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The focus of a social commentary, such as George Orwell’s 1984 and Animal Farm, is to, as the phrase clearly states, provide commentary on the actions and inactions of a sociological state. However, what is not promptly evident is that a social commentary is a multifaceted, multivariable quantification that relies not only on the social environment in which it is based off of, but also the economic and political methods taking place within the given department, and the psycho-philosophical and ideological viewpoints of the populous must be taken into consideration when further analyzing the state of a social commentary.


The act of analyzing a social commentary is very common throughout individuals of higher education, starting with a preliminary education of courses within high school courses. During this time, very few of the individuals take the commentaries into serious debates of philosophies, economic viewpoints and/or political agendas of past and present national regimes. These select few who commit themselves to further analysis of these works--expanding past the basic aforementioned literary creations onto mediums ranging from music and film to graphic representations in public display (graffiti)--have developed a non-regulated subculture of Social Commentators. It is the focus of this author to not only analyze the lexicon and verbiage of the subculture and the metaphysical questions and answers raised which pertain to the culture of mankind, but also to analyze the commentaries themselves in order to further understand the means that the members of the subculture use to come to their conclusions and perceived notions of society.


The means that the author of this analysis took in order to conduct his research was one of rigorously controlled autonomous fieldwork in the various facets of the subculture. Unlike numerous other anthropological documents, the author chose an identifiable subject that does not require the traditional method of interviews to obtain first-hand experiences from members of the studied group. Instead of interviewing members of the subculture, the researcher opted for first hand experience in analyzing texts and documents along with the thorough redocumentation of information previously given by creators of such work as seen in various novels, documentary texts and analytical sources. Due to the nature of such research, rapport from the subjects has been obtained through the use of a bibliographic text with proper citations of information obtained. Any subsidiary information, as per in the case of analytical conclusions as made by the author, are given consent to be publicized in his writing of the paper.


At its core, the subculture is one that takes various philosophical viewpoints and puts them into theoretical environments so as to come to an analytically observable conclusion of human nature. The quantification of the conclusion expands the nominal definition towards a variable end. By having a single set definition of humanity, the entire scope of the subculture is meaningless, as all proverbial roads would lead to a preset human nature. Theoretically, a single quantifiable human nature is possible, however, it would conclude that the metaroles of man within society would be unchanging; that a person’s actions and reactions would be a constant to his psychological and ideological fidelity. In explication, all choices of man would not be choices, but rather metaphysical imprisonment through a universally predetermined nature of man: any choice, whether socially ‘right’ or  ‘wrong’ would be made on the basis of such a nature rather than the choice leading the man into a path of decency or corruption. The proposed theory, in the case of the targeted subculture, has been documented numerous times in the 20th century as per the works of Orwell, Rand and Zamyatin.


In Orwell’s work 1984, the state in which the protagonist belies is based entirely on the founding principle of power. This power, as controlled by the state’s regulated language of Newspeak, controls the people by a means of convoluted logic and labyrinthine reason. Orwell printed that “The word free existed in Newspeak, but…it could not be used in its old sense of ‘politically free’ or ‘intellectually free,’ since political and intellectual freedom no longer [exist]” (247), and that through this control over the very definition of a word, a social system without the intertwined abstraction could exist. This control over society is very evident as Orwell further postulates that “Newspeak was designed not to extend but to diminish the range of thought, and this purpose was indirectly assisted by cutting the choice of words down to a minimum” (247). By limiting the words available to the public’s vocabulary, the connected concepts—freedom, truth, liberty, et plus—are equally limited to the point of ceased existence. 1984 shows the power of corruption through the limitations of a populous as chosen by a select self-proclaimed elite. If the entirety of the novel were filled with characters no different from the corrupt few, then the aforementioned theory would have a fictionalized document as a means of evidence. However, due to the protagonist’s actions, he is lead to a life wherein a man is capable of finding love. As identified by the ruling state itself, the abstraction of love is the key to freedom. It is evident in the following description of one of the governing facilities of the social commentary’s ruling power:


“The Ministry of Love was the really frightening one. There were no windows in it at all. Winston [the protagonist] had never been inside the Ministry of Love, no within half a kilometer of it. It was a place impossible to enter except on official business, and then only be penetrating through a maze of barbed-wire entanglements, steel doors, and hidden machine-gun nests. Even the streets leading up to its outer barriers were roamed by gorilla-faced guards in black uniforms, armed with jointed truncheons” (8).


The above-cited quotation exemplifies through metaphorical text not only the will of the controlling state, but the will of its opposition: love. By analysis of the in-depth description of Orwell’s ‘Ministry of Love,’ a Social Commentator is able to recognize that the power’s fear of love itself is described. By having the “Ministry of Love [be] the really frightening one,” Orwell allows for the abstraction to have a power over the corrupt governing power. The building is an incarnation of fear to the masses—another point of interest to be addressed later—but the fear flows back towards those who rule by it; not by a building, but rather through the complete lack of corruption, the wholly abstraction of aid and humanity that stands as a beacon for the people: love. By keeping the building fortified with “…no windows, …a maze of barbed-wire entanglements…” and more, Orwell clearly demonstrates the suggested analysis. The reasoning, by logic of Orwell’s ruling power, for the fear and control over love is that a single person with the emotional abstraction would allow for the entirety of the civilization to crumble. Power upheld over people simply for the continuity of power must be done so without conscience, with unwavering fortitude and a complete lack of humanity. Humanity, especially within the people that the power governs over, allows for thought, for hope, for freedom—a word previously noted to be taken out of the society’s lexicon.  Ayn Rand—20th century author, philosopher and self-proclaimed objectivist—is noted for speaking on the abstraction of love within Harry Binswanger’s The Ayn Rand Lexicon: Objectivism from A to Z, claiming that “Only a rationally selfish man, a man of self-esteem, is capable of love—because he is the only man capable of holding firm, consistent, uncompromising, unbetrayed values” (267). As seen both in Rand’s early work, the social commentary Anthem, and in its inspirational work, Sergei Zamyatin’s We, the ego, or self-esteem so dully noted in Rand’s quotation, allows for the existence of love as experienced by the respective protagonists, which leads to the beginning of revolutionary downfalls for both of the governing powers of the aforementioned novels.


Zamyatin writes via his protagonist that “’Love and Hunger rule the world.’ Ergo: to conquer the world, man must conquer its rulers” (20). While the identity of Love has been acknowledged, Hunger has not. The use of this word refers to the overall gluttonous consumption of both tangibilities and intangibilities, whether in a geopolitical sense with capitalistic ideals pushing for more and more materialistic goods, or the metaphysical sense of a hunger for a greater universal power. However, what power does the word “hunger” hold for this subculture? How does the word ‘hunger’ differ from that of  ‘desire,’ or is there a difference? It is clearly evident that a strong difference between all of these words is that the former carries with it a much more visceral connotation whereas the latter has a psychological connotation along with it. If a man has Hunger for control, there is a conscious stream of thoughts with a focused target. Desire, being a subconscious abstraction much like love, connotes a likeness for something to a lesser degree than Hunger. The use of Hunger by members of the focused subculture enables certain allowances that Desire limits. In using Hunger, Social Commentators grant their subjects strong personification, thereby subtly denoting a human context to the subject at hand, whether it range from an actual person to a faceless political party. Hunger gives the subculture’s members power over the social commentary, allowing for them to not only analyze the information before them, but also to pull information out and identify real-world similarities, as apparent in Orwell’s Animal Farm and the Communist rule of Soviet leader Joseph Stalin: a man who hungered for world power. This hunger for power is clear when “Napoleon announced that he had decided upon a new policy. From now onwards Animal Farm would engage in trade with the neighbouring farms: not, of course, for any commercial purpose, but simply in order to obtain certain materials which were urgently necessary” (66), with the necessity being the farm’s (Russia’s) political strength.


As previously noted, obtaining power over people through political and economic means allows for a superior global strength, however, what has yet to have been analyzed is the difference between this and controlling power through psycho-philosophical means. While the control of language and the hindering of free-thought allows for a certain amount of control and gives a relative amount of power to a governing body, to completely disable intrapersonal connectivity, to instill the idea of complete solidarity, or sometimes the complete opposite extreme of enabled intrapersonal connectivity and to instill the idea of complete universality, people are no longer prone to revolutionary and separate thought, respectively. In a similar fashion to Hunger and Desire, members of the focus subculture separate the populous of these respective social commentaries with differing words: “Sheep” for people of a society lacking intrapersonal connectivity, and “Zombies” for members of the latter hive-mind society.


The use of the word sheep to describe people comes from Orwell’s animal farm wherein each animal is a metaphorical representation of a class of man within society. The three main separations of people come through the satirical novel via sheep, which represent the masses, dogs, which represent the soldiers which control the masses, and pigs, which are the leaders of society that maintain control of the masses through the soldiers. Members of the subculture use the word sheep as a satirical allusion to Orwell’s novel to refer to people who fail to trust anybody due to the strength of the enforcing group (soldiers, police, et plus) as allowed by the leaders of the civilization. The complete phrase often used is “mindless sheep,” to denote that the people of the masses do not think outside of that which they know and that which they are used to either through a lack of knowing anything different, or through an absolute fear of what may come to them.


While the use of the word sheep represents people who are filled with cowardice and fear through the knowledge of their superiors, the word zombie refers to the mindless state of the masses that conform to the governing power through a mob-mentality state. This phrase, mob-mentality, refers to the state of mind clearly seen in groups of people rallying together behind a common goal; the majority of people act without a thought of their own and instead act wholly as a member of the group, moving with the group and thus allowing for the group to become an organism in and upon itself. This allows for the proper use of the term zombie by members of the subculture due to the nature of the word. To use sheep would be using a word with an improper connotation because while sheep are herded together through fear and control, zombies mindlessly roam together, unquestioning, unknowledgeable and unaware of their oppressive environment. The word is indicative not only to the thoughtless mob-mental state, but also the seemingly apparent lack of self-worth, self-consciousness and self-esteem, which is recognized as an intangibility that Rand is noted as previously regarding to be a requirement for man to feel love. This issue of self-esteem comes from “Zombie” due to the popular cultural reference of zombies being soulless husks of people shambling in hordes. The lack of “soul,” which represents the same as a lack of self-esteem, can be seen both in Zamyatin’s We and Rand’s Anthem, but while Anthem directly mentions the problem of self-worth, We simply allows for it to be apparent through the lack of any singular possessive tenses. In fact, Zamyatin uses this as a means for the governing state to destroy Love through the use of a mathematical society:


“’Each number has a right to any other number, as to a sexual commodity.’


Since then it has been only a matter of technology. You are carefully examined in the laboratories of the Sexual Department; the exact content of sexual hormones in your blood is determined, and you are provided with an appropriate Table of sexual days. After that, you declare that on your sexual days you wish to use number so-and-so, and you receive your book of coupons (pink). And that is all.


Clearly, this leaves no possible reasons for envy; the denominator of the happiness fraction is reduced to zero, and the fraction is transformed into a magnificent infinity” (21).


To quantify love is to destroy it, because clearly the people of this society feel no emotions attached, but have rather had it “…reduced to a harmonious, pleasant, and useful function of the organism, a function like sleep, physical labor, the consumption of food, defecation, and so on” (22). In a notion derived from the protagonist of Rand’s Anthem, a man who was previously a Zombie but came to discover the world beyond that which he was force-fed, declares that “…[he] shall cut in the stone the word which is to be [his] beacon and [his] banner. The word which will not die, should we all perish in battle. The word which can never die on this earth, for it is the heart of it and the meaning and the glory. The sacred word: EGO” (104,105).


While these worlds and civilizations are different in their means to and end, they share the common thread of working to achieve a perfect life through imperfect means. This is what is commonly referred to as a ‘dystopia’ by the subculture. The word comes from Sir Thomas More’s Utopia, and as Webster’s Dictionary defines, Utopia is “any visionary system of political or social perfection” (Utopia, n., 1438). This is clearly apparent in More’s novel in his description of the fictional land:


“Now you see how little liberty they have to loiter; howt hey can have no cloak or pretense to idleness. There by neither wine taverns, nor alehouses, nor any occasion of vice or wickedness, no lurking corners, no places of wicked councils, or unlawful assemblies. But they be in the present sight and under the eyes of every man, so that of necessity they must either apply their accustomed labors, or else recreate themselves with honest and laudable pastimes” (83).


These Dystopias, however, are not “political or social perfections” (Webster, 1438), but instead are attempts at being such things through corrupt acts of censorship, oppressive assembly, martial government and overzealous ideology. By controlling the behavior and minds of people, by denying them the right of a truly happy life, by limiting their universal worth, the governing powers have achieved their Utopian state through Dystopian measures. These different cultures, each one entirely unethical, are the foci of Social Commentators, and through the analysis and creation of them, members of the subculture become not only novelists and informed readers, but philosophers. As Rand states, again in Binswanger’s anthology, “In order to live, man must act; in order to act, he must make choices; in order to make choices, he must define a code of values; in order to define a code of values, he must know what he is and where he is—i.e., he must know his own nature (including his means of knowledge) and the nature of the universe in which he acts—i.e., he needs metaphysics, epistemology, ethics, which means: philosophy” (359). This subculture is clearly one of knowledge, of creation and of artistic liberation. Without the existence of this subculture, there would be a form of Newspeak in modern society: we would not have an aspect to natural life—questioning—due to a lack of questions.
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