based on some combination of their values and those of the traditional 
American culture?

Historically,  although  the  children  of  immigrants  may  have  grown  up 
bilingual and bicultural, many did not pass on much of their parents’ language or 
culture  to  their  own children.  Thus,  many  grandchildren  of  immigrants  do  not 
speak the language of the old country and are “American” by culture. However, in 
some  parts  of  the  country  with  established  communities  that  share  a  common 
language or culture, bilingualism and biculturalism continue. This is particularly 
true in communities where new immigrants are still arriving. In general, cultural 
pluralism is more accepted in the United States today than it was in the first half of 
the  20th  century,  and  many  of  the  school  systems  have  developed  bilingual 
programs and multicultural curricula. 

At the close of the 20th century, there seems to be a rise in the consciousness 
of  ethnic  groups  around the  world,  and a  sense  of  pride  in  what  makes  them 
unique. This occurs in the United States among many different groups, and in some 
cases  it  has  resulted  in  new names  to  symbolize  each  group’s  identity.  In  the 
United States, people have become very sensitive to the language used to describe 
these groups, and they try to be “politically correct” (P.C.). For example, many 
black  Americans,  particularly  young  people,  prefer  the  term African-American 
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instead of  black, to identify with their African heritage. Some Spanish speakers 
prefer to be called Latinos (referring to Latin America) instead of Hispanics, while 
others  prefer  to  be  identified  by  their  country  of  origin  (Cuban-American or 
Cuban, Chicano, Mexican-American or  Mexican, and so on). Most of the census 
data continues to use the terms black and Hispanic, so we will generally use these 
terms, along with African-American and Latino.

In spite of some very important differences, however, there is still a tie that 
binds Americans together. That tie is a sense of national identity—of “being an 
American.” Incidentally, when citizens of the United States refer to themselves as 
Americans,  they  have  no  intention  of  excluding  people  from  Latin  American 
countries. There is no word such as United Statesians in the English language, so 
people call themselves  Americans. Thus, what is really a language problem has 
sometimes  caused  misunderstandings.  Although  citizens  of  Latin  American 
countries may call the people in the United States North Americans, to most people 
in the United States this makes no sense either, because the term North American 
refers  to  Canadians  and  Mexicans  as  well  as  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
(NAFTA,  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement,  for  example,  is  a  trade 
agreement among Canada, the United States, and Mexico.) The word  American, 
then, will be used in this text as the adjective and nationality for the people who 
live in the United States of America.

Making Generalizations about American Beliefs

What, then, can we say about these Americans? What holds them together 
and makes them feel American? Is it possible to make generalizations about what 
they believe? It is, but we must be cautious about generalizations. As we talk about 
basic  American  beliefs,  we  must  remember  that  not  all  Americans  hold  these 
beliefs, nor do all Americans believe these things to the same degree. The way in 
which some Americans practice their beliefs may also differ, resulting in a great 
variety of lifestyles. What we will attempt to do here is to define and explain the 
traditional,  dominant  cultural  values  that  have  for  so  many  years  attracted 
immigrants to the United States.

Throughout  this  book  we  will  be  drawing  on  the  wisdom  of  a  famous 
observer of the American scene, Alexis de Tocqueville. De Tocqueville came to 
the United States as a young Frenchman in 1831 to study the American form of 
democracy and what it might mean to the rest of the world. After a visit of only 
nine months he wrote a remarkable book called Democracy in America, which is a 
“classic study of the American way of life.” De Tocqueville had unusual powers of 
observation. He described not only the democratic system of government and how 
it operated but also its effect on how Americans think, feel, and act. Many scholars 
believe that  he had a  deeper  understanding of  traditional  American  beliefs  and 
values  than  anyone  else  who  has  written  about  the  United  States.  What  is  so 
remarkable  is  that  many  of  these  traits  of  the  American  character,  which  he 
observed nearly 200 years ago, are still visible and meaningful today.

Another  reason  why  de  Tocqueville’s  observations  of  the  American 

8



character are important is the time when he visited the United States. He came in 
the 1830s, before America was industrialized. This was the era of the small farmer, 
the small businessman, and the settling of the western frontier. It was the period of 
history when the traditional values of the new country were newly established. In 
just a generation, some 40 years since the adoption of the U.S. Constitution, the 
new form of government had already produced a society of people with unique 
values. The character traits that de Tocqueville describes are the same ones that 
many Americans still take pride in today. He, however, was a neutral observer and 
saw both the good and the bad sides of these qualities.

This is a book about those traditional basic American beliefs, values, and 
character  traits.  It  is  not  a  book  of  cold  facts  about  American  behavior  or 
institutions, but rather it is about the motivating forces behind the people and their 
institutions.  It  is  about  how  these  traditional  basic  beliefs  and  values  affect 
important aspects of American life: religion, business, work and play, politics, the 
family, and education.

We  invite  you  to  participate  in  this  book.  We will  describe  what  many 
Americans  think  and  believe,  but  you  will  have  an  opportunity  to  test  these 
descriptions by making your own observations. As you read about these traditional 
basic values, think of them as working hypotheses that you can test on Americans, 
on people of other nations, and on people of your nationality. Compare them with 
your own values and beliefs and with what is most important in your life. Through 
this process, you should emerge with a better understanding not only of Americans 
but also of your own culture and yourself. It is by studying others that we learn 
about ourselves.

Assignments

I. Answer the questions:

1. What are the two predominant factors that determine the American lifestyle?
2. Is a quota system for immigrants morally justified?
3.  What  states  are  more  popular  with  the  newcomers?  What  accounts  for  the 

immigrants’ geographical preferences?
4.  Does  the  large-scale  immigration  constitute  some  danger  for  the  American 

system of values and traditional American culture?
5. Why does the author pay much attention to the terms describing different ethnic 

groups?
6. Why are de Tocqueville’s observations so valuable for a student of American 

character?

II. Explain the meaning of the following words and expressions and use them 
in sentences of your own:

to melt, to specify, quota, biculturalism, pluralism, politically correct, census, to 
take pride in smth, motivating forces 
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III. Give synonyms and Russian equivalents of the following words:

significant, to absorb, incidentally

IV. Paraphrase or explain the following:

1) America is God’s Crucible…
2) It  (the quota system) heavily favored immigrants from northern and western 

Europe and severely limited everyone else.
3) This system remained in effect…
4) …we will be drawing on the wisdom of a famous observer of the American 

scene…
5) It is by studying others that we learn about ourselves. 

V. Write a summary of the text.
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UNIT 2
GOD’S CRUCIBLE

We, the People

“The  bosom  of  America  is  open  to  receive  not  only  the  opulent  and 
respectable stranger," declares a statement attributed to George Washington, "but 
the oppressed and persecuted of all nations and religions."

A haven since its very beginnings, America would, in the century and a half 
after the Founding Fathers, absorb an astonishing number of people within its ex-
panding borders. Large, sparsely populated lands lay open elsewhere in those years 
− in Canada and Australia, Argentina and Brazil. But it was the United States that 
took in by far the greatest number of newcomers.

In Europe,  political  turmoil  and socio-economic  upheavals  marked nations 
entering  the  Industrial  age.  A  basic  cause  of  change  was  the  unprecedented 
population explosion that stemmed from better health conditions. Aliens continue 
to enter the U.S. today—many for similar reasons.

Official sources show that by 1981 a total of 50 million had come into the 
area now encompassed by the U.S. How many stayed? In technical terms, what is 
the net total of immigration? No one is sure. The net total may well be the most 
significant figure of all; from it have come new citizens. But if the figures for those 
entering the U.S. are imperfect, the figures for those leaving are worse—for early 
decades almost nonexistent. Experts estimate that only one migrant left for every 
eight who entered during the 19th century. By the 1880s, cheap steamship fares 
had made it  possible  for workers to think of America as a place of short-term 
employment.  Between  1908  and  1924,  a  period  that  does  offer  some 
documentation, 3,574,974 people are known to have left—roughly, a third of the 
number that entered. 

Poles and Italians, in particular, were apt to come as temporary visitors, to 
earn  enough  money  in  America  to  establish  themselves  comfortably  in  the 
homeland. In the years 1899 to 1924, nearly four million Italians entered the U.S., 
but more than two million departed. Some individuals undoubtedly traveled back 
and forth more than once. Moreover, Canadians and Mexicans had always moved 
freely across the borders.

In two brief intervals, 1918-19 and 1932-36, more people left the U.S. than 
entered it.  The rise in recorded immigration since 1965 is also apparent.  It  has 
helped to bring the ratio of the foreign-born in the current population to about 6 
percent.
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"Providence  has  been pleased  to  give this  one  connected  country  to  one 
united people,"  proclaimed  the Federalist  Papers  in  1787,  "a  people  descended 
from  the  same  ancestors,  speaking  the  same  language,  professing  the  same 
religion, attached to the same principles of government, very similar in their man-
ners and customs." In succeeding years this society based on similarities would 
become a heterogeneous mixture, and yet it would retain its underlying bond of 
principles, goals, ideas of freedom.

Sometimes the native-born child of immigrants  would ignore the parents' 
heritage. Then sons and daughters of the next generation in America would grow 
up eager to hear stories of the old country, to revive a holiday custom, to trace their 
ancestry or revisit a place of origin. "What the son wishes to forget, the grandson 
wishes to remember," notes one historian. Thus the cultural strands of individual 
and family are woven into a single fabric that  forms the living richness of  the 
nation.

The United States has accepted millions of people over the years, those who 
sought a better life, and those who fled oppression or natural disaster or pernicious 
combinations  of  both.  At  times  fear  emerged  among  the  citizens  that  these 
immigrants may overwhelm the civilization they find, take jobs from those already 
here, diminish the wealth of the land, destroy the ideals on which the nation is 
founded.

Yet consistently the newcomers have accepted the discipline of citizenship. 
And, in one writer's  summary,  "the immigrant's  grit  and courage,  and even his 
anxieties,  impart  productive  energy"  to  America.  Artists,  inventors,  unskilled 
workers, musicians, scholars, and artisans—all have made their contribution. 

 "A willingness of the heart"—in this phrase the perceptive novelist Scott 
Fitzgerald defined America. Perhaps the willingness is that of those already here to 
give newcomers a place, to accept their ideas and cultural contributions. Perhaps it 
is the willingness, too, of those courageous ones who came to stay—who struggled 
to succeed, to enrich and, finally, to belong to their adopted land.

Newcomers Alter Society, Politics of the Big Apple

New York City continues to be enriched by new immigrant  groups; the 
latest  waves have bolstered the labor force and housing market.  But they pose 
challenge for the city's schools and, some say, could hinder the economic progress 
of American-born blacks.

It's as if the boundaries of the United Nations had suddenly expanded to 
include all of New York City. The babble of foreign languages on the streets and in 
coffee shops is so pervasive that the English-speaker often feels like the foreigner. 
A full one third of all New Yorkers—up from one fourth 10 years ago—are now 
foreign-born.

The faces change. Over the last 25 years, the Caribbean, Latin America, 
and Asia have largely replaced the nations of Europe as points of origin, but New 
York City remains the destination of choice for one of every six immigrants to the 
United States.
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Hispanics account for  the largest  numerical  increase.  Greater New York 
now  has  the  second  largest  Hispanic  community  in  the  U.S.,  after  southern 
California.

New York is one of the few frostbelt  cities to actually grow during the 
1980s, rising from about 7 million to 7.3 million people, according to preliminary 
1990 census figures. The new immigrants, arriving at a rate of roughly 90,000 a 
year, are considered a major factor. Many move into housing and jobs vacated by 
earlier immigrants, who have been moving steadily to the suburbs for the last two 
decades.

Some of the newcomers find the American dream lives up to its promise. 
Most  find  making  a  life  here  much  tougher  than  they  were  led  to  believe  by 
television and word-of-mouth success stories.  Many take menial  jobs and work 
long hours just to survive.

In addition to enriching the culture in everything from cuisine to music, the 
new immigrants  have had a powerful  and largely positive economic and social 
impact on the city.

"Immigrants have been critical in revitalizing and stabilizing many New 
York  neighborhoods,"  says  Mitchell  Moss,  director  of  New  York  University's 
Urban Research Center.

The influence on New York politics usually lags a generation behind each 
new wave of arrivals. Yet neighborhood ethnicity is playing a major role in the 
redrawing of City Council districts now under way.

When  the  Soviets  cracked  down  on  Armenians  or  cyclones  battered 
Bangladesh, a sympathetic community of immigrants in the U.S. invariably sent up 
a cry of concern. Congress and U.S. foreign policymakers listened.

"The newcomers are a much more diverse group than has come to New 
York at any other period of our history . . . and it's changing our awareness of the 
rest of the world," notes Carol Stix, a professor of sociology at Pace University. 
Taking a page from the Civil Rights movement, they recognize that they have to 
speak up and organize to be heard and have their needs met."

New York City schools face one of the strongest challenges posed by the 
new immigrants. On the enrichment side, teachers are being retrained and given 
new materials on the theory that every subject at every grade level should note 
contributions  made  to  it  by  a  variety  of  cultures;  it's  termed  multicultural 
education.

Yet the English language gap remains a persistent problem for the schools. 
Currently,  some 110,246 children—more  than one  of  every  nine in  the school 
system—have only limited English proficiency. 

[...]
The  New York  school  system's  response  is  often  to  combine  bilingual 

education, when teachers are available and low test scores indicate a need, with the 
English immersion approach of English-as-a-second-language (ESL).

Students with very limited English ability are often taught history, math, 
and science for a time in their own language, in addition to their English language 
training. As Bob Terte,  a  spokesman for the city school system explains,  "The 
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purpose is to make the kids competent in English as soon as possible and also give 
instruction in the native language so they don't fall behind."

Yet those  speaking less  common languages,  such as  Urdu and Bengali, 
often must make do with ESL training only. Not knowing in advance which groups 
to  expect,  and  the  high  mobility  rate  of  many  immigrant  families  changing 
neighborhoods complicate the schools’ job.

In  some  ways  the  toughest  challenge  for  New Yorkers  already  here  is 
cultural  and  social.  Friction  as  new groups  move  in,  nudging,  and  sometimes 
displacement of those already there, is as old a pattern as immigration itself.

Recent incidents in both New York and Washington, D.C., stand as sharp 
reminders of the need for increased sensitivity to cultural differences.

When a Washington policewoman shot at a man resisting arrest for public 
drunkenness  a  few  weeks  ago,  the  response  of  Hispanics  in  his  Mt.  Pleasant 
neighborhood was fiery and defensive. They charged that local officials, who are 
predominantly black, discriminate against them.

The boycott by blacks in Brooklyn's Flatbush section of a grocery owned 
by a Korean immigrant is another case in point. A shopper born in Haiti insisted 
she was assaulted without provocation in January 1990 by the owner. The owner, 
who says the woman did not pay for all her purchases, has been acquitted of the 
charges  against  him but  now faces  a  new $6 million  damage suit  filed by the 
woman.

Often  there  is  a  strong  economic  undercurrent  to  such  friction.  Many 
blacks, for instance, say they, rather than any immigrants, should reap the job and 
spending benefits  in "their" neighborhoods.  Yet cultural  differences also play a 
strong  and  largely  unrecognized  role.  The  common  Asian  tendency  to  avoid 
looking anyone directly in the eye and the lack of a welcoming smile or small talk 
is sometimes interpreted as rudeness or arrogance. Some Asians try to mask their 
inability to speak English well.

Many immigrants have been criticized for not making stronger efforts to 
learn English. Many work such long hours that they have little time. Also, public 
funding for ESL programs is sharply down. "I don't think New York City and the 
suburban areas have more than 100,000 slots for this kind of thing—the problem 
grows  more  serious  each  year,"  says  Reglna  Armstrong  of  the  Regional  Plan 
Association.

"We have a long waiting list," notes Linda Morona, an assistant with ESL 
programs at New York's McBurney YMCA.

One  way  in  which  the  New York  City  Police  Department  has  tried  to 
increase  cultural  sensitivity  is  by  assigning  officers,  where  possible,  to 
neighborhoods where their own ethnic or racial backgrounds may help. "I think it's 
been one of the more effective safety valves," observes James Shenton, a Columbia 
University history professor who specializes in New York City issues.

Assignments

I. Speak on the following:
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1. The history of American immigration.
2. Problems of immigration in America and Russia.

II. Answer the questions:

1. How do you understand the expression “Politics of the Big Apple”?
2. How does immigration influence the life in New York City?
3. Why does immigration pose challenge to the American schooling system?
4. What are the main problems that the newcomers face in the USA?
5. What are the causes of interethnic friction?

III. Explain the meaning of the following words and expressions and use them 
in sentences of your own:

haven, to profess,  heterogeneous, to bolster,  pervasive,  frostbelt,  word-of-mouth 
success stories, cuisine, to crack down on smb, the English immersion approach, to 
nudge, case in point, to reap, small talk, slot

IV. Give synonyms and Russian equivalents of the following words:

opulent, turmoil, upheaval, alien, to encompass, pernicious

V. Paraphrase or explain the following:

1) What the son wishes to forget, the grandson wishes to remember.
2) … the cultural strands of individual and family are woven into a single fabric…
3) Yet consistently the newcomers have accepted the discipline of citizenship. 
4)…they (the immigrant waves) pose challenge for the city’s schools
5) The influence on New York politics usually lags a generation behind each new 

wave of arrivals.
6) Often there is a strong economic undercurrent to such friction.
7)  … it  (assigning  officers  to  neighborhoods  where  their  own ethnic  or  racial 

backgrounds may help) has been one of the more effective safety valves… 

VI. Write an essay on one of the following subjects:

1. A reasonable immigration policy.
2. Strength and weakness of multiethnic nations.
3. Interethnic relations in a big city.
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UNIT 3
DIVERSITY, FREEDOM, OPPORTUNITY

The Context of Traditional American Values: Racial, Ethnic, Religious, and 
Cultural Diversity

As the 21st century begins, the United States probably has a greater diversity 
of racial, ethnic, cultural, and religious groups than any other nation on earth. From 
the beginning of the history of the United States, there has been diversity—Native 
Americans  throughout  the  North  American  continent,  Spanish  settlers  in  the 
Southwest and in Florida, French missionaries and fur traders along the Mississippi 
River, black slaves brought from African countries, Dutch settlers in New York, 
Germans  in  Pennsylvania,  and,  of  course,  the  British  colonists,  whose  culture 
eventually provided the language and the foundation for the political and economic 
systems that developed in the United States.

Most early Americans recognized this diversity, or pluralism, as a fact of 
life. The large variety of ethnic, cultural, and religious groups meant that accepting 
diversity was the only practical choice, even if some people were not enthusiastic 
about it. However, in time, many Americans came to see strength in their country’s 
diversity. Today, there is more recognition of the value of cultural pluralism than at 
any other time in the history of the United States.

When we examine the system of basic values that emerged in the late 1700s 
and began to define the American character, we must remember this context of 
cultural  pluralism.  How could  a  nation  of  such  enormous  diversity  produce  a 
recognizable national identity?

Historically, the United States has been viewed as “the land of opportunity,” 
attracting immigrants from all over the world. The opportunities they believed they 
would find in America and the experiences they actually had when they arrived 
nurtured this set of values. In this article, we will examine six basic values that 
have become “traditional” American values.  Three represent  traditional  reasons 
why immigrants have been drawn to America: the chance for individual freedom, 
equality of opportunity, and material  wealth. In order to achieve these benefits, 
however, there were prices to be paid: self-reliance, competition, and hard work. In 
time, these prices themselves became a part of the traditional value system.

Individual Freedom and Self-Reliance

The  earliest  settlers  came  to  the  North  American  continent  to  establish 
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colonies that were free from the controls that existed in European societies. They 
wanted to escape the controls  placed on their  lives by kings and governments, 
priests and churches, noblemen and aristocrats. To a great extent, they succeeded. 
In 1776, the British colonial settlers declared their independence from England and 
established  a  new  nation,  the  United  States  of  America.  In  so  doing,  they 
overthrew the king of England and declared that the power to govern would lie in 
the hands of the people. They were now free from the power of the kings. In 1789, 
when they wrote the Constitution for their new nation, they separated church and 
state so that there would never be a government-supported church. This greatly 
limited the power of the church. Also, in writing the Constitution, they expressly 
forbade titles of nobility to ensure that an aristocratic society would not develop. 
There would be no ruling class of nobility in the new nation.

The historic decisions made by those first settlers have had a profound effect 
on the shaping of the American character. By limiting the power of the government 
and the churches and eliminating a formal aristocracy, they created a climate of 
freedom where the emphasis was on the individual. The United States came to be 
associated in their minds with the concept of individual freedom. This is probably 
the most basic of all the American values. Scholars and outside observers often call 
this value individualism, but many Americans use the word freedom. Perhaps the 
word freedom is one of the most respected popular words in the United States. 

By freedom, Americans mean the desire and the ability of all individuals to 
control  their  own  destiny  without  outside  interference  from the  government,  a 
ruling noble class, the church, or any other organized authority. The desire to be 
free  from  controls  was  a  basic  value  of  the  new  nation  in  1776,  and  it  has 
continued to attract immigrants to this country.

There  is,  however,  a  price  to  be  paid  for  this  individual  freedom:  self-
reliance. Individuals must learn to rely on themselves or risk losing freedom. This 
means achieving both financial and emotional independence from their parents as 
early as possible, usually by age 18 or 21. It means that Americans believe they 
should take care of themselves, solve their own problems, and “stand on their own 
two feet.” De Tocqueville observed the Americans’ belief in self-reliance nearly 
200 years ago in the 1830s:

They owe  nothing to  any  man,  they  expect  nothing from any  man;  they 
acquire the habit of always considering themselves as standing alone, and they are  
apt to imagine that their whole destiny is in their own hands.

This  strong  belief  in  self-reliance  continues  today  as  a  traditional  basic 
American value. It is perhaps one of the most difficult aspects of the American 
character to understand, but it is profoundly important. Most Americans believe 
that they must be self-reliant in order to keep their freedom. If they rely too much 
on the support of their families or the government or any organization, they may 
lose some of their freedom to do what they want.

If people are dependent, they risk losing freedom as well as the respect of 
their peers.  Even if they are not truly self-reliant,  most  Americans believe they 
must at least appear to be so. In order to be in the mainstream of American life—to 
have  power  and/or  respect—individuals  must  be  seen  as  self-reliant.  Although 
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receiving financial support from charity, family, or the government is allowed, it is 
never  admired.  Many  people  believe  that  such  individuals  are  setting  a  bad 
example, which may weaken the American character as a whole. 

The  sight  of  beggars  on city  streets  and the plight  of  the homeless  may 
inspire sympathy but also concern. Although Americans provide a lot of financial 
support to people in need through charities or government programs, they expect 
that help to be short-lived. Eventually, people should take care of themselves.
Equality of Opportunity and Competition

The second important reason why immigrants have traditionally been drawn 
to  the  United  States  is  the  belief  that  everyone has  a  chance  to  succeed  here. 
Generations of immigrants, from the earliest settlers to the present day, have come 
to the United States with this expectation. They have felt that because individuals 
are free from excessive political, religious, and social controls, they have a better 
chance for personal success. Of particular importance is the lack of a hereditary 
aristocracy.

Because titles of nobility were forbidden in the Constitution, no formal class 
system developed in the United States.  In the early years of American history, 
many  immigrants  chose  to  leave  the  older  European  societies  because  they 
believed that they had a better chance to succeed in America. In “the old country,” 
their place in life was determined largely by the social class into which they were 
born. They knew that in America they would not have to live among noble families 
who possessed great power and wealth inherited and accumulated over hundreds of 
years.

The hopes and dreams of many of these early immigrants were fulfilled in 
their  new country.  The  lower  social  class  into which  many  were  born did not 
prevent them from trying to rise to a higher social position. Many found that they 
did indeed have a better chance to succeed in the United States than in the old 
country.  Because  millions  of  these  immigrants  succeeded,  Americans  came  to 
believe in equality of opportunity. When de Tocqueville visited the United Stales 
in the 1830s, he was impressed by the great uniformity of conditions of life in the 
new nation. He wrote:

The more I advanced in the study of American society, the more I perceived  
that... equality of condition is the fundamental fact from which all others seem to 
be derived.

It is important to understand what most Americans mean when they say they 
believe in equality of opportunity. They do not mean that everyone is—or should 
be—equal.  However,  they  do mean  that  each  individual  should  have  an  equal 
chance for success. Americans see much of life as a race for success. For them, 
equality means that everyone should have an equal chance to enter the race and 
win. In other words, equality of opportunity may be thought of as an ethical rule. It 
helps ensure that the race for success is a fair one and that a person does not win 
just because he or she was born into a wealthy family, or lose because of race or 
religion. This American concept of “fair play” is an important aspect of the belief 
in equality of opportunity. President Abraham Lincoln expressed this belief in the 
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1860s when he said:
We...  wish  to  allow the  humblest man an equal  chance  to  get  rich  with 

everybody else. When one starts poor, as most do in the race of life, free society is  
such that he knows he can better his condition; he knows that there is no fixed  
condition of labor for his whole life.

Assignments

I. Speak on the following:

1. The basic American values.
2. The nature and origins of American diversity.

II. Answer the questions:

1. Which term describing the American character do you find more precise: 
individualism or freedom?

2. What is self-reliance? 
3. What is Americans’ attitude toward those who receive financial support?
4. Why is it believed that everyone has a chance to succeed in the USA? Do you 

share this belief?
5. How is equality of opportunity understood in the USA?

III. Explain the meaning of the following words and expressions and use them 
in sentences of your own:

national identity, basic values, to overthrow, expressly, to stand on one’s own two 
feet, aspect, peer, to be in the mainstream, charity, plight, hereditary

IV.  Give  synonyms  and  Russian  equivalents  of  the  following  words  and 
expressions:

eventually, enthusiastic, enormous, profound, to eliminate, to acquire, apt

V. Paraphrase or explain the following:

1) … accepting diversity was the only practical choice, even if some people were 
not enthusiastic about it.

2) In order to achieve these benefits, however, there were prices to be paid…
3) … they (historic decisions) created a climate of freedom where the emphasis 

was on the individual.
4) In the “old country,” their place in life was determined largely by the social 

class into which they were born.
5) … equality of condition is the fundamental fact from which all others seem to be 
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derived.

VI. Write an essay on one of the following subjects: 

1. Individualism and collective spirit are foundation of civilizations.
2. The true equality is never possible.
3. Social classes in the present-day world and in the future.   

UNIT 4
CHARACTER BUILDING 

Material Success, Hard Work, and Self-Discipline

The achievement of material success is probably the most widely respected 
form of  self-improvement  in  the United States.  Many scholars  believe  that  the 
nation's Protestant heritage is largely responsible for bringing this about. The idea 
of mixing materialism and religion may seem contradictory; religion is considered 
to be concerned with spiritual matters, not material possessions. How can the two 
mix?

Some of  the early  European Protestant  leaders  believed that  people  who 
were blessed by God might be recognized in the world by their material success. 
Other Protestant leaders, particularly in the United States, made an even stronger 
connection between gaining material wealth and being blessed by God. In 1900, 
for example, Bishop William Lawrence proclaimed, "Godliness is in league with 
riches....  Material  prosperity  is  helping to  make the national  character  sweeter, 
more joyous, more unselfish, more Christlike."

American Protestantism, however, has never encouraged the idea of gaining 
wealth  without  hard  work  and  self-discipline.  Many  scholars  believe  that  the 
emphasis of Protestantism on these two values made an important contribution to 
the industrial growth of the United States. The Protestant view of hard work and 
discipline differed from the older tradition of the Catholic Church where the most 
highly valued work was that performed by priests and others whose lives were 
given completely to the organized church. The work and self-discipline of those 
whose occupations were outside the church might have been considered admirable 
but not holy. Protestant leaders brought about a different attitude toward work, first 
in  Europe,  and  later  in  the  New World,  by  viewing the  work  of  all  people—
farmers, merchants, and laborers—as holy.

Protestants  also  believed  that  the  capacity  for  self-discipline  was  a  holy 
characteristic blessed by God. Self-discipline was often defined as the willingness 
to  save  and  invest  one's  money  rather  than  spend  it  on  immediate  pleasures. 
Protestant  tradition,  therefore,  may have played an important  part  in creating a 
good climate for the industrial growth of the United States, which depended on 
hard work and willingness to save and invest money. The belief in hard work and 
self-discipline in pursuit of material gain and other goals is often referred to as "the 
Protestant work ethic," or "the Puritan work ethic."

It is important to understand that this work ethic has had an influence far 
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beyond the Protestant Church. Many religious groups in the United States share 
belief  in  what  is  called  the  Protestant  work  ethic.  Americans  who  have  no 
attachment to a particular church, Protestant or Catholic, have still been influenced 
by the work ethic in their daily lives.

It is interesting to note that in the last few decades, there has been a shift 
both  in  the  work  ethic  and  in  the  meaning  of  work.  Yankelovich  and  other 
researchers report that in the past, most Americans did not expect their work to be 
interesting or enjoyable. In the 1950s, for  example,  most  people saw their jobs 
primarily as a source of income. Now, by a margin of four to one, they expect their 
work to give them a sense of personal satisfaction and fulfillment, in addition to 
their income. Some people are also beginning to question whether working long 
hours to have success and material wealth is really worth the sacrifice. Perhaps less 
might be better.

Volunteerism and Humanitarianism

The  Protestant  idea  of  self-improvement  includes  more  than  achieving 
material  gain  through  hard  work  and  self-discipline.  It  includes  the  idea  of 
improving oneself by helping others. Individuals, in other words, make themselves 
into  better  persons  by  contributing  some of  their  time  or  money  to  charitable, 
educational, or religious causes that are designed to help others. The philosophy is 
sometimes called volunteerism, or humanitarianism.

Historically, some of the extremely wealthy Americans have made generous 
contributions to help others. In the early 1900s, for example, Andrew Carnegie, a 
famous American businessman, gave away more than 300 million dollars to help 
support  schools  and  universities  and  to  build  public  libraries  in  thousands  of 
communities  in  the  United  States.  John  D.  Rockefeller,  another  famous 
businessman, in explaining why he gave a large sum from his private fortune to 
establish a university, said: "The good Lord gave me my money, so how could I 
withhold it from the University of Chicago?" The motive for humanitarianism and 
volunteerism is strong: Many Americans believe that they must devote part of their 
time and wealth to religious or humanitarian causes in order to be acceptable in the 
eyes of God and in the eyes of other Americans. Many businesses encourage their 
employees to do volunteer work, and individuals may get tax credits for money 
given to charity.

Born-Again Christians and the Religious Right

Perhaps  the  most  dramatic  example  of  the  idea  of  self-improvement  in 
American Protestantism is the experience of being "born again." Some individuals 
who have had this experience say that before it occurred they were hopelessly lost 
in their own sinfulness. Then they opened their hearts to God and to His Son, Jesus 
Christ,  and  their  lives  were  completely  changed.  They  say  this  experience  is 
sometimes very emotional, and afterward, their lives are so completely changed 
that they describe the experience as being "born again." A number of the Christian 
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radio and television shows have been led by born-again evangelists such as Billy 
Graham and Jerry Falwell.

Many of the born-again Christians belong to Protestant  churches that  are 
politically  very  conservative.  About  16  percent  of  Americans  now  identify 
themselves  as  part  of  the  religious  conservative  political  movement.  Although 
many  conservative  Christians  from  different  Protestant  denominations  (and  a 
number of Catholic churches) have traditionally had their differences, the issue of 
legalized abortion has brought them together to form political activist groups. In 
recent years, under names such as "The Moral Majority," the "Religious Right," 
the "Christian Right," or "Religious Conservatives," the Christian Conservatives 
have joined together to oppose legalized abortion and the ban on prayer in the 
public schools. They have been particularly successful in gaining power within the 
Republican political party, and they have actively campaigned for candidates who 
support their views.

A National Religion

In the countries from which the American colonists emigrated, the dominant 
values  of  the  nation  were  often  supported  by  an  organized  national  church. 
American Protestants made certain that no organized national church would exist 
in their young country.

Americans,  however, have developed a number of informal practices that 
combine national patriotism with religion. A number of scholars have referred to 
these practices as the "national religion" of the United States. The main function of 
this national religion is to provide support for the dominant values of the nation. 
Thus,  it  does in an informal and less  organized way what nationally organized 
churches did for European nations in earlier times.

The informal national religion in the United States mixes patriotism with 
religious  ideas  in  songs  and  in  ceremonies  that  proclaim  God's  blessing  on 
America, its basic values, and its actions as a nation. The national religion can be 
observed  on  many  occasions  when  Americans  gather  together—on  national 
holidays,  at  political  conventions,  and  especially  at  sports  events.  Before  a 
ballgame, the players and fans stand up for the national anthem, and sometimes a 
religious leader will offer a prayer. This practice is taken so seriously that in 1996, 
the  National  Basketball  Association  (NBA)  actually  suspended  a  professional 
basketball player who refused to stand during the national anthem.
The NBA stated that he could not play in games unless he agreed to follow their 
rule requiring players to stand in a respectful manner during the national anthem.

Patriotic songs such as "God Bless America," "America the Beautiful," and 
"My Country ‘Tis of Thee" are as well known to most Americans as their national 
anthem. These songs are sung frequently on public occasions and may also be sung 
at  Protestant  worship  services,  expressing  the  idea  that  the  United  States  has 
received God's special blessing. Expressions of the national religion can also be 
seen when the United States sends military forces overseas; the Gulf War provided 
good examples of the mixing of prayer and patriotism.
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Some observers of American society believe that the various practices that 
are called the national religion can have harmful effects. Sometimes these practices 
can help to create a climate in which disagreement with current national practices 
is discouraged or not tolerated. In the 1960s, for example, some citizens considered 
the young people who protested against the war in Vietnam to be "un-American." 
They told the young protesters, "America—love it or leave it." This phrase became 
a slogan that illustrated their excessive patriotism.

When  the  national  religion  helps  to  create  a  climate  that  encourages 
excessive  conformity  with  prevailing  national  practices,  it  can  have  a  harmful 
effect. However, it usually serves a different function: to express the belief of most 
Americans that it is important to be a nation of people who believe in God and are 
loved and protected by God.            

The earliest  Protestant  settlers  believed that  by coming to  America,  they 
were carrying out God's plan. This belief gave them confidence that they would 
succeed. Today, Americans still need to believe that their nation will continue to 
succeed, and the national religion helps to answer this need by reminding them of 
their religious heritage. It is a means of maintaining their national self-confidence 
in a rapidly changing world.

America's Protestant heritage seems to have encouraged certain basic values 
that members of many diverse non-Protestant faiths find easy to accept. This has 
helped  to  unite  many  different  religious  groups  in  the  United  States  without 
requiring any to abandon their  faiths.  Cultural  and religious pluralism has also 
created a context of tolerance that further strengthens the American reality of many 
different religions living peacefully within a single nation.

Assignments

I. Answer the questions:

1. Can spiritual matters and material possessions be mixed?
2.  How does  the  Protestant  view of  hard  work  and  discipline  differ  from the 

Catholic view?
3. What is Puritan work ethic?
4. What is the American idea of self-discipline?
5. How has the meaning of work changed in the last decades?
6. In what way is the American idea of a “national religion” different from those 

existing in other countries?
7. Do you see any harm in practicing patriotism?

II. Explain the meaning of the following words and expressions and use them 
in sentences of your own:

ethic,  attachment,  by  a  margin  of  four  to  one,  excessive,  conformity,  Puritan, 
volunteerism/humanitarianism, born-again, to be in league with
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III.  Give  synonyms  and  Russian  equivalents  of  the  following  words  and 
expressions:

joyous,  unselfish,  capacity,  goal,  fulfillment,  generous,  convention,  anthem,  to 
suspend, proclaim, prevailing

IV. Paraphrase or explain the following:

1) … the nation’s Protestant heritage is largely responsible for bringing this about.
2) Many Americans believe that they must devote part of their time and wealth to 
religious and humanitarian causes in order to be acceptable in the eyes of God and 
in the eyes of other Americans.

V. Write a summary of the text.
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UNIT 5
THE AMERICAN CENTURY

Factors That Affect American History

As the 21st  century  begins,  the nations of  the world are  caught  up in  a 
whirlwind  of  change.  While  the  global  information  network  brings  us  closer 
together,  the  distance  between  the  “haves”  and  the  “have  nots”  seems  to  be 
widening. Where does the United States stand now? What will be its role in the 
new  century?  What  will  happen  to  this  country  and  these  people  who  have 
championed  the  values  of  individual  freedom,  self-reliance,  equality  of 
opportunity, competition, material wealth, and hard work? As the futurist Alvin 
Toffler has predicted, only one thing about the future is certain—we will all be 
surprised. Who, for example, would have predicted the disintegration of the Soviet 
Union in the early 1990s? And what does fate now have in store for the remaining 
“super power”? Since we cannot predict the future, we can only reflect on what has 
held  the  United  States  together  for  the  last  200  years  and  guess  about  where 
Americans’ traditional values may lead the nation in the future. There are several 
factors that should be kept in mind.

First,  the  United  States  has  always  had a  racially  and ethnically  diverse 
population. Sometimes these people get along well together, and sometimes they 
do not. At times there has been great suspicion and even hatred between people of 
different  races  and national  origins.  But  even  in  the  darkest  times,  there  have 
always  been  individuals  who  held  up  the  ideals  stated  in  the  Declaration  of 
Independence:

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that 
they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights,  that among  
these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness. That to secure these rights,  
Governments  are  instituted  among  Men,  deriving  their  just  powers  from  the  
consent of the governed.

Second, although Americans have traditionally had a strong distrust of their 
government, they have also had a strong faith in its design. Over a period of more 
than 200 years, they have amended the United States Constitution only 26 times. 
The  first  10  amendments,  the  Bill  of  Rights,  were  added  two  years  after  the 
Constitution itself, and the last amendment was in 1971, lowering the voting age 
from 21 to 18. The framework of the political system was designed to protect the 
freedom and  the  individual  rights  of  the  citizens.  Americans  believe  that  this 
system has successfully carried the nation from the 18th century through the 20th, 
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and that it will still protect them in the 21st century.
Third, the right of free speech and the existence of a free press have meant 

that all people have the right to express their opinions, and that everything from 
public  policy to  private  concerns such as  abortion or  sexual  preference  can be 
openly discussed and debated. The result is that all the problems of the country are 
displayed for the rest of the world to see. The bad news is that there are always a 
lot of problems. The good news is that there are also large numbers of individuals 
who are sincerely concerned about society’s problems and are working hard to 
solve them. Because Americans believe so strongly in the freedom and the worth 
of the individual, they have traditionally had an optimistic faith in the ability of 
individuals eventually to invent creative solutions to all the nation’s problems. 

Fourth, in spite of the image of the United States and some of the actions 
that the government has taken, there is a long tradition of isolationism. President 
George  Washington  declared  in  1796:  “It  is  our  true  policy  to  steer  clear  of 
permanent  alliances  with  any  portion  of  the  foreign  world.”  The  spirit  of 
isolationism persists even today, as Americans continue to debate what being a 
“world power” means. Most people are not in favor of the United States becoming 
a “world policeman,” for example. Americans are very reluctant to see the United 
States become involved in international military actions unless they are convinced 
that  there  is  some national  interest  to be protected,  or  that  there is  some great 
humanitarian  need.  Americans  are  also  skeptical  about  international  economic 
alliances, wanting to be sure that self-interests are protected before commitments 
are made to other countries. (This is why there has been so much debate about 
NAFTA.) Most Americans are more interested in what is happening close to home 
than what is happening in the rest of the world. They want to know how events, 
national or international, will affect them personally.

Fifth, the United States, like all countries, goes through different political 
and economic phases that have a strong effect on the mood of the people. When 
the economy is in good shape, people are naturally more optimistic about the state 
of their country and life in general. Pollsters are continually taking the emotional 
temperature of the American citizens. “What do you think about the future?” they 
ask. “Are you better off now than you were four years ago?” As the mood swings 
back and forth from optimistic to pessimistic, or from liberal to conservative, the 
underlying traditional values have so far remained intact. At times, Americans may 
talk  about  some values more  than others,  but  when times  get  tough,  many are 
likely to say that it is because the American people (and their government) have 
strayed too far from these traditional values. Interestingly enough, pollsters find 
that there is really no statistically significant difference in the attitudes and values 
of young people, the middle-aged, or the older generation.

20th-century Challenges to American Values

If we take a brief look at the 20th century, we can see these five factors at 
work  in  history.  In  the  first  two  decades,  there  was  mass  immigration  from 
southern and eastern European countries, at times as many as a million people per 
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year— 1 percent of the total population. By the early 1920s, many believed that the 
United  States  could  no  longer  handle  so  many  new immigrants,  and by  1924, 
immigration laws had slowed the number to about 150,000 a year. Industry was 
growing, and the country had many manufacturing jobs for new immigrants. About 
a third of them, however, did not find the better life they were seeking, and they 
eventually left the United States and went back home.

After World War I—“the war to end all wars”—the United States enjoyed 
economic prosperity during the “Roaring Twenties.”  The stock market  crash of 
1929 ushered in the Great Depression of the 1930s, and it was not until World War 
II that the economy turned around. The need for weapons created new factory jobs, 
many of them filled by women. When the soldiers came back home in 1945, many 
young women quit  their jobs, got married,  and started their families.  The large 
number of babies born in the 20 years after the war, from the mid-1940s to the 
mid-1960s,  produced the “baby boom”—a bulge in  the population that  is  now 
resulting in “the graying of America.”

Many Americans look back on the 1950s as an age of economic prosperity 
and national stability. They nostalgically reminisce about a time when fathers were 
working,  mothers  were  at  home  with  their  children,  and  life  seemed  less 
complicated. There was another side to the ‘50s, however. The Cold War with the 
Soviet Union was in full swing, leading to fears of a nuclear holocaust and the 
communist takeover of the world. There was so much fear of communism that a 
senator, Joseph McCarthy, was able to almost single-handedly create a climate that 
posed a serious threat to free speech in the United States. In televised hearings in 
the Senate, McCarthy accused a number of Americans of being communist traitors. 
Some of these people were writers and film makers in Hollywood. Today, some 
people in the entertainment industry may fear censorship of any kind because they 
still remember the McCarthy era.

There were two other problems in the 1950s that had to be dealt with in the 
1960s:  poverty  and  segregation.  About  one-fourth  of  the  population  lived  in 
poverty. In the 1960s, President Johnson pushed through a plan called “The Great 
Society”  that  significantly  enlarged  the  welfare  programs  begun  during  the 
Depression in the 1930s. Johnson declared a “war on poverty,” and over the next 
two decades, the percentage of poor people did drop. However, these programs 
began to  create  an  expectation  that  the  government,  not  the  individual,  should 
solve social problems.

The  second  problem  was  the  continued  legal  segregation  in  the  South. 
Although the Supreme Court ruled in 1954 that segregation in public schools was 
unconstitutional,  it  was  not  until  the  Civil  Rights  movement  of  the  1960s  that 
segregation ended. The nonviolent Civil Rights demonstrations of the 1960s led to 
the eventual passage of laws to protect the rights of black Americans, and there 
was much talk about the value of equality of opportunity.  Quota systems were 
enacted to try to improve the education level and job opportunities for African-
Americans, and gains were made. For example, in 1940, only 11 percent of blacks 
between the ages of 25 and 29 had completed high school, compared to 39 percent 
of whites. Today, the percentages are about the same for both races—82 percent 
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and 85 percent, respectively.
The 1960s are most often remembered as a decade of violence and unrest. 

Popular  leaders  were  assassinated:  President  Kennedy  in  1963,  Malcolm X in 
1965, Martin Luther King, Jr., and Bobby Kennedy in 1968. After the death of 
King, there were riots in a number of big cities. Some feared the rioting would 
bring the country on the brink of a racial civil war, but fortunately this did not 
happen.
The War in Vietnam and the Watergate Scandal

The  other  major  event  in  the  1960s  was  the  American  involvement  in 
Vietnam. After Kennedy’s death, President Johnson vastly increased the number of 
American troops in Vietnam in order to prevent the Vietnamese communists from 
taking  control  of  the  country.  He  believed  that  communism  would  spread 
throughout Southeast Asia if it succeeded in Vietnam. Eventually, it could threaten 
Japan, the Philippines, and even Hawaii. This was called the “domino theory”; if 
one  nation  fell  to  communism,  it  would  cause  others  to  fall,  like  a  line  of 
dominoes. Since the United States had had success in stopping communism from 
spreading  from  North  Korea  to  South  Korea,  a  policy  of  trying  to  contain 
communism  developed.  The  United  States  tried  sending  advisors  to  South 
Vietnam, followed by more and more troops. By 1966, the struggle in Vietnam had 
become a major American war.

Initially, most  Americans agreed with the action. But even so,  there was 
stronger opposition to the Vietnam War than to any previous American war in the 
20th century. As the war dragged on and more Americans were wounded or killed, 
the opposition to the war grew. Many of the opponents of the war attacked it as 
immoral.  On the other side, feelings were just as strong. There were those who 
believed that the United States had a moral obligation to fight against communism, 
defend freedom, and make the world safe for democracy. Their message to anti-
war  protestors  was  “America—love  it  or  leave  it!”  However,  the  anti-war 
movement  may  have  made  many  Americans  who originally  supported  the  war 
more doubtful about their beliefs.

In 1975,  North Vietnam conquered South Vietnam.  Most  Americans had 
been brought up believing that  the United States had never lost  a war.  Now it 
seemed  that  for  the  first  time,  this  had  happened.  Was  the  nation  losing  its 
strength? If it was, was this because it was losing faith in its traditional values? 
These were the kinds of troubling questions that Vietnam raised in the minds of 
many Americans.

In  addition  to  the  defeat  in  Vietnam,  the  1970s  brought  the  Watergate 
scandals and the forced resignation of President Richard Nixon in 1974. Men paid 
by  President  Nixon’s  reelection  committee  were  arrested  for  breaking  into  the 
national  headquarters  of  the  opposition  Democratic  party  (in  the  Watergate 
building)  in  order  to  place  illegal  listening  devices  on  the  telephones  and  to 
photograph Democratic party documents. President Nixon repeatedly denied any 
knowledge  of  the  break-in  and tried  to  cover  up  the  involvement  of  his  staff. 
Eventually, a Senate investigation revealed the truth, and he was forced to resign.
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Assignments:

I. Speak on the following:

1. Enumerate the factors that affect American history.
2. Expand on the importance of each factor.

II. Answer the questions:

1.  What  other  factors  that  affect  American  history  would  you  add  to  the  list 
proposed by the author? 
2. How do you understand the notion “a world power”?
3. What were the reasons for the baby boom?
4. How did Senator McCarthy’s activities affect the American society?
5. What problems did the nation face in the 1950s?
6. Who should solve social problems: the government or the individual?
7. Why are the 1960s most often remembered as a decade of violence and unrest?
8. What is the essence of the “domino theory”?
9. In what respect is the Vietnam war different from other wars that the USA has 
ever waged?
10. Was America morally right in waging the warfare in Vietnam?
11. What other “gates” besides Watergate can you name?

III. Translate the extract from the Declaration of Independence into Russian.

IV. Explain the meaning of the following words and expressions and use them 
in sentences of your own:

futurist, disintegration, world policeman, pollster, to usher in, to be in full swing, 
censorship,  segregation,  baby  boom,  nostalgically,  to  cover  up,  isolationism, 
skeptical, to enact

V. Give synonyms  and  Russian  equivalents  of the  following  words  and 
expressions:

to  champion,  bulge,  single-handedly,  brink,  resignation,  diverse,  to  endow, 
consent, to steer clear of smth, to stray, commitment, to reminisce, takeover, intact, 
eventual 

VI. Paraphrase or explain the following:

1) … the nations of the world are caught up in a whirlwind of change
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2) the distance between the “haves” and “have nots” seems to be widening
3)  Pollsters  are  continually  taking  the  emotional  temperature  of  the  American 
citizens.
4)  As the mood swings back and forth  from optimistic  to pessimistic,  or  from 

liberal  to  conservative,  the  underlying  traditional  values  have  so  far  remain 
intact.

5) The cold war with the Soviet Union was in full swing…
6) … a bulge in the population that is now resulting in “the graying of America.”

VII. Write a summary of the text.
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UNIT 6
THE COLOR OF MOSAIC

The Civil Rights Movement of the 1950s and 1960s

The state of affairs  remained unchanged until  the United States Supreme 
Court  declared in  1954 that  racially  segregated  public  schools  did  not  provide 
equal  educational  opportunities  for  black Americans and were therefore illegal. 
Black  leaders  throughout  the  United  States  were  greatly  encouraged  by  this 
decision. They decided to try to end racial segregation in all areas of American life.

The most important of these leaders was Martin Luther King, Jr., a black 
Protestant minister with a great gift for inspiring his people. From the late 1950s 
until his assassination by a white gunman in 1968, King led thousands of African-
Americans  in  nonviolent  marches  and  demonstrations  against  segregation  and 
other forms of racial discrimination.

King's goal was to bring about greater assimilation of black people into the 
larger American culture. His ideals were largely developed from basic American 
values.  He  wanted  greater  equality  of  opportunity  and  "Freedom now" for  his 
people. He did not wish to separate his people from American society but rather to 
gain for them a larger part in it.                                                                    

Some black leaders, such as Malcolm X, urged a rejection of basic American 
values  and  complete  separation  of  blacks  from the  white  culture.  Malcolm X 
believed that American values were nothing more than "white man’s values" used 
to  keep  blacks  in  an  inferior  position.  He  believed  that  blacks  must  separate 
themselves from whites, by force if necessary, and build their own society based 
on values that they would create for themselves. Because he saw Christianity as a 
"white" religion, Malcolm turned to a faith based on Islam, and he became a leader 
of the "black Muslim" faith (founded in 1930). The great majority of American 
blacks, however, shared Martin Luther King, Jr.'s Protestant religious beliefs and 
his goal of assimilation rather than separation. Most African-Americans continued 
to look to King as their leader.

Largely as  a result  of King's activities,  two major  civil  rights  laws were 
passed during the 1960s that removed racial segregation from public facilities in 
the South and also removed the barriers  that  had prevented black people  from 
voting in that region.

Race Relations after the Civil Rights Movement
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The civil rights laws of the 1960s helped to bring about a significant degree 
of assimilation of blacks into the larger American culture. Most important, the laws 
eventually helped to reduce the amount of white prejudice toward black people in 
all parts of the country. The number of African-Americans attending the nation's 
colleges  and  universities,  holding  elective  public  office,  and  earning  higher 
incomes increased dramatically in the late 1960s and 1970s. In 1984 and 1988, 
Jesse Jackson, a black leader who had worked with King in the 1960s, became the 
first African-American to run for president of the United States. Although he did 
not  win,  he  received  significant  national  attention  and  greatly  influenced  the 
policies of the Democratic party.

African-Americans  are  now  mayors  of  major  cities  and  members  of 
Congress; they hold offices in all levels of government—local, state, and national. 
They are sports and entertainment heroes, university professors, medical doctors, 
lawyers, entrepreneurs, and reporters. There is now a sizable black middle class, 
and there are a number of wealthy African-Americans. More than 80 percent of 
whites  now say  that  they  would  vote  for  a  black  for  President,  someone  like 
General Colin Powell, for example. Powell was President Bush's Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the senior military leader in the United States.

The  bad  news  is  that  there  is  still  a  gulf  between  the  races.  Although 
African-Americans represent about 13 percent of the population, they are grossly 
underrepresented  in  Congress.  The  median  income  of  a  married  black  man 
working full  time  is  23  percent  behind a  married  white  man.  Segregation  and 
discrimination are against the law, but residential patterns create largely segregated 
neighborhood schools in many urban areas. Half the whites in the United States 
live in the suburbs, but only a fourth of the blacks. Many blacks are trapped in 
cycles of poverty, unemployment, violence, and despair in the inner city. They are 
the most frequent victims of violent crime, and as many as one in five young males 
now have a criminal record. Over 40 percent of all black children live in poverty 
and many have only one parent.  Seventy percent  of black children are born to 
unmarried women. Some point to the destruction of the family structure as the 
cause of many of the social problems that African-Americans now face. 

Who is to blame? In a recent poll, 44 percent of blacks said the problems are 
due to white discrimination against them. Only 21 percent of whites agree. Some 
African-Americans have given up on ever having equal treatment within a society 
dominated  by  whites.  There  has  been a  renewed interest  in  Malcolm X,  three 
decades after his death. In 1993, Spike Lee, a black film director, made a movie 
about the life of Malcolm X and his separatist ideas. In the '90s, Louis Farrakhan, a 
new black  Muslim  leader,  advocated  that  blacks  separate  themselves  from the 
hostile white culture instead of trying to become a part of it. In the fall of 1995, 
Farrakhan and others organized the "Million Men March" of African-American 
men and boys in Washington, D.C. The goal of the march was to gather together 
responsible  fathers  and  sons  who  would  demonstrate  positive  role  models  for 
African-Americans,  and who would inspire  people  to  take leadership roles  and 
make a difference in their home communities.

32



Although some view Farrakhan as an extremist, his angry voice has a certain 
appeal  to  many  African-Americans.  Many  young  blacks,  in  particular,  are 
searching for  a  separate  African-American identity,  one that  will  recognize the 
contributions, that their black culture has made, and one that will validate the black 
culture as an equal alternative to the white. Since they did not live through the civil 
rights  battles  of  the  1960s,  the  progress  achieved  and  the  status  that  African-
Americans now have in the white society are not as real to them as the inequalities 
they believe they experience. They have no memory of the segregated buses, parks, 
restaurants, even restrooms and drinking fountains, of the pre-civil rights South.

Back in  the 1830s,  de Tocqueville  predicted trouble  between blacks  and 
whites in the United States:

These two races are fastened to each other without intermingling; and they 
are  unable  to  separate  entirely  or  to  combine.  Although  the  law may  abolish 
slavery, God alone can obliterate the traces of its existence.

Nathan Glazer, an expert on assimilation, believes that blacks in the United 
States have had more difficulty being accepted by the white majority than have 
other racial and ethnic groups such as Hispanics, Native American Indians, and 
Asians. Therefore, racial and cultural separatism is a stronger force with them than 
with other minority groups. There has been no separatist leader of other ethnic or 
racial minority groups with the broad emotional appeal that Malcolm X and Louis 
Farrakhan have had with black Americans.

Although  slavery  was  abolished  in  the  1860s,  its  legacy  continues. 
Fortunately,  however,  people  of  good faith,  both black and white,  are  working 
together to achieve harmony and equality between the races.

A Universal Nation

As we have noted, the dominant culture and its value system, established by 
the early settlers, had its roots in white, Protestant, Western Europe. In the late 
1800s and early 1900s, millions of immigrants came from eastern and southern 
Europe,  bringing cultural  traditions perceived by the dominant  culture  as  quite 
different.  By  the  1920s,  Americans  had  decided  that  it  was  time  to  close  the 
borders  to  mass  immigration,  and  the  number  of  new immigrants  slowed  to  a 
trickle. In spite of the worries of those in the dominant culture, the new immigrants 
did  assimilate  to  life  in  the  United  States.  They  greatly  enriched  the  cultural 
diversity  of  the nation,  and they ultimately  did not  cause  major  changes to  its 
system of government, its free enterprise system, or its traditional values.

In 1965, the United States made important changes in its immigration laws, 
allowing many more immigrants to come and entirely eliminating the older laws' 
bias in favor of white European immigrants. As a result, the United States is now 
confronted with a new challenge—taking in large numbers of new immigrants who 
are nonwhite and non-European. About 90 percent are from Asia, Latin America, 
and the Caribbean. In addition to the large numbers of legal immigrants, for the 
first time the United States has significant numbers of illegal immigrants.

Many worry about what the impact will be on the American society. Can the 
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American  economy  expand  enough  to  offer  these  new  immigrants  the  same 
opportunities that others have had? What will be the effect on the traditional value 
system that has defined the United States for over 200 years?

Many Americans see wonderful benefits for their country. Ben Wattenberg, 
a respected expert on American culture, believes that the "new immigration" will 
be of great help to the nation. According to Wattenberg, something very important 
is  happening  to  the  United  States:  It  is  becoming  the  first  universal  nation  in 
history. Wattenberg believes that the United States will be the first nation where 
large numbers of people from every region on earth live in freedom under one 
government. This diversity, he says, will give the nation great influence and appeal 
to the rest of the world during the 21st century.

Perhaps the United States will be described not as a "melting pot" or a "salad 
bowl"  but  as  a  "mosaic"—a picture  made  up of  many  tiny  pieces  of  different 
colors. If one looks closely at the nation, the individuals of different colors and 
ethnic groups are still distinct and recognizable, but together they create a picture 
that is uniquely American.  "E Pluribus Unum"—the motto of the United States 
from its beginning—means one composed of many: "Out of many, one."

Assignments

I. Answer the questions:

1. Who were the main personalities of the Civil Rights Movement of the 1950s and 
1960s? Explain the difference in their views and goals.

2. In what ways was racial segregation practiced?
3. What effect did the civil rights laws have on American society?
4.  What  is  the  current  status  of  African-Americans?  How  does  the  younger 

generation of African-Americans see things?
5. Who is to blame for the still existing problems?
6. What are the methods used by African-Americans striving for equality?
7. Can harmony and equality between the races be achieved in American society?
8. Is the US becoming the first universal nation in history?
9. What is the meaning of the US motto?

II. Explain the meaning of the following words and expressions and use them 
in sentences of your own:

to have a criminal  record, residential  patterns,  extremist,  separatism,  to  inspire, 
assassination, civil rights, barrier, to validate, to obliterate, legacy

III. Give  synonyms  and  Russian  equivalents  of  the  following  words  and
expressions:

minister, wealthy, median, to advocate, to perceive, bias, sizable

34



IV.  Paraphrase or explain the following:

1) He (Martin Luther King) did not wish to separate his people from American 
society but rather gain for them a larger part in it.

2) Some black leaders, such as Malcolm X, urged a rejection of basic American
values

3) ...holding elective public office...
4) They are sports and entertainment heroes
5) The bad news is that there is still a gulf between the races
6) ...they are grossly underrepresented in Congress
7) Many blacks are trapped in cycles of poverty,  unemployment,  violence,  and 

despair in the inner city.
8) ...his (Farrakhan's) angry voice has a certain appeal to many African-Americans
9) Although slavery was abolished in the 1860s, its legacy continues.
10) … the number of new immigrants slowed to a trickle.

V. Write a summary of the text.
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UNIT 7
FITTING OF CULTURES

Melting Pot or Salad Bowl

The population of the United States includes a large variety of ethnic groups 
coming from many races, nationalities, and religions. The process by which these 
many groups have been made a part of a common cultural life with commonly 
shared values is called assimilation. Scholars disagree as to the extent to which 
assimilation has occurred in the United States.  Some have described the United 
States  as  a  "melting  pot"  where  various  racial  and  ethnic  groups  have  been 
combined into one culture. Others are inclined to see the United States as a "salad 
bowl" where the various groups have remained somewhat distinct and different 
from one another, creating a richly diverse country.

The truth probably lies somewhere between these two views. Since 1776, an 
enormous amount of racial and ethnic assimilation has taken place in the United 
States, yet some groups continue to feel a strong sense of separateness from the 
culture  as  a  whole.  Many  of  these  groups  are  really  bicultural.  That  is,  they 
consider themselves Americans, but they also wish to retain the language and the 
cultural traditions of their original culture.

People  of  Hispanic  origin were  on the  North  American  continent  before 
settlers arrived from Europe in the early 1600s. In Florida and the Southwest, there 
were  Spanish  and  Latin  American  settlements  established  centuries  before  the 
thirteen  colonies  joined  together  to  form the  United  States  in  the  late  1700s. 
Because  of  their  long  history  and  the  continued influx  of  newcomers  into  the 
established communities, many Hispanics, or Latinos, have taken a special pride in 
maintaining their cultural traditions and the use of the Spanish language.

Generally  speaking,  over  the  years  whites  from  different  national  and 
religious backgrounds have been gradually assimilated into the larger American 
culture,  with  some  exceptions.  For  example,  American  Jews  are  one  group  of 
whites  who have traditionally  retained a  strong sense  of  separateness  from the 
larger  culture.  This  may  be  a  result  of  the  long  history  of  persecution  in  the 
Christian countries in Europe, the weaker forms of discrimination and anti-Jewish 
feeling that exist in the United States, and their own strong feeling of ethnic pride. 
Yet along with their sense of separateness, American Jews have a strong sense of 
being  a  part  of  the  larger  American  culture  in  which  they  have  achieved 
competitive success in almost every field.

The Establishment of the Dominant Culture
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The first census of the new nation, conducted in 1790, counted about four 
million people, most of whom were white. Of the white citizens, more than 8 out 
of  10  traced  their  ancestry  back  to  England.  African-Americans  made  up  a 
surprising  20  percent  of  the  population,  an  all-time  high.  There  were  close  to 
700,000 slaves  and about 60,000 "free Negroes."  Only a few Native American 
Indians who paid taxes were included in the census count,  but the total Native 
American population was probably about one million.

It was the white population that had the greater numbers, the money, and the 
political power in the new nation, and therefore this majority soon defined what the 
dominant culture would be. At the time of the American Revolution, the white 
population  was  largely  English  in  origin,  Protestant,  and  middle  class.  Such 
Americans are sometimes referred to as WASPs (White Anglo-Saxon Protestants). 
Their characteristics became the standard for judging other groups. Those having a 
different  religion  (such  as  the  Irish  Catholics),  or  those  speaking  a  different 
language (such as the Germans,  Dutch, and Swedes),  were in the minority and 
would be disadvantaged unless  they became assimilated.  In the late 1700s,  this 
assimilation  occurred  without  great  difficulty.  According  to  historians  Allan 
Nevins and Henry Steele Commager, "English, Irish, German... Dutch, Swedish—
mingled and intermarried with little thought of any difference."

The dominant American culture that grew out of the nation's early history, 
then,  was  English-speaking,  Western European,  Protestant,  and middle  class  in 
character. It was this dominant culture that established what became the traditional 
values,  described by de Tocqueville  in  the early  1830s.  Immigrants  with these 
characteristics  were  welcome  in  part  because  Americans  believed  that  these 
newcomers would probably give strong support to the basic values of the dominant 
culture such as freedom, equality of opportunity, and the desire to work hard for a 
higher material standard of living.

The Assimilation of Non-Protestant and Non-Western Europeans

As is the case in many cultures, the degree to which a minority group was 
seen as different from the characteristics of the dominant majority determined the 
extent of that group's acceptance. Although immigrants who were like the earlier 
settlers were accepted, those with significantly different characteristics tended to 
be viewed as a threat to traditional American values and way of life.

This was particularly true of the immigrants who arrived by the millions 
during the late 19th and early 20th centuries. Most of them came from poverty-
stricken nations of southern and eastern Europe. They spoke languages other than 
English, and large numbers of them were Catholics or Jews.

Americans at the time were very fearful of this new flood of immigrants. 
They were afraid that these people were so accustomed to lives of poverty and 
dependence that they would not understand such traditional American values as 
freedom, self-reliance, and competition. There were so many new immigrants that 
they might even change the basic values of the nation in undesirable ways.
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Americans tried to meet what they saw as a threat to their values by offering 
English instruction for the new immigrants and citizenship classes to teach them 
basic American beliefs. The immigrants, however, often felt that their American 
teachers disapproved of the traditions of their homeland. Moreover, learning about 
American values gave them little help in meeting their most important needs such 
as employment, food, and a place to live.

Far more helpful to the new immigrants were the "political bosses" of the 
larger cities of the northeastern United States, where most of the immigrants first 
arrived. Those bosses saw to many of the practical needs of the immigrants and 
were more accepting of the different homeland traditions. In exchange for their 
help, the political bosses expected the immigrants to keep them in power by voting 
for them in elections.

Many  Americans  strongly  disapproved  of  the  political  bosses.  This  was 
partly because the bosses were frequently corrupt; that is, they often stole money 
from the city governments they controlled and engaged in other illegal practices. 
Perhaps more important to disapproving Americans, however, was the fact that the 
bosses seemed to be destroying such basic American values as self-reliance and 
competition.

The bosses,  it  seemed,  were teaching the immigrants to be dependent on 
them rather than to rely on themselves. Moreover, the bosses were "buying" the 
votes of the immigrants in order to give themselves a monopoly of political power 
in  many  larger  cities.  This  practice  destroyed  competition  for  political  office, 
which Americans viewed as an important tradition in politics just as it was in other 
facets of American life.

Despite  these  criticisms,  many  scholars  believe  that  the  political  bosses 
performed an important function in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. They 
helped to assimilate large numbers of new immigrants into the larger American 
culture by finding them jobs and housing, in return for their political support. Later 
the  bosses  also  helped  the  sons  and  daughters  of  these  immigrants  to  find 
employment, but the second generation usually had the advantage of growing up 
speaking English.

The fact that the United States had a rapidly expanding economy at the turn 
of the century made it possible for these new immigrants, often with the help of the 
bosses, to better their standard of living in the United States. As a result of these 
new opportunities and new rewards, immigrants came to accept most of the values 
of the larger American culture and were in turn accepted by the great majority of 
Americans. For white ethnic groups, therefore, it is generally true that their feeling 
of being a part of the larger culture—that is, American—is usually stronger than 
their feeling of belonging to a separate ethnic group—Irish, Italian, and Polish, 
among many others.

The African-American Experience

The  process  of  assimilation  in  the  United  States  has  been  much  more 
successful  for  white  ethnic  groups  than  for  nonwhite  ethnic  groups.  Of  the 
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nonwhite  ethnic  groups,  Americans  of  African  descent  have  had  the  greatest 
difficulty in becoming assimilated into the larger culture. African-Americans were 
brought to the United States against their will to be sold as slaves. Except for the 
Native American  Indian tribes who inhabited the United States  before  the first 
white settlers arrived, other ethnic groups came to America voluntarily—most as 
immigrants who wanted to better their living conditions.

The enslavement of African-Americans in the United States was a complete 
contradiction of such traditional basic American values as freedom and equality of 
opportunity. It divided the United States into two increasingly different sections: 
the southern states, in which black slavery became the basis of the economy, and 
the northern states, which chose to make slavery against the law.

A minority of whites in the North insisted that slavery and freedom could 
not exist together in a free country and demanded that slavery be abolished, even if 
this meant war with the South. A much larger number of northern whites believed 
that freedom and equality of opportunity needed to be protected for white people 
only,  but  they were afraid that  black slavery would eventually  take away their 
economic freedom. If, for example, the slave system of the South were allowed to 
spread into the frontier regions of the West, poor and middle-income whites could 
no longer look to the western frontier as a land of equality and opportunity where 
people could better their position in life. Rather, whites would have to compete 
with unpaid slave labor, a situation that they believed would degrade their work 
and lower their social status.

Abraham Lincoln  was  able  to  become president  of  the United  States  by 
appealing to both the white idealists who saw slavery as an injustice to African-
Americans and to the larger  numbers of northern whites who saw slavery as a 
threat  to themselves.  Lincoln's  argument  was that if  black slavery continued to 
spread westward, white freedom and equality would be threatened. Lincoln also 
believed that basic ideals such as freedom and equality of opportunity had to apply 
to all people, black and white, or they would not last as basic American values.

When Lincoln won the presidency in 1860, the southern states left the Union 
and tried to form a new nation of their own based on slavery. A civil war between 
the  North  and  South  resulted,  which  turned  out  to  be  the  bloodiest  and  most 
destructive of all the nation's wars. When the North was finally victorious, black 
slavery ended in the United States.

However,  African-Americans  were not  readily  assimilated  into the  larger 
American culture. Most remained in the South, where they were not allowed to 
vote and were legally segregated from whites. Black children were not allowed to 
attend white public schools, for example, and many received an inferior education 
that did not give them an equal opportunity to compete in the white-dominated 
society. Many former slaves and their families became caught in a cycle of poverty 
that  continued  for  generations.  Although  conditions  were  much  worse  in  the 
segregated South, blacks continued to be the victims of strong racial prejudice in 
the North, as well as in the South.

Assignments
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II. Speak on the following:

1.  Enumerate  the  main  ethnic  groups  of  immigrants  and  show the  differences
in their assimilation.

2. The main causes of the Civil War.
3.  The  problems  of  assimilation  in  the  late  19th  and  early  20th

century. 

I. Answer the questions:

1.How should the expressions "melting pot" and "salad bowl" be understood?
2.What does the notion of assimilation comprise?
3.What factors account for the degree of assimilation?
4.What are the origins of the dominant American culture?
5.Why  is  the  African-American  ethnic  group  distinctly  different  from  other 

ethnical minorities in terms of assimilation?
6.Why  African-Americans  were  not  readily  assimilated  into  the  larger

American culture after slavery had been abolished?

III. Explain the meaning of the following words and expressions and use them 
in sentences of your own:

to mingle, corrupt, to abolish, victim, influx, persecution, political bosses, facet, 
cycle, racial prejudice, competitive success

IV.  Give synonyms  and Russian equivalents of the following words and 
expressions:

to conduct, extent, to see to smth, descent, to inhabit, to degrade, to attend

V. Paraphrase or explain the following:

1) Scholars disagree as to the extent to which assimilation has occurred in the 
United States.

2)...many Hispanics,  or Latinos, have taken a special pride in maintaining their 
cultural traditions...

3)... would be disadvantaged unless they became assimilated
4)...the  degree  to  which  a  minority  group  was  seen  as  different  from  the

characteristics  of the  dominant majority  determined the  extent of that group's 
acceptance.

5)...at the turn of the century
6)...to make slavery against the law
7)Lincoln  also  believed  that  basic  ideals  such  as  freedom  and  equality  of 
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opportunity had to apply to all people...

VI. Write a summary of the text.

UNIT 8
DECENCY VERSUS PRIVACY

Busybodies: New Puritans

Repent! The hour of the meddlers is at hand! And they are putting other 
Americans’ views, behavior and even jobs at increasing risk.

Consider, for a moment, these twin signs of our scrambled times:
In Los Angeles, Jesse Mercado was dismissed from his job as a security 

guard at the Times despite an excellent performance record. The reason? Mercado 
was overweight.

In Wabash, Ind., Janice Bone lost her job as an assistant payroll clerk at the 
Ford Meter Box Co. The reason? The firm, which will not let its employees smoke 
either  on the job or  at  home,  insisted  that  she take a  urine test,  which proved 
positive for nicotine.

Welcome, readers, to the prying side of America in the 1990s. The U.S. may 
still be the land of the free, but increasingly it is also the home of dedicated neo-
Puritans, humorlessly imposing on others arbitrary (meaning their own) standards 
of  behavior,  health,  and  thought.  To  a  number  of  concerned  observers,  the 
busybodies—conformity  seekers,  legal  nitpickers  and politically  correct  thought 
police—seem to have lost sight of a bedrock American virtue: tolerance, allowing 
others, in the name of freedom, to do things one disagrees with or does not like, 
provided they do no outright harm to others.

“There should be limits to what we are prepared to tolerate,” says president 
Stephen Balch of the National Association of Scholars, based in Princeton, N.J., 
which is dedicated to fighting lockstep leftism in academia. “But in a free society 
where people are going to get along, those limits have to be pretty wide.” Balch is 
concerned that the very definition of tolerance is changing: more and more people 
see it as “requiring others to do the kinds of things that they consider enlightened.” 
On many campuses, the prevailing standard these days would appear to be that of 
Marxist  philosopher  Herbert  Marcuse,  a  guru  for  many  flower-power  youths 
during the rebellious ‘60s. In his dense treatise,  One-Dimensional Man, Marcuse 
argued  that  tolerance  for  the  expression  of  intolerant  attitudes,  like  racial 
discrimination, should be repressed for society’s good.

One key battleground in the tolerance war is life-style. These days, smoking, 
drinking  or  noshing  on  high-cholesterol  snacks  isn’t  just  a  health  risk.  It  can 
endanger your job as well. Concerned about the ever rising (about 15% annually) 
cost of health insurance, at least 6,000 U.S. companies, including Atlanta-based 
Turner Broadcasting,  refuse to hire smokers,  and in some cases fire those who 
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don’t  beat  the  habit,  even  when  it  is  only  practiced  off  the  job.  For  similar 
insurance  reasons,  corporate  discrimination  against  the  overweight  is  so  wide-
spread that some of the obese have formed a lobbying group called the National 
Association to Advance Fat Acceptance.

Meanwhile, corporate busybodies are ingeniously finding new things to ban
—all  in  the  interest,  naturally,  of  slimming  healthcare  costs.  One  company  in 
Pennsylvania,  according  to  the  American  Civil  Liberties  Union,  has  barred  its 
managers  from  riding  motorcycles:  too  risky.  A  Georgia  firm  has  warned  its 
employees to stay away from such life-threatening activities as cliff climbing and 
surfing.                                              

Civil  libertarians  concede  that  companies  have  a  right,  not  to  mention  a 
moral obligation to shareholders, to protect themselves from ruinous medical bills. 
But some critics argue that the punitive firings of Mercado and Bone represent a 
throwback to the early 1900s, when spies from the Ford Motor Co.’s notorious 
Sociological  Department  invaded  autoworkers’  homes  to  search  for  forbidden 
booze or unmarried live-ins (Ford’s Big Brother approach was intended partly to 
protect its employees from legions of prostitutes and grifters, which preyed on the 
kind of ill-educated new immigrants who often worked on the assembly lines.) 

A counterargument is that if society requires corporations to pay for most of 
workers’  health-care costs,  society cannot  object  if  those companies  intrude on 
employees’ life-styles. But as Lewis Maltby of the A.C.L.U. notes, the question 
then becomes: Where should you draw the line? It is generally legal for a company 
to declare its workplace a smoking-free environment and to punish violators. How, 
though, can a corporation or government agency demand that employees like Bone 
refrain from lighting up away from work, especially since smoking itself is not a 
crime? High cholesterol levels can lead to heart disease and other health problems. 
But what right does an employer have to demand that a worker refrain from eating 
fried chicken or ice cream?

“The only thing that should be considered is job performance,”  says law 
professor  Irwin  Schmerinsky  of  the  University  of  Southern  California.  “If  the 
courts allow firms to take decisions on potential costs, it’s hard to know where the 
restrictions will end.” Most Americans appear to endorse that view. According to a 
poll by the National Consumers League, 81% of Americans believe an employer 
has no right to refuse to hire an overweight person and 76% feel companies should 
not be allowed to ban smoking off the job.

The nation’s lawmakers are beginning to listen: 19 states,  including New 
Jersey,  Colorado  and  Oregon,  have  passed  some  form of  legislation  that  bars 
employers from discriminating against workers because of their lifestyle. (Despite 
Indiana’s new smoker-protection law, Bone has not got her former job back, and 
has filed a claim against the company. Overweight Mercado sued, won, and got a 
judgment of more than $500,000, plus a return to his old post.)

[...]
More than anyone else except the French, Americans have been infected by 

the delusion that strict laws are necessary to protect people from themselves. The 
nation’s  statute  books  are  crammed  with  millions  of  useless  and  largely 
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unenforceable regulations, like the one in Seattle that bars flu sufferers from going 
out in public. Most of he rules are ignored, but their existence is a constant source 
of inspiration to the puritanically minded.

Yet perhaps out of frustration that serious crime seems to be leaping out of 
control, some guardians of the law have taken to enforcing these juridical minutiae 
with singular determination. Consider Cobb County, Ga., where serious crimes like 
robbery have increased since 1990. The Wall Street Journal reported last week that 
Rebecca  Anding of  Marietta  was  arrested,  handcuffed  and forced to  spend  six 
hours in jail on Easter Sunday. Anding, who had no previous criminal record, was 
apprehended picking tulips  from an office  park  to  place  on  her  grandmother’s 
grave. Another Marietta resident, Linda Judson, spent four hours in jail in May 
after she was apprehended for failing to return two overdue rental tapes to a local 
video store.

Finally, of course there are the academic enforcers of political correctness, 
or “p.c.,” whose efforts have received widespread publicity but who remain,  in 
many cases, undaunted.

[...]
Hardly a week goes by without some new example of attempts to enforce 

conformity on campus. At the California State University at Northridge, an offer 
by  the  Carl’s  Jr.  fast-food  chain  to  install  a  branch  in  the  newly  expanded 
bookstore was rejected last May. The reason was not the quality or price of the 
chow but student and faculty objections to the conservative views of the chain’s 
owner, Carl Karcher, who financially supports antiabortion groups such as the Na-
tional Right to Life Action League. To Stephen Balch, Northridge’s decision was 
outrageously  intolerant.  “You’re  not  talking  about  Karcher  doing  anything  on 
campus,” he says. “You’re not even talking about anything the fast-food chain did 
as  a  corporation.  You’re  talking  about  something  its  owner  did,  certainly 
something he has a right  to  do,  and something that  a public Institution should 
certainly not penalize people for.”

The weary truth is that busybodyness is, as black radical H. Rap Brown once 
said of violence, as American as cherry pie. The Puritans, who began it all, had “a 
desperate and intolerant wish to cleanse the world of its impurities,” editor Lewis 
Lapham of Harper’s has written, and their ambition was to build a New Jerusalem 
on earth despite all of life’s uncertainties. In both spiritual and secular guise, that 
has been a recurring theme in U.S. history, from the Great Awakening of the early 
frontier days to the noble experiment of Prohibition.

To  sociologist  James  Jasper  of  New York  University,  today’s  would-be 
censors and neo-Puritans belong to two disparate groups. One consists of those, 
frequently working class in origin, who feel their status threatened by differing 
life-styles—hence their hostility to drugs and casual sex and their sympathy for the 
goals of decency-obsessed media baiters like the Rev. Donald Wildmon or Senator 
Jesse  Helms.  The other  group,  Jasper  says,  consists  of  cause-oriented activists, 
such as animal rightists and environmentalists, who are intent on making people 
think about the consequences of letting endangered species  die out or contami-
nating the atmosphere with hair spray.
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Both  groups  have  contributed  to  what  sociologist  Jack  Douglas  of  the 
University of California at San Diego calls “a degree of self-centered moralism 
that  is  unprecedented  in  American  history.”  Douglas  worries  whether  the 
pendulum will ever swing back the other way. Among other things, he notes, the 
new forms of personal intolerance occur at a time when the common bonds of U.S. 
society—our shared values, our political understandings—seem weaker than ever. 
“Maybe,” he glooms, “America is too large and diverse to be one country under 
democracy any longer.”                             

Even those who reject Douglas’ perspective might reasonably conclude that 
the long war against the busybodies has to be won if it is to be won—a skirmish at 
a time or battles at the perimeter of individual privacy and choice. One hero in this 
ongoing  conflict  is  Teresa  Fischette,  38,  a  ticket  agent  Continental  Airlines  at 
Boston’s  Logan  International  Airport.  Eager  to  establish  a  new  image  for  its 
ground personnel, the carrier last May decreed that its female ticket agents must 
wear makeup. Fischette refused, was fired, but was then offered a job where she 
would not be in contact with customers. No way: Fischette filed a suit. With the 
case gaining national publicity, Continental gave Fischette her job back (with back 
pay) and shaded back its new cosmetics code to guideline.

No hard feelings, Continental. But I say, Hats off to her!

Assignments

I. Answer the questions:

1. Why do the opening lines of the article sound the alarm?
2. What are the changes in the perception of the idea of tolerance?
3.  What  new categories  of  the  discriminated  people  does  the  author  mention? 

Speak on the new types of discrimination and its causes.
4. With whom are your sympathies: with the employees practicing bad habits or 

with the employers banning them?
5. How do the results of the poll mentioned in the article characterize Americans?
6. Why is Stephen Balch’s reaction so emotional?
7. Do you agree that America is indeed too large and diverse to be one country 

under democracy any longer?

II. Explain the meaning of the following words and expressions and use them 
in sentences of your own:

busybody, to repent, payroll, nitpicker, politically correct thought police, lockstep, 
guru, dense treatise, corporate, throwback, to file a suit against smb, statute books, 
overdue,  conformity,  Prohibition,  decency-obsessed  media-baiters,  back pay,  to 
shade smth back to smth

III.  Give  synonyms  and  Russian  equivalents  of  the  following  words  and 
expressions:
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scrambled,  obese,  ingenuous,  to  slim,  to  bar  smb from (doing)  smth,  punitive, 
grifter, to prey on smb, to refrain from (doing) smth, to endorse, to apprehend, 
undaunted, would-be, disparate, intent, skirmish

IV. Paraphrase or explain the following:

1) The hour of the meddlers is at hand!
2) Welcome, readers, to the prying side of America…
3) … the busybodies … seem to have lost sight of bedrock American virtue…
4) One key battleground in the tolerance war is life-style.
5) Where should you draw the line?
6) … Americans have been infected by the delusion that strict laws are necessary 

to protect people from themselves.
7) Some guardians of the law have taken to enforcing these juridical minutiae with 

singular determination.
8) Douglas worries whether the pendulum will ever swing back the other way.
9) Hats off to her!

V. Write an essay on one of the following subjects:

1. Tyranny of many is no better than tyranny of an individual.
2. Obsession with decency is an integral part of America’s image.
3. The limits of interference into private life.  
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UNIT 9
UNDER GOD

Freedom of Religion in the United States

The fundamental  American  belief  in  individual  freedom and the right  of 
individuals to practice their own religion is at the center of religious experience in 
the United States. The great diversity of ethnic backgrounds has produced religious 
pluralism; almost all of the religions of the world are now practiced in the United 
States. Ninety-three percent of all Americans say that they believe in God. Only 7 
percent  say  they  have no religious preferences  or  beliefs.  About  87 percent  of 
Americans are Christians, 2 percent are Jewish, and the other 4 percent belong to 
other religious faiths such as Moslem, Buddhist, or Hindu. Of the 87 percent who 
are Christian, 59 percent are Protestant, 27 percent Catholic, and 1 percent Eastern 
Orthodox. This is a pattern that has persisted for decades.

Although  the  overwhelming  majority  of  Americans  are  Christians,  all 
religions make important  contributions to the American culture.  There are now 
almost as many Moslems living in the United States as there are Jews. People of 
Hispanic origin now make up nearly one-half of the Catholic Church. The Asian 
immigrants  have  brought  with  them  the  traditional  religions  of  East  Asia— 
Taoism,  Confucianism,  and  Shintoism,  as  well  as  Buddhism.  And  the  Native 
American  religions  are  still  practiced  and  studied  today,  particularly  for  their 
teachings about living in harmony with nature.

From the beginning of its history, religion has played an important role in 
the  United  States.  The  Catholic  faith  was  first  brought  to  the  North  American 
continent  by  the  Spanish  in  the  1500s.  For  the  next  300  years,  Catholic 
missionaries and settlers from Spain and then Latin America came to what is now 
California and the Southwest. Many of the cities were named by these missionaries 
and  settlers—San  Francisco,  Santa  Fe,  and  San  Antonio,  for  example.  French 
Canadian  Catholic  missionaries  also  came  with  the  explorers  and traders  from 
Quebec, down the Mississippi River to New Orleans.

In the 1600s, the European settlers began establishing colonies along the east 
coast of North America. Although there were some Catholics, the vast majority of 
these settlers were Protestants.  As the new nation formed, it  was the Protestant 
branch of the Christian faith that had the strongest effect on the development of the 
religious climate in the United States. Today, almost two-thirds of all Americans 
are Protestants.

The Development of Protestantism
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The Protestant branch of the Christian faith broke away from the Roman 
Catholic Church in Europe in the 16th century because of important differences in 
religious beliefs. (The Eastern Orthodox branch of the Christian faith had separated 
from  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  in  1054.)  At  the  time  of  the  Protestant 
Reformation,  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  was  the  center  of  religious  life  in 
Western European countries; the Catholic Pope and the priests played the role of 
parent  to  the people  in  spiritual  matters.  They told people  what  was  right  and 
wrong, and they granted them forgiveness for sins against God and the Christian 
faith.

The Protestants, on the other hand, insisted that all individuals must stand 
alone before  God.  If  people  sinned,  they should seek their  forgiveness  directly 
from God rather than from a priest speaking in God's name. In place of the power 
and authority of priests, Protestants substituted what they called the "priesthood of 
all believers." This meant that every individual was solely responsible for his or 
her own relationship with God.

After the Protestants broke away from the Catholic Church, they found that 
they  could  not  agree  among  themselves  about  many  things.  Therefore,  the 
Protestants began to form separate churches, called denominations.  (The largest 
Protestant denominations in the United States now are the Baptists,  Methodists, 
Lutherans, Presbyterians, Episcopalians, and the United Church of Christ.) In the 
1600s, the Catholic Church did not recognize the rights of such Protestant churches 
to exist. There was much bitterness among some of the religious groups, and many 
Protestant  denominations  experienced  religious  persecution.  The  result  of  this 
persecution was that many Protestants were ready to leave their native countries in 
order to have freedom to practice their particular religious beliefs. Consequently, 
among the early  settlers  who came to  America  in  the 1600s,  there were many 
Protestants seeking religious freedom.

The desire for religious freedom was one of the strongest reasons why many 
colonial settlers came to America. Generally speaking, the lack of any established 
national religion in America appealed strongly to European Protestants, whether or 
not they were being persecuted. A large number of Protestant denominations were 
established in America. At first, some denominations hoped to force their views 
and  beliefs  on  others,  but  the  colonies  were  simply  too  large  for  any  one 
denomination to gain control over the others. The idea of separation of church and 
state  became  accepted.  When  the  Constitution  was  adopted  in  1789,  the 
government was forbidden to establish a national church; no denomination was to 
be favored over the others. The government and the church had to remain separate. 
Under these conditions, a variety of different Protestant denominations developed 
and grew, with each denomination having a "live and let live" attitude toward the 
others. Diversity was accepted and strengthened.

Protestantism in the United States

To someone not familiar with the Protestant faith, the religious scene in the 
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United  States  may  be  confusing.  The  various  Protestant  denominations  have 
completely separate church organizations, and although there are many similarities, 
there are also significant differences in their religious teachings and beliefs. Some 
Protestant denominations forbid dancing, playing cards, and drinking alcohol, for 
example, while others do not.

What  causes  this  religious  diversity?  Perhaps  the  major  cause  is  the 
Protestant belief that the individual, not the organized church, should be the center 
of  religious  life.  This  idea  was  brought  to  America  and  firmly  established  by 
European Protestants, and it is one reason why no single church has become the 
center of religious life in the nation. American religious tradition has encouraged 
not  only the development  of  numerous  denominations  but  also a tolerance and 
acceptance  of  all  faiths  that  express  the  religious  preferences  of  different 
individuals.  This  climate  of  religious  freedom has,  of  course,  strengthened  the 
development of cultural pluralism in the United States.

The Protestant Heritage: Self-Improvement

Although many Protestant denominations exist in the United States today, 
all of them share a common heritage that has been a powerful force in shaping the 
values and beliefs of Americans. One of the most important values associated with 
American Protestantism is the value of self-improvement. Protestant Christianity, 
like  Roman  Catholic  Christianity,  often  emphasizes  the  natural  sinfulness  of 
human nature. However, since Protestants do not go to priests for forgiveness of 
their sins, individuals are left alone before God to improve themselves or suffer 
eternal  punishment  by  God  for  their  sinful  acts.  In  this  way,  Protestantism 
encourages a strong and restless desire for self-improvement.

The need for self-improvement, once established, reaches far beyond self-
improvement in the purely moral or religious sense. It can be seen in countless 
books  that  explain  how people  can  be  happier  and more  successful  in  life  by 
improving everything from their vocabulary to their tennis game,  or  even their 
whole personality. Books of this type are often referred to as self-help books. They 
are the natural products of a culture in which people believe that "God helps those 
who help themselves."

One of the most popular self-help books ever written in the United States 
was written by a Protestant minister, Norman Vincent Peale. As its title states, it 
stresses  The  Power  of  Positive  Thinking.  According  to  Peale,  the  key  to  self-
improvement  and  success  is  self-confidence.  Reading  the  Bible  is  like  doing 
regular daily exercises; it can improve one's self-confidence and ensure personal 
success in life.

Americans buy hundreds of millions of self-help books a year, and typically, 
half of the New York Times best-seller list of nonfiction books are related to self-
help. In addition to that,  Americans attend thousands of self-help seminars  and 
support group meetings to help them stop smoking or drinking, lose weight, be 
better parents, have happier relationships, and, of course, develop self-confidence.
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Assignments

I. Speak on the following: 

1. History of religion in the USA.
2. A national religion: pros and cons.
II. Answer the questions:

1. What are the main religions practiced in the USA?
3. What are the main branches of Christianity? What are the differences between 

them?
4. Why has the Protestant branch of Christianity had the strongest effect on the 

development of the religious climate in the USA? 
5. Why did religious freedom become possible in the USA?
6. What are the basic principles of Protestantism?
7.  What  influence  does  Protestantism  have  on  the  formation  of  the  American 

character?
8. Do you believe in the use of self-help books and seminars?

III. Explain the meaning of the following words and expressions and use them 
in sentences of your own:

overwhelming, priesthood of all believers, “live and let live” attitude, tolerance, 
persecution, denomination, sinful, to ensure

IV.  Give  synonyms  and  Russian  equivalents  of  the  following  words  and 
expressions:

fundamental, solely, eternal, countless, in place of

V. Paraphrase or explain the following:

1) The government and the church had to remain separate.
2) There was much bitterness among some of the religious groups…
3) … the individual, not the organized church, should be the center of religious 
life.

VI. Write an essay on one of the following subjects:

1. A national religion makes the nation stronger and more united.
2. Religion and politics have been growing apart throughout the mankind’s history.
3. Protestant attitudes are at variance with the original Christian teaching.   
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UNIT 10
LOVE IT OR…?

Loving America

Loving America is a very special task. No other country makes quite the 
same demands in being loved, nor presents quite the same difficulties.

In most other nations, patriotism is essentially the love of family, of tribe, 
of land, magnified. There may well be an ideological admixture. The France of the 
Revolution  and Napoleon,  for  instance,  proclaimed  the  rights  of  man.  Liberty, 
equality, fraternity were useful enough to overthrow an order and kill a king. But 
France's love of her earth and her produce, her landscape, her language and her 
money—those are the things French patriotism is really about. So it is with other 
European nations. The songs and the poetry of patriotism are filled with scenery: 
with rivers and mountains, with cities longed for, with valleys lost, with castles 
conquered.  American  patriotism has  much  less  of  this  specific  sense  of  place. 
"From  sea  to  shining  sea"  or  "purple  mountain  majesties"  are  somewhat 
unconvincing.

It is possible to be deeply moved by the endless American plains, and the 
settlements defiantly set down in the midst of this vastness, by the coast of Maine 
or  the Rockies  or  the desert.  But  that  is  not  loving America.  Loving America 
means loving what it stands for as a political and social vision. Although the great 
American epic is the conquest and taming of a continent, American patriotism is 
not concentrated on geography but on a historic event and an idea. The event is the 
creation of the United States as a fresh start, a different dispensation. The idea is 
freedom.  Both notions have been distorted or  perverted at  times—that  happens 
with all  patriotism.  But even when it  is  misused,  American  patriotism remains 
ideological more than racial or ethnic.

When the French carved up Germany or the Germans carved up France, it 
was  done  for  the  greater  glory  of  each  nation,  with  firm  belief  in  the  innate 
superiority of their own people. Whenever Americans went to war, they may have 
been seized by jingoism to some extent, but more than anything else Americans 
believed they were fighting for ideas, for a system. It may have been naive to think 
that  other  countries  were waiting to  be given the blessings  of  democracy,  free 
enterprise and individualism, but that is what Americans did believe.

The U.S. was not born in a tribal conflict, like so many other nations, but in 
a conflict  over principles.  Those principles were thought to be universal,  which 
was part of the reason for the unprecedented policy of throwing the new country 
open to all comers. That not only served to make the U.S. a world power in sheer 
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numbers (compared,  for instance,  with Canada, which kept its population small 
and has complained ever since about being overpowered by its southern neighbor). 
It also greatly reinforced the abstract and ideological nature of American patrio-
tism. The millions from other lands and other cultures had different loves for many 
different  plots  of  earth,  languages,  traditions.  The  unifying  love  had  to  be  for 
America as an idea.

In part, this helps to explain the unusual stability of American institutions. 
In Europe it is possible to shift loyalties from king to republic, from democracy to 
dictatorship,  and  still  love  one's  country.  In  the  U.S.  loyalty  must  be  to  the 
institutions themselves. At the same time this explains the extraordinary degree of 
American unease, self-criticism, dissatisfaction with leadership. If Congress func-
tions badly, if politicians are corrupt, if Presidents do not inspire, this is seen as a 
breakdown of the whole American enterprise.

We still  perceive America as something unprecedented in history, as an 
experiment, and as such, something that must "work" in order to prove itself over 
and over again. Hence America demands that love be given not once and for all, 
but  that  it  be  constantly  renewed  and  reaffirmed.  That  is  why  both  American 
patriotism and American self-criticism can be so shrill. Attacks on America from 
within are usually prompted by disappointed love. "My country, right or wrong" is 
not a very American slogan. We Americans have a hard time accepting a situation 
in  which  our  country  is  wrong,  not  because  we  are  more  arrogant  than  other 
people, but because our country's rightness is our soil, our home. One loves one's 
birthplace  or  one's  parents  because  they  are  one's  birthplace  or  one's  parents, 
regardless of whether the place is especially attractive or the parents especially 
worthy.  One loves them because they exist.  America  demands to  be loved not 
because it is, but for what it is—and not only for what it is, but for what it does. By 
its own insistence, to love the U.S. is also to judge it.

Thus,  amid  the chorus of  congratulations  on this  Bicentennial,  America 
virtually demands that we face the question: just why do we love America? Amid 
corruption and commercialism, violence and disorder, resentment and confusion, 
just what are the country's qualities that we cherish?

One loves  America  both for  its  virtues  and its  faults,  which are  deeply 
intertwined. Indeed, one loves America for the virtues of its faults. One loves the 
almost obsessive American need to believe, the resistance to cynicism, even if that 
sometimes means oversimplification and moralizing. One loves the unique Ameri-
can restlessness, the refusal to settle for what is, even if that sometimes means a 
lack of contemplation and peace. One loves the fact that America sees itself as the 
shaper of its own destiny, both private and public. While psychology, sociology 
and determinist historical theories have become massively fashionable, there is still 
a strong strain of resistance to the notion that man is formed by environment, by 
outside powers, or that the nation is in the grip of immutable forces. This rejection 
of fate, this insistence that everything is possible, is surely the dominant American 
characteristic, and the heart of its genius. Other nations cringe before fate, endure it 
nobly, or outlast it patiently. America insists on dominating, on bullying fate. This 
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is  very  invigorating  and  liberating,  for  "fate"  is  only  too  easily  used  as  a 
justification for inaction, for maintaining an old order no matter how miserable.

In rejecting fate, the U.S. is the ultimate incarnation of Western, Faustian 
man. But that posture toward the universe also has immense dangers. There is no 
shifting of blame, no relief in the notion that "this is the way things are". We are 
reluctantly willing to accept as inevitable natural disasters, but little else. Indeed, 
even nature must be put in its place through technology. Even death is somehow 
considered an affront, a failure of medicine, or of right living. Disease, poverty and 
other ancient afflictions simply are not accepted as part of the human condition. 
Perhaps rightly so—and yet the conviction that they can be banished completely is 
a tremendous burden because each setback, each delay, is seen as a personal or 
national failure. That is partly why we Americans are so impatient with the study 
of history—because history is a reminder of fate. We would rather learn to do than 
learn to know.

One must love this American view of learning as the tool by which man 
transforms himself. We Americans believe that everything can be learned, includ-
ing, to a very large extent, to be what you are not. You can learn to be pretty if you 
are plain, charming if you are dull, thin if you are fat, youthful if you are aging, 
how to write though you are inarticulate, how to make money though you are not 
good with figures. There is something admirable about this, yet nagging questions 
remain: Where is the line between making the most of one's potential and reaching 
for the unattainable? Where is the line between education as a tool and education 
as a kind of magic? The line is  blurred, and that is why when education fails, 
disillusionment is so bitter.

One loves—with some misgivings—the deep American belief  in human 
perfectibility and goodness. Yet an element of this belief is the fact that America 
lacks an adequate sense of evil. In the Enlightenment tradition, evil is explained 
away as a curable flaw. But even in the puritan and evangelical  traditions,  the 
American sense of evil is curiously shallow and optimistic; more concerned with 
behavior (sex or drink, for example) than with the deeper states of sin. The devil 
can be banished, and evil can be fought; evil is seen almost as a mere "problem" to 
be solved. There is little sense that evil  is a constant presence and inextricably 
mixed with good. That is why every new American generation seems to discover 
evil as if it had been invented only yesterday—and by the older generation. There 
is not much of the insight that man and society are permanently imperfect.

Hence the shock and surprise when we find out that evil is being done by 
us  or  in  our  name.  Hence,  also,  a  kind  of  inverted  pride,  a  mirror  image  of 
boosterism; if one side of the American chorus proclaims that the country is the 
best, the greatest ever or anywhere, the other side asserts that it is the worst ever, 
the worst anywhere. Both attitudes are equally false and provincial.

The  American  self-image  similarly  hovers  between  idealism  and 
materialism.  Can one love the American attitude toward money? Can one love 
America in the throes of selling, a country wrapped in one endless, all-intrusive 
commercial? Can one love America in those moments when the immeasurable is 
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measured in the balance sheet, when the ultimate goal becomes the bottom line?
The American spirit is deeply divided about money. In one sense the faith 

in money is pure, it need not, as it does in so many older societies, apologize for its 
existence. Money is what it is—good in its own right, a sign of success, if perhaps 
no longer of divine grace. Yet this view is at  war with an older tradition from 
which, even in a country that slights history, the imagination is never quite free: 
whether in the Bible or in fairy tales or in great works of fiction, money is held in 
contempt. The great callings are not trade or commerce but the state or the military 
or the church or scholarship. The great legendary virtues are not thrift—and its 
explosive extension, profit—but courage, kindness, and faith.

Ultimately all American forces, including money, converge in the passion 
for  freedom—and that  is,  above  all  things,  what  one  loves  about  the  U.S.  No 
country carries the belief in freedom farther, the belief that the Individual must be 
free to make of himself what he can, that citizens must be free as far as humanly 
possible  from government.  There  is  about  most  Americans  an  attitude  toward 
authority which is immensely bracing and which both dazzles and frightens people 
of other nations. Most Americans show a self-confidence which to others often 
appears to be mere swagger, but which is the characteristic of a country that never 
had either a formal aristocracy or a peasantry.

We tend to think of freedom as a positive and unalloyed good. We speak of 
"enjoying" freedom. Yet we fail to understand that freedom is not only a blessing 
but  a  burden.  It  is  sometimes  dizzying to  contemplate  how much  freedom we 
Americans have undertaken to bear. In politics, in government, in business but also 
in  education  and in  our  private  lives,  we  place  immense  responsibility  on  the 
individual. It can be argued that we bear freedom for much of the rest of the world
—not only in the sense of material and military support for the cause of freedom as 
the West understands it, but in the sense of experimenting with freedom in a kind 
of vast social laboratory.

Our experiments are not often appreciated by the rest of the world, nor are 
they necessarily  comforting even to ourselves.  We have broken or  bent  all  the 
traditional  framework  of  rules:  in  religion,  in  family,  in  sex,  in  every  kind  of 
behavior. Yet we are surprised when the result is both public and personal disorder. 
We have not  grasped the cost  accounting of  freedom.  The great  source of  our 
current bafflement is that we somehow expect a wildly free society to have the 
stability of a tradition-guided society. We somehow believe that we can simul-
taneously have, to the fullest, various kinds of freedom: freedom from discipline, 
but  also  freedom  from  crime;  freedom  from  community  constraints,  but  also 
freedom from smog; freedom from economic controls, but also freedom from the 
inevitable ups and downs of a largely unhampered economy.

Both American conservatives and liberals are embodiments of this paradox. 
Liberals are forever asking state intervention in the economy for the sake of social 
justice, while insisting on hands-off in the private area of morals. Conservatives 
take the opposite view. They demand self-determination in politics,  but suspect 
self-determination  in  morals.  They  demand  laissez-faire  in  business,  but  hate 
laissez-faire in behavior. In theory, there is no contradiction between these posi-
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tions. For freedom to be workable as a political and social system, strong inner 
controls, a powerful moral compass and sense of values, are needed. In practice, 
the contradiction is vast. The compass is increasingly hard to read, the values hard 
to  find  in  a  frantically  open,  mobile,  fractioned  society.  Thus  a  troubling, 
paradoxical question: Does freedom destroy the inner disciplines that alone make 
freedom possible?

It is an ancient question, and the way America struggles with it—fitfully, 
painfully, earnestly, in millions of minds and thousands of communities—is deeply 
moving. It is the most important struggle going on in the U.S. and its outcome is 
far from assured. The people willing to undertake this struggle, or even capable of 
understanding it, are in a clear minority in today's world. Almost everywhere we 
see arising a new political feudalism that once again promises a fixed society, an 
order in which everyone is taken care of—the only price being the loss of freedom.

So one must love America, most of all and most deeply for its constant, 
difficult, confused, gallant and never-finished struggle to make freedom possible.

One loves America for its accomplishments as well as for its unfinished 
business—and especially for its knowledge that its business is indeed unfinished. 
One should never love America uncritically, because it is not worthy of America to 
be  accepted  uncritically;  the  insistence  on  improving  the  U.S.  is  perhaps  the 
deepest gift of love. One ultimately loves America not for what it is, or what it 
does, but for what it promises. True, we know that every national promise sooner 
or later fades and that fate cannot be forever dominated or outmaneuvered. But we 
must deeply believe, and we must prove, that after 200 years the American promise 
is still only in its beginning.

Assignments

I. Answer the questions:

1. What is the essence of American patriotism as opposed to that of other nations?
2. Why does the author perceive America as an experiment?
3. Are Americans more nationalistic than citizens of other countries?
4. What is so peculiar about the American attitude toward fate and evil? What 

problems may it cause?
5. Why are Americans so impatient with the study of history?
6. Why is the American attitude toward money paradoxical?
7. Is American society the freest ever known?
8. What are the roles of conservatives and liberals in the USA?
9. Does freedom destroy the inner disciplines that alone make freedom possible?

II. Explain the meaning of the following words and expressions and use them 
in sentences of your own:

produce, defiant,  innate, epic, to tame, dispensation,  jingoism, tribal conflict,  in 
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sheer  numbers,  to  the  fullest,  ups  and  downs,  slogan,  setback,  inarticulate, 
boosterism, unalloyed

III. Give synonyms and Russian equivalents of the following words:

to  prompt,  to  intertwine,  contemplation,  immutable,  to  cringe,  ultimate, 
incarnation, posture, to banish, to nag, misgiving, to slight, divine, to converge, to 
brace, to dazzle, swagger, bafflement, fractioned

IV. Paraphrase or explain the following:

1) But even when it  is  misused,  American patriotism remains ideological more 
than racial or ethnic.

2) When the French carved up Germany or the Germans carved up France, it was 
done for the greater glory of each nation…

3) In Europe it is possible to shift loyalties from king to republic, from democracy 
to dictatorship, and still love one’s country.

4)  If  Congress  functions  badly,  if  politicians  are  corrupt,  if  Presidents  do  not 
inspire, this is seen as a breakdown of the whole American enterprise.

5) That is why both American patriotism and American self-criticism can be so 
shrill.

6) Indeed, one loves America for the virtues of its faults.
7) In rejecting fate, the U.S. is the ultimate incarnation of Western, Faustian man.
8) … America lacks an adequate sense of evil.
9) The American image similarly hovers between idealism and materialism.
10) Can one love America in those moments when the immeasurable is measured 

in the balance sheet, when the ultimate goal becomes the bottom line?
11) The great callings are not trade or commerce but the state of the military or the 

church or scholarship.
12) They (conservatives) demand laissez-faire in business, but hate laissez-faire in 

behavior.
13) Almost everywhere we see arising a new political feudalism…

V. Write an essay on one of the following subjects:

1. The difference between American and European patriotism.
2. America: loved and hated.
3. Cultivation of patriotism.
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