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The concept of "modernity” has been much under discussion in
this era of the ”péﬁt—modern"; here I want to suggest the
usefulness of rethinking some aspects of the problem of modernity
in light of the long debgte abouf the nafure of "Americanism." At
least since the beginning bf this century, perceptions of the
differences in the process of deveiupment between the
United States and Ewope have prompited reflection about how to
characterize typical or model forms of modernization and what
these might tell us about develapments in the western wﬁrld and
elsewhere.

Yef as matters currently stand, the whole lot of
‘sameiimes contradictory hypotheses developed in the course of this
debate ssem to have.been diapraved.bQ real historical processes.
Certainly, {from é European perspective, trends of the 1%70s in

particular have prompted a rethinking of simplistic

interpretations of the connection between modernization and

americanization.

Indesd, the very crisis of the extraordinary economic
boom which ran practically uninterruptedly from the Horean War to
the declaration of the non-convertibility of the dollar (1950 to
1970}~ the guidelines for which were set §ut between Bretton
Woods and the.ﬂarshall Flan—— unde%score; the fact that the
U.8.%s role as a leading society should not be raduced,'as

observors in both Euwope and the United BStates often insisted, to
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its phenomenal rates of econonric growth. It is a telling example

of the change in perception of America’™s influence that Regis
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Debray, in the late 1970s, should recognize that the,ruptqre in
the postwar political system in the events of May, 1948 was the
result not so much of a revolt against U.5. economic power as of -
fhe "americanization" of European civil society which aggravated
the crisis of traditional party alignmente and gave rise to an
ever more distinct organization of parﬁiculariﬁt interests. '

More generally, the recaéting of European society since
1?45 raises the problem of dif%erencgs, analogies, and

convergences in the process of modernization on both sides of the

Altantic. On the one hand, there is  the continuity of a Europesan-
tradition, framed by the old nation—-states. UOn the other hand,

there is the discontinuity caused by the creation of a system of

interdependency {(multilateralism, open world economy, the role of
the global market sitc.} which at the same £ime as it brought
about growth and modernization, brﬁught about the decline of
national Soveéeignty. |

In other words, the nesd to assess what has been
called "cooperative hegemony', referring to the economic and
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plitical relations between the U.S. and Europe, brings us back
to trying to specify whalt indeed is the character and peculiarity
of Americanism, and this calls for ' a renswal éf current
interpretative paradigms.

Mot by chance, since the i970s, often with very dif$ersn%
starting points and positions ( suwffice it here to note the distancs
separating Danisl Esll from Jean-Francois Lyotard), the notion of
DDﬁtmde@F% has been much discussed in an effort to offer

an explanatory framework for trands and phenomena that are nob
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explicable according to the classical Weberian paradigm. This saw

the process of modernization as the achievement of ever greater

degrees of social uniformity and transparency.

Here, beyond insisting how impelling the need for
postweberian interpretation of modernity for social scientiffc
and historical research, I want to suggest an approach. To
that end, ¥ir5t; this paper gives an overview. of the debate on
americanism, 5u¥%i€ient at least to éxempli%y the gaps and
contradictions caused by the reference to the weberian model. In
the second place, in place of ﬁhe rotion of calculability
fundemental in Weber®s work, I want to present a ﬁgtign of
modernity that sees it as the development of a contractualist
csociety in which market relations tend to mediate and express in
ever more direct and totalizing ways the relations among sociali
groups and individualé, In the third part, I want to advance the
hypothesis, subject to further research, that some obvious
asymmetries in the development of contemporary Europe and
America, which , here, are discussed in terms of the
interconnections between politics, religion, and law, can bs

xplained in light of the different level of developmant of a

contractualist society.

I. The fmericanism Debate: - HMHistorical-conceptual contours,

1900-1960

In the United States, the term “"Americanism" has
comnonly been used to refer to debates about whether American
saciety was in any fundmental way exceptional with respect teo

other societies. More specifically, it wnderscored the question



of why American capitélism did not produce‘the c1a55~baged
divisions, ideological conflicts, and political formations that
were typically found in continental Euwrope. Implicit in this
guestion was a broader concern, which was to define the nature of
modernity itself. Was the U. 5. éming to'"catch up " to contlict-
ridden Euwrope®"? 0Or had it>become the world’s leading society, in
whosa path all other societies would eventually follow? At least
since the late léth century,. first, European observors, coming
to theAproblem from a European perspective, and then later,
Americans, working from the vantage point of mid-century U.S.
imperial po@er, made debates on the - differences between the new
continent and the old bear on these very fundemental guestions.
However, from the outset of the twentieth centuwy, the
pervasive influenﬁe‘of Meberianism.iﬁ poth Euwrope and the United
State con%ounded‘ efforts both to account for real differences
between the United States and Europe and to Eﬁtablish non-—
normative, or at lesast unapologetic accounts of the modernizing
process. Max Webesr®s own interest in ﬂmericanfe&, not unlike that
of his contemporary Werner Sombart, whmée views on the U.S. are
better known, was decidedly Eurcocentric. In common with
Sombart, not to mention other observors of the pre-lorld War I
ara, Wleber was primarily interested in digéerning the diverses
political rasgitg that might enguré %rom.Athe extridordinary
growth of that epoch. Az his 1204 St. Louis Universal éxpoaitimn
speech suggests, the outcome in the U.S5. itseld was almost
incidental té hi=s thought? hig real interest was of course the

social and politicel landscape of imperial Bermany. for which
r K
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America afforded a singularly— angled observation post.

Nevertheless, in Weher’s ruminations on the United
States, two significant concerns cropped up which would come to
characterize the Weberian paradigm and its major limits. The
first was his concern to find evidence of bureaucratic
rationalization in the American politi&al system; the second,
his difficulty in locating the role of the individual in
‘capitalist development. For Euwropean DbEéFVEFB, and especially
for those familiar with the model mass party constructed by
berman social democracy in'the 1atg 1?th century, the sseming
messiness of American machine pmlitica was puzzling indeed. Was
this evidence of mere bac:wardnezg‘br of some more fundemental
difference? For Weber, the developmsnt of the American
political system had lagged behind the European mass party
organization. 8till, the political machine running wban
electoral campaigns displaved a similarly univergal‘téndemcy towar
buwreaucratization: the skills of party bosses in manipulating the
outcomes of party caucuses was at least the equal of the
efficient mobilizing technigues of socialdemocratic party
organization. In sum, like Sombart who sought the answer to why,

in economically~ developsd Amsrica, there was no commensurately
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large socialdemnooratic labor party Weber tendered the idea
that the U.S.\wmuld catch up to BEurope.

The particular natwe of ﬁmerican'individualiém . which
Weber addressed more or less explicitly in his 1206 reflections
on puritan sects was a more baffling problem. Inasmuch as they

were forms of voluntary associational life, religious sects

reflected individual choices. Bul how were they related to



development? Arguably, th@y'propelled economic growth insofar as
‘they instilled "the spirit of capitalism." However, they also
blunted the centralizing and unif;ing tendencies of
bureaucratization. Weber’s conclusion was intellectually awkward,
to say the least, and constituted fhe major +flaw in Weber’s
theor? of modernity. Roughly, it was that iﬁdividuality found

¥pression in religious and other domains thaf lay outside of
the pursly economic domain in which the standardizing tendencies
of modernity were most powerfully evident.

The apparent contradiction between the accentuated

individualism and the prodigious economic growth of early twentie:

century America also stymied Huizinga. In his reflections on
Aﬁmarica in 1914, the great Dutch historian concluded that the -
kind of iﬂdividualigm_which Jacob Burkhardt identified as playing
such a key role in the transition from the Middle Ages to the
Renalssance was inapplicable to American history. The so-called
Calvinist individualism typical of American society, with its
myriad associational variety, bore little resemblance to the
iﬁdiQiduality of the solitary great men—— the Leonardo®s, the
Erasmuses, the Montaignegmm‘whm’in Ewrope had pioneered thes
transition to the new era. What then was the relationship betwesn
individualism and development? For the author of the Waning of

the Middle Ages, this was an intractable problem, to which he

. &

would return insistently in subsequent reflections on the U.S.
Im the attermath of World War I, the Eurocentric approach

was corrected to take acocount of America’™s obviously superior

material wealth and immense technological advantage. Reference

h



to American precedents became ; sart of cliche, as observors of
all ideulogiéal persuasions becams conviﬁced that the U.S5. was
unde}going xperiencea that eventually would profoundly reshape
European socisties. But, even though it was the U.85. itself that
now seemed to set precedents that challenged European traditions,
the Weberian paradigm continued to orient how changs in American
society was interpreted. In no small measwe, this was the result
of the treméndmus internatioﬁal fortune of Taylorism. The
scientific management movement concretely exemplified and widely
populafized the squation betwesen modernity and calculability.
Thus, rationalization promised to aéply managgrial procedure not
only to systems of production but to all admini%trative
processes—-— from  central state burpaucracies to the household
economy. Moreover, its precepts seemingly held good both for
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capitalist and socialist systems alike.

French intellectuals were especially struck by the
rising star of OGmerican ”ci?ilizatian,“ and thelsigni%icance of
the "land of tavliorism" was widely disputed by observors of all
political persuasions, from conservative polemicists like beorges
Duhamsl to neowPraudhmﬁian planners. As Duheamel insisted, the
historical 5igﬁi%icance of Americanism werse far brma&er than
Soviet imllectiviﬁm‘ for the 1att@f, in his mind, was essentially

a nolitical ewperiment. whereas the former "called into pla
i 5

morality, science, religion: it was not merely a ques
g
“regime, but of * civilizaetion®, and “way of lite™™. s

early as 1927, the conservative technoorat Lucien Romier
€

identifisd American civilization as & mass sogiety. whose origins

lay in standardized production.  Aocordingly, the notion of



“mass", which formerly had béen vaguely synonymous with the term

"multitude”, acquired an overridingly economic meaning: As

industrial progress greatly intan;ified market transactions,

there emerged a "economically—founded community® {(communaute |

g’origine economiquels; by which tefm, Romier meant a society in

which social relations had so internalized market relations that
g

politics had been overridden or rendered superfluous.

The apparent simplicity of American society-— which in

Romier’s view, had been determined by the primacy of the esconomy
politics—— naturally Féiﬁ&d awful +fears about the future of the
individual. Conservatives and liberals alike decried the fate
of BEurope’s individualist culture under the impact of

American levelling. For Romier, the difference between Euwropsan
civil'zation and’the American "way of life" was swnmed up in the
contrast bstween "civilisation de 17invention personnel et du
bien—etre individuel,® (civilizati&n of personal invention and
individuai well-being) and "civilisation de 1 entreprise
individusl" {individual enterprise civilizetion). The menace of
émerfcan "eollectivism” to individual creativily was similarly
underscgréd in the reforner Andre Siegfried’s monumental studies
o? the United States: America’s "tragedy" was that
standardization, by undercutting the individuality of cratt

production, suppressed the expressivity of consumers as well as
, 10
workers, thereby devastating the "spiritY of peoples.
"Pays de 17uniformite’; "pays des modes collectives": with

these notions and sterectypes, French conservative cultuwre

anticipated themes thal, with the publication of Oritega y Gagset’

vy



ﬁgngg of the Masses (122%9), would resonate throughout western
societies, conditioning all subsequent debate about mass
sc:ciety.11

Aithough socialist observers studied Americanism
with a radically different political intent and their conclusions
naturally differed, fhey shared the premise that America was a
rationalized society, and rétionalizatibn led to a simplification

of social relations. Al though Gramsci®s thoughts on

"Americanism and Fordism" from the Frison Notebooks presented his-

mature reflection on the problem, his interest in Taylorism
originally dated from the factory cbuncil experience of 1219-
1920, In that context, the streamiined factory under worker
“command promised a secure basis for a radical reconstruction of
social relations. Not unlike Thdrstein Yeblen and others of that.
generation, he écunterposed the "obhjective' rationality of the
world of production against the "artificious" representation of
vested interessts through the political system. When he returned
to the subliect of Americanism later in the decads, at least
partly in response to references culled from Rdmier and
Siegfried, he developed this theme. In America, in his familiar
phrase, hegemony "was born in the factory and requires for its
gxercise only a minute gquantity of professional political and

2
ideological intermediaries.” e To the degree that social
stratification was rendered less émmpléx by the needs of
industrial ﬁrmduﬁtimn, the whole Syﬁtém of domination was
simplified. The obvious corollary éf this was that economic
‘backwardrness demanded greater inteileatual legitimation, and

therefore aore intense ideological dispute and political



structwe. In short, Gramsci‘equated simplicity with modernity,
-and compiexity with backwardness. In the ideal-type situation
suggested by the American experiegce, state and civil society
accurately reflected the relative positions of social classes in
the world of production.

Following this reasoning, the leap from émericanism to
plamning was eésy. The Americgn_ Example‘ demonstrated that
rationalized production simplified social relations. But ‘as
matters stood, enterprise—-level rationalization was still hbstage
to unrationalized sociéty. The way out of the impasse lay in the
politics of planning; this meant using state power to cut
thircugh the logics of past social formstions, clearing the way
for the new logies of production. .

A éimilarly paradorical connection between ﬁmaricaniam‘and
planning was made by Henrik De Man, though the Eslgian socialist
started with very differsnt intelléctual assumptions and drew
radically different political conclusions. De Man™s revision and
then sventual abandonment of marxism in the 1920s commenced with
refléctiong on the well-being of American workers. The prospect
that capitaliam could actually satisfy the acquisitive desires of
warkera,'and that the struggle for redi;tributive Justice did not
necessarily entail anti-capitalism was, for De Man, irrefutable
evidence of the crisis of orthodox marxism. Socialism could not
continue simply to adduce econmmié grievances as the main
premise for collectivé action, it had to motivate workers by
ethical appmals. e

During the Great Depression, De Man’s critigue of
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spcialism  as a purely'economie movement, narrowly motivated by
cla%s_interestg, was translated into the'political strrategy of
the-"plan du travail', which the Belgian Workers®™ Farty tried to
put into effect and other socialdemocratic parties sought te
emulate during mid-19230s. PFlanning, in De Man’s words, was
“"taylorism taken to its extreme consequences.” The legacy of
experiences built up in the firm in pursuit of efficiency would
now be applied to the huge wastes caused by national ecanomic
crisi;: the rationality of téyloriﬁm pitted against the
irrationality of capitalism, the logic of maximum cutput against
the logic of profit.The working claés movemént would survive the
crisis only if it transcended its corporate interegtE, by
cendorsing the precepts of planning. With these convictions, De
Man commented on  the proceedings of a 1931 international
conference on industrial relations: not least of all, he
remarked how much more readily the Soviet and American sngineers
got on with each other than with tﬁeir Eurapeah caounterparts:
"I spite of themselves, tayvlorist engineers and the delegates of
the bosplan developed a mutual sympathy, as was fitting among

14
people for whom life means work and work means efficisngcy.”

Ffmm thevforegmings it hardly needs emphaaiiing How much
socialist political culture of the‘int@rwa% gra responded to
Weber s affirmation that socialism was born from the discipline
of the factory. The exceptions soem Only to bear out the rule.
Both the British Labourist Harold Laski and the Swedish social
denccratic bunnar Myrdal, altﬁmughﬂperhapa two of the most
representative figures of a new socialdemooratic welfare

politics, were by geography at least marginal to the



socialdemcratic mainstream. In major studies of émerica,
conceived in the late 1930s, they too looked to the American
model. However, they were interested more in measuring the
reality of the egalitarian values inscribed ih the American
Ycredo, " than %athoming the mechanism of praduﬁtion. e This
was certainly a fruitful line of re%iection, though Myrdal
himself, as late as 1960, as evidence b§ his definition of  the
welftare state as an organizational state, clung to the notion
that the U.S5. must be leitically‘backward gsince it had failed as
to reach this stage Df’development;_lé
finyway, this line of inguiry was cut short as the Allied
victory in World War Il transformed the relationship betwesn ths
 U.5u and Europe, profoundly ccnditimning the way intellectuals on
both sides of the Atlantic looked at maderhity. The debate on
relations between Europs and the U.5. inevitably registered the
fact that the U.S. was now the linchpin of a new world order.
From the 1950s, it was the twrn of American culture, intent on
accounting for the triumph of new:wmrld society, to pick up on
and dominate how to define Americanism.

In the triumphalist celesbrations of American unigueness
during the Cold Har, U.S5. social scientists by’and large ignored
fAmerican social scientific inguiry from the 1930s. This was
unfortunate, for the work of Talcott Farsons and Elton Mayo not
only brobks with Weberian pawadigmﬁ; but offered a fTar more
interesting conceptualization of Amarican difference than the

strongly neo-utiliterian reasoning that stamped debate in the

1950=. The publication of Parson® s Structure of Social Action



(1937) opened a major redi%cUséion of the sources of social
lcuhesian, reproposing & radically anti-economistic
interpretation of the problem of trder. Indeed; from his earliest
work (1929}, PFParsons had explicitly rejécted the "pessimism” Ef
Weber®s iron cage, arguing that rationalization was only one side
17
of capitalist development. Durkheimian notions of social
integration were also revived in the prewar industrial relations
studies of Elton Mayo; he concludeﬁ fhat the taylorist model was
vnrealizable in a puwre form: if not even industrial
organization could not be based on economic calculation alone,
certainly, it was hard to argue that hegemony could originate
18

xolusively in the factory!

However, the interpretations of Americanisms originating in
1950s American culture failed to sustain the level of rarlier
analysis. In ong way or another? virtually all argued the case
for Amsrican exceptionalism in order to explain why the U.S.
enijoyad stability and growth and had been safeguarded from
European catastrophes-— total war, fascism, and, of course,
commuUnism. By seeking answers in models of social harmony, the
various interpretation% of Amsrican unigqueness all ended up with
a starkiy simplifiad dégcriptimﬂ of U.S. socielty.

The of these interpretations was of course the

"consensus' school of American history. Admittedly. consensus
historians established a more complicated causal nexus betwean
economic interests and political ideas than the Progressive
higtorians whose economic determinism they oriticized. Referring
hack tno Toocgueville, they highlightsd the role of a political

tradition summed up in the notion of “"democracy without
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revolution." Even s0, the ways, that,for example, Louis Hartz
reinterpreted the problem of the absence of socialism in the
United States displayed the danger of a paradigm tending to
expunge conflict from American h?stmry. The idea that complexity
is a coréllary of backwardness slipped back in through the side
door. Thus in a capitalism unburdened by residues of the $euda1
past, liberalism could display its immense powers of social
integration without internal impediments or external
disturbances.

The sgecond was the pluralist approach to American
politics. Here too, the problem was to explain both the long
absence, as well as the potential danger o American institutions
iof the class pmlari;atimn which had.c5uzed political catastrophe
in twentieth century Europe. EmileAL@d&rer, in his study of The

State of the Masses (1940), with its strong emphasis on the

responsibility of the German labor movement for the ftriumph of
Nazism, first suggested to American political thought how sasy it

was for a mass society to slip into totalitarian rule. Expanded

upon by Hannah Arendi, this thesis was subseqgquently popularized

by William Kornhauser in his Politics of Mass Socisby. (1959,
who sustained that under pluralism, conflicts were reconciliable
insofar as thgy wers definsd by the rational play of interests.
The logical implication that pluralist democracy was endangered
whenaver non-negotiable demands over values entered the’political
fray was drawn in the cowse of ﬁhe_d@bat@a over the presences
of the radical right in American pélitica in the Fifties.

Accordingly,  whenever "moral issues" came to be interpreted as



politics, or organized interests sought representation in
"symbolic groups", the political system threatened to becoms
dangerously polarized. It was Daniel Bell who cautioned that
society had to prevent Y"“political debate (from) mov(ing) Fram
specific interest classes in which issues can be identified and
possibly compromised to ideologically-tinged conflicts which
polarize the groups and divide the soociety.® H Taking & more
extreme position, the political theorist, Anthony Downs argued
for an economic theory of democracy in which ‘Yself-interested
action" alone constituted the “"cornerstonsY of the political
a0 . p
system.
The notion that Smerican aﬁébility and growth derived
From a pluralist politics supressing interest-based conflict was
of course wholly compatible with the stage theory of growth
popularized by Rostow and Kuznets in the 1940s. Suddenly, the
American model was propagandized as a universalist iﬁeal;
passing through stages, to culminate in "high mass consumption,®
economic growth in the American style promised to guarantes the
social integfatimn and political harmony that had made Gmerica’s
fortunes. Fremised on the notion that political issuss could be
fedused to guestions of output, and class conflict adiourned for
a consensus on growth, this notioé of modernity was of course
nothing more than the Y"politics of productivity” or “"growth
pdlitica” underlying U.5. global strategy, now translated into
21

social theory.

Major interpretations about the modernity of U.5. society
argued in the 1960s thus shared some basic assumptions. Daniel

Bell's notion of the end of ideology, notwithstanding
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diahetrically opposite conclusions, held in common with Marcuse’s
Yone-dimensional man"—— itself in-many respects a late capitalist
reworking of interwar socialist reasoning about Americanism——
fundemental assumptions about the end of effective opposition,
understood as meaning conflicts over values. Both versions
would be empirically {alﬁified by the social ﬁovements arising
out of the rapid economic growth of the Sixties. In his Cultural -

Contradictions of Capitalism. Bell observed this seachange But

the substance of his argument went unchanged. It was trus that
now that U.S. political system too was subiected to the pressures
oFf nmnwn&gatiabie demands, émerica.waa funique’ no more.
However, for Bell this occuwrence signaled a real corisis of
modernity. For it demonstrated that the rationalist bourgeocis
ethos which for an entire historical epoch had made America the

22
guiding light of western civilization esxisted no more.

IT. Modernity and Calculability

The notions of modernity developed in the process of
conceptualizing the meaning of U.B. exceptionalism, were thus
4 .

basically two. On the one hand, there was & BEuwropean—centersd
.p&rapectivey dating from the +irst half of the century which
attributed America’s leading role to the intense domination of
economic rationality; and this interpretation handily supported
social planning projeﬁt%, On the other,there was a peculiarly
American perspective dating from the 19230s, which characterized

stability as the distinguishing feature of American development:

this was atbtributed to untrammeled growth and the existence of a



17 .

pluralist civic culture that separated negotiable from non-
negotiable demands.

That both interprétations have been disproved
by historical events is perhaps obvious. In the aftermath of
World War II, it was the American "new order" itself £hat‘
battered down European piahning traditions; and from the late
1960s, the United States too superienced social disorder
following a long, intense pEfiod of econmmic'expansion, But both
interpretations aléo share a leég obvious theoretical +law,
namely, that they rely for their definition of modernity on
Weber’s notion of "calculabilify," The process of development is
thus characterized as consisting of an increasing separation of
“the economic aspects of society from the totality of social
relations. Canaaquehtly, to pick up on the critiqus which Karl
Faolanvi made of Weberianism-— and which endesd up lumping it
together with historical materialism—— the "material’ is more and

:

sl to the'ideal, and the "rational" to the “non-

more counterpos
-

A |
rational.® -

A closer look at the epistemologicel grounds on
which thigvdiﬁtinctimn ig based will perhaps clarify why the notion
of Yecalculability" distorts comprehension of the processes of
capitalist development. In the %irﬁt pléceg the concept of
causality underlying it implies, td use Peter Winch®s phrase
that there could be "meaningtul and gigni¥ying action (which i)
not peculiar to social life.” This position is untenable,
however, if, as Winch perauamhv&lylAFQQE§g we accept
the argument made by Wittgenstein®s that Emgially sharad

24

practice is the condition for the existence of meaning. But



i8

there is a second, still bigger problem:, namely, that Weber
developed his notion of purposive action by applying to the

social sciences the grossly simplified assumptibns about the

behavior of homo ceconomicus derived from maﬁgina;ist economic
theory. In his critique of R. Stammler, Weber Driginally-held the
idea that economics, conceived as somsthing separate from
society, did not automatically fall eitﬁer within the realm of the
natural or that of technique. According to Weber, the
example of Robinson Crusoe {(who “"carrigs on in his
isolation an economy which is rational® ) showed that it was
mistaken to assume “"that it is conceptually necessary that
SUONOMLE Fules can only exist in a context of social life,
because they presuppose a large number of subliects who ere

’ 23
governed by them and associated through them.v Having thus
established that both rationality and msaning caen exist outside
of social life, ethical norms become irrelevant to understending
social actien and can be relegated to the realm of value
Judgments.

The implications of Weber’s notion of purposive rational
action are drawn out in work Lionel Robbins did on economic
scarcity. According to the British esconomist, economics was ths
"srience which studies buman behavior as a relationship between
ands and scarse means which have alt@rnativw nses. ' Anybody
familiar with college textbook aca%omims knows the conclusion:
that economices offered a scientific foundation for studying
choice. Mot only did this definition relinguwish any notion that

woonomics should refer Lo the study of material welfare, it also
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denied that the institutions of an individualist exchange economy
established any particularbcmnnectioms between economic and
social behavior. "The exchange relationship is a technical
incident,” as Robbins put it, "which gives rise to “interesting
complications"” but is still subsidiary to the main fact of .

scarsity.h Ultimately,in his view, the phenomonen of the

dchange economy itseld "can only be explained by going behind

such relstionships and invoking the operations of those laws of

choice which are best seen when contemplating the behavior of the
26 : :

isplated individual.”

This line of reasoning, which rational choice nodels have

widely popularized in the contemporary social sciences,
-naturally influsnced definitions of modernity. Once "purposive
rationality” became the mepasuwre of modernity, th@éretical inguiry
into the nature of thé market all but ceased. This meant bhreaking
from an entire previous tradition of theorizing, extending from
Hobbes to Hegel, and from Adam Bmith and David Ricardo to Maryx
himself; for all of them treated the foremation of the marketplace
as the stepstons to madernity“ By contrast, in the logic of
marginal utility, value ceassad being an exchange relationship to
become a “cosfficient of gcérﬁity‘“ ﬁﬁ'ﬁuchg_neatlaSHiaal theory
was as applicable to communist societies as to capitalist ones,
Indeed, this was guite consistent with HWeber™s own idea that
socialism was nothing but a further step in the process of
rationalization, and that the logic m? state planners were not
substantially different from the economic calculations of

27 :
individual consumers.

Of cowse, the development of a modern societies can
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in no way be grasped without‘cmnaidering~the problem of the
ﬁarket in its broader sense: this means moving beyond the
question of economic calculation, to consider moﬁes of social
integration, starting with the most elementary fact of the
excharnge relationship. This, in turn, calls for a critical
understanding of the natwe of markets, and makes it
indispensable to re-poss the problem of value—judgemsnts. In the
last analysis, tﬁia reassessment will lead wus to suggest the
intrinsically ambiguous nature of modernity.

The obstacles that rational choice models present to
understanding contemporary society have of course been signaled
recently, especially insofar as they misread the nature of
chllective action. The multiplous idgﬂtitiea and purposes of new
soclal movements would appear to cﬁallenge Mancur Ulson’s notion
of "free riders," while the current vicilssitudes of Eurdpeaﬂ
1abor partieﬁjare hard to categorize in terms of, say, Downsian
rationality. But to try . as some have, to develop a bett&?

splanatory model by distinguishing between the Jﬁel§~identi¥ying"
and "instrumental® logics of such movements still +alls into a
28 . : :

Weberian mode of explanation. Faor it accepts that the
distinction between negotiable and,nonmneggtiable demands that we
referred to earlier, is universally valid, and respect for these
boundaries accounted for prior stability. It has thus brought us
no  closer to the effort which, to paraphrase Folanyi's
expression, is to "absorb the economic system back into society."

To clarify this goal, let me f@%e# to the analogy that L.

Fuller makes betwesen on the.one hand the reciprocal relationship



of "morality of duty" and "morality of aspiration" and on the
other hand, that of marginal utility and the exchange esconomy.
Just as the morality of duty prescribes what is necessary for
saocial living, so the exchange economy reanimates the notion of
reciprbcity lost in neé*cla%%ical economics. As Fuller argues,
"the exchange economy is based on two fixed points: property and
contract. The problem of calculation isn’t the sole problem;
there is also the problem of respect for these institutions,
without which economic action could not take place.™ =7
Reconceptualizing & theory of modgrnity on the basis of the
notion of exchange rather than calc@latian thus establishes the
premi se for recouping what Durkhei&.called the "mnon-contractoeal
“dimension of the contract,” and for proceseding with an analvtical
plan to "reabsorb the economic ﬁyﬁtem into society.”

This is the direction in which J&rgen Habermas_seems to be

moving when in his most recent book Der philosophische Diskurse

der PModerne, he reexaminess Hegel’s theory of modernity — and treats

Migtzche' s nihilism as the beginning of the postmodern. At first
glance, Hegel’s descoription of modernity seems substantially likes
that of Weber: "The right of the subject’™s particularity, his
right to be satisfied or, in other words, the right of subjective
freadoms, is the pivolt and center of the difference betwesen

Z0
antiguity and modern time.” For Hegel, modernity is the
process of emancipation of the individual from community fies,
the passage from the tribe to an open society, the extension of
individual will where previously tradition reigned. For Hegel
too, modernity mesans the death of bod; when Socrates atfirmed

+1 noted, the oracle was

that truth is within each individual, He



doomed. From fate to choice is how FPeter Berger formulated the
’{ransitinn, arguing on behalf of the "heretical imperative.®

Formulated in other terms, modernity means passing from
31 '

destiny to decision-—taking.

vBut if such transitions have been empirically observable
in the modernizing process, the conclusiansAtb be drawn from them
are mﬁltiple, it not contradictory. -For Max Weber, the "new
palytheism"” that modernity gave rise to inevitably resulted in lose
of meaning, for since meanings are the sublject of decision-—
making, a plurality of choices could only result in nihilism. The
incmnﬁiﬁtencies'in Weber®s argument that meaningful action can
exist independent of social context have already been discussed,
rHis notion that modernity relativizes all meaning displays all -
the more clearly the conceptual limits inherent in a position which
not incidentally is equally typical of Earl Fopper’s
methmdmlegicai individualism.

The connections between msaning, language and society

drawn in Ludwig Wittgenstein®s work suggest a very different
logic operating in the modernizing process. Feter Winch sums these
up especially well, by noting that "a decision can only be made
within the context of a meaningful way of life and a moral
decision can only be made within the cmntéxt of a morality."

Moreover, he wites, "a morality can not be based on decisions.

What decisions are and whalt are not possible will depend on the

morality within which the issue arises; and not  any issue can
ET
b e

arise in a given morality”. But i+ the problem of decision

cannot be separated from the problem of meaning in the decision-
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making capacity of the individual then the power of modernity to
relativize everything is ultimately limifed.'ln other words,
'mcdérnity cannot undercut the congeries of social practices that
give meaning to words, for the idea of a private language is no
less incongruous than that of an individua1 morality. Nor can the
modernizing process destﬁny the nexus of relationé and practices
of recognition that by binding human beings together, underlies
the VErY pméaibility of langauge and significance. Meaningé,
language, and practices of récmgnition are all interrelated fterms
that signal a limit to the relativizing pressures of modernity.
Because people do continue to und@rétand each_other, it is
logically necessary that some communitarian @racticae founded on
the principals of recognition swyive mnodernization. Far from
curbing the liberty of the individual, these practices are rathese
the premise and condition of expressivity. Far from obstructing
the process of emancipation of individuality from traditional

communitarian bonds, they are its very condition.

Criticism of the logical inconsistencies of squating
modernity with a total relativism at 1eaﬁtypartly accounts for
the recent interest on the part of philosophers in reassessing
Hegesl "s notion of modernity, especially as regards the problem
of contractualism. In Hegel’s account, the inner logic of
contract wltimately conflicts with.the particulari%t logic of
saelf-interest as a vehicle for individual emancipation:'fmr
possession to become property it is necessary that the logic of
exclusion inherent in the pwéﬁﬁﬁﬁive drive give way to the logic

of recognition. Property, says Hegel, is & acqguisition mediated



by being recognized. Indeed the significance of the category of

fAnerkennung (Recognition? in the practical philoamphy of Hegel
has recently been underscored by Hegel students, who have also

demonstrated that it derived from his effort to come to terms
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with a Hobbesian version of contractualism. Hegel’ s

emphasis on the way in wHiCh logics of recognition do indeed
survive in societies dominated by contract and exclusion does not
at all pr&ciude strong ambivalence aboutl mmdernity.>1¥ modernity
is understood as a civilization of exchange and contract, it
nonetheless cannot exist without recognizing obligations: For
Seyla Benhabib, Hegel®s was a "billiant attempt to accommodate
the demands of modern freedom-autonomy, privacy, and self

cedpression within the continuing integrity of a communal

-t

structure.

Horking ouwr way through non-Heberian traditions, we have
thus come a long way from the notion that modernity arises ocut of

the solitary ascent of homo-oeconomicus ,who, monotonously

repatitive in his behavior, makes his way in a world ever more
.QW§tematically pervaded by disenchantment. This was the
paradigmatic figure inspiring the various social-historical
interpretatimmﬁ that tended to single oub and enphasize processes o
ratianalixatiqm as the mainspring of modernization, id@nti%yjng
in their unfolding a totalitarian drive to ﬁuppreéﬁ individual
free expression.

If the nexus ?ﬂch&ﬂg@quntract is now taken to
represent the very heart of ﬁdcialuwﬁlatimn%? the modesrnizing

mrocess will appesar under a wholly different light. HModernity



may.signi$y the growing capacity of right to act as a universal
language or '"general equivalent." More than standardizing
languages, modernity signifies the process by which one languags
establishes hegemony over others, reaffirming its power anew
whenever challenged. 'éccmrdingly, the modernizing process
cannot be disassociated from two fund@@ental considerations: The
first is that thé development of individuality acﬁs as point of
intersection in the totality of sccial relationsg neither
bureaucraziation nor the extension of calculability can
undercut it. The second is tﬁat the di%{usicn of the formal
language of right cannot reduce the‘whmle social world to the
Jogic of exchange. |

The latter point has now been made the subliect of intense
interest by scholars in the Critical legal studies movement.
Their critigue of Jduridical “formalism” and "oblijectivism” tends
to demonstrate that on a theoretical planeg, at lﬁaEt}'"fPEEdDm to

contract would not  be allowed to undsrmine the communal aspect
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of social lifes." In historical reconstructions of the
American duridical system, Critical legal studies have shown how
the tendency of legal formalism, "to disengage the contract
system from substantive criteria of fairness," occuwred only in
the phase of full development of the capitalist system. In this,
it violated the procedural attitudes of an earlier phase, whitch
was characterized by the explicitly pmlitical discretional

EE)
interpretation typical of British commmnllaw.\\/” What bears

perhaps movre emphasis, is that Juridical formalism is more than
mere idenlogy nesding demistification, as Critical lLegal Studies

scholars sometines sesem to suggest. As Juridical language becomes



dominant, it gives rise to a form of hegemony that needs to be
‘studied in its concrete operations in specific historical
contexts. Thus when Rawls and Dworkin interpret liberalism az a
set of formal procedures, indifferent to any specific content,
governing a pluralist universe, they may be giving an accurate
characterization of how indeed it funtions invthe most advanced
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instance of modernity.

ITI. Legalism and Politics.

Thé issug before us now 15 whether this hypothesis about
the contractualist nature of modernity sheds light not dust on
-contemporary trends, but on what are sometimes characterized as
underliying or original differences betwa@n\Euere and America.

My contention ié that indesd, precissly because of an early”
and oeptionally sharp development of a contractualist
paradigm in American society, political socisty, which is Europe
was the repository for the so-called gensral interest-— in
cmniradiatiﬁatimn to the sphere of privats interests-— never
developed, or at least not to the degres that it did in Europe.
On the other hand, th@‘failﬁre to perceive the connection
between modernity and contrachtualism, which is so strikingly
exemplified in Amesrican history, lies at the origin in Europe of
the incessant recouwse to kWeberian —~type interpretations of
Americani sm. |

It has been argusd that ths legal formalism which

follows on the full affirmation of contractualissm-— which then
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tion bebtween 1aw and

the premise for a frontal conteap



politics—— was achievea in the‘U.S. during the latter half of the 1:
century. In my hypothesis; the phenomenon, rather than being
confined exclusively to the history Df Amaerican law, tends
instead to establish itself as the organizing principle of the
whole of American saciety. In aﬁ effort fo furnish some
empirical exemplification ébout the way in which the
constitution of the hegemony of contractualism is established in
the U.8., we will attempt here, using existing studies, to
elaborate on my notion of modernity by referring to to the
relatimﬁahip among law, treligion and politics, or, betier, the

diverse interconnections between organized interests and

i. The signal  importance of reassessing the relationship
between law and politics is highlighted by referring to current
debate over the nature of the U.S5. political system. In some

highly respected guarters, it is ﬁtill treated as an "immatuwre”
polity, much as it was by Sombart and Nabérn Thus, according to Sam
Huntington, the U.8. is & paradoxical mix of advanced economy and
Tudor or seni-feudal politics. He is certainly correct to .
hiéhlight‘th@ absence of centralization. However could not this

he explained as  the opposite face of a svstem in which the law
K ¥

performs unusually broad mediating functions?
According to historians of the Supreme Cowt, "iJudicial
review power” arose out of the dualistic relationship betwsen
fundemaental law and popular sovereignly originally embedded imthe
.

Constitution itself. This crested a polity in which there was a

broad sohere of social conduct defined as private and thus
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resistant to penetration by means of collective action.

The real problem, however is té define more specifically the
nature of this sphere. The legal scholar Roscoes Pound ha;
argued that the individualiam of puritan religious culture is
closely related to the individualism inherent in common law.
Accordingly, the idea of the covenant or compact,meaning
"consent of every individuai to the fofmatiﬂn and to the
continuance of the commmunity"” constituted the basis for all
conmmunities whether they were political or religiocus. In turn,
the pervasiveness of contractualist notions in puﬁlic life ténded
"to make a moral gquestion of everything and yets in such a way as
to make it a legal question"” as well. This constant interpla:
'betwean lagalify and morality~~‘ér, better, the capacity of the
languaga m? law to interpret and reshape tﬁe constitution of
collective identities has determined the predominance of a

_ =5
language of exclusion over a language of recognition.

I+ we accept this reasoning, two historical phenomsna
become more explicable. The $irst is the lack of developmant of
the American party system outside the confines of the electoral
process. What 1920s European interpetators of Americanism from
Romier to Gramsci attributed to taviorist rationalization now
seans ralated to the fact that in the U.85., the hegemony of law
blocked channels that in Buropean societies enabled Yreligiontto
connect up with politics to prmducé such volatile social
mavenents. The second is the pivotal role of contractualism in
Amzrican society. American social stability was once sxplained

by the integrative strength of Amsrican development which made
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the~appearance of non—-negotiable conflict impﬁubable. It now
appears to be explained by contractualist relationship which made
it possible for representational systems to remain relatively
fixed even in the face of the exceptionally wide range of soéial
movements which has 5een sc  typical of the American scene..
This is not simply a question of the law being'
considered pivotal in American society—— a point that often has
been emphasized. Rather, it is a qgeétian of interpreting what
this has meant for politics. Typically, liberal historians have

‘mythicizad the Constitution for establishing law as something

i

independent of and separate from the political system; thie i

entirely consistent with reasoning that associates the political

i

“gomaln with cosrcion  and scociety and sconomy with freedom. The

i
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same liberal cultural maitrix lies bshind soms recent assessmes

e

of American politics which highlight the antagonism between the
rule of law and "interest-group liberalism'"; they see the
normativity of law as a way of tempering the erratic impulses of
a pluralistic demooracy that has become increasingly conditioned
' 40
by the bargaining process typical of complex powsr structures.
Here we are dealing with law in a different sense, namely

as a "language of right.” That this language should have besn

it

become what Tooqueville called a "vulgar tongue"—-—" which frem
the school and the courts of Jjustice descends to the lowsest class
s that at last the whole people cmntr@ct the habit and tastes of
the Judicial magistrate,” cannot wliimately be euplained except
by retference to a conception of ﬁdaiety that wnifies languags

with way of life, and oulitural expression with practical

activities. BEvan when American social movemsnts have



%mcﬁsed on non-negotiable issues, thgy have generally ended up
translating moral guestions into legal ones. The language of law
is the means by ﬁhich to enter into a procedurally regulated
pluralism. The strugole to define one’s rights,as studies of U.5.
history have long recognized, has been the principal vehicle of
political mobilization. The principal way beactivating people
and groups into effective political units has been by appaaiing
to a perception of entitlement associated with their notion of
rights. "

These chservations are borne out by looking at the
obstacles to collective action in ﬁméricaﬁ ihﬁuatrial cities.
Why has the American worﬁer ggnerally‘b@@n unable to connect up
workplace identities with collective identity derived from
bheing part of a ethnic-lingiuistic or religious community? One
important argument, drawing on references to Euwropean urban
conflicts, hmidg that the péculiarly isolated class struggles of
the urban American working class were the outcoms of the
Juridical regulation of social conflict. Mo matter how violent
and exasperated, when class conflict took the form of litigation,,

"

the workers® community-based identity remained largely estranecus

=
e

B

to their contractual demands.

Indeed, even more than expanding their political functions,
as they have taken over proceduwrs once handled thréugh th@
legislative process, law couwts have expanded their involvement

in economic litigation, eéspecially as regards the distribution of
435 ¢ '

irncome. Conflicts over redistribution which in Europe

have given such impetus to political parly organizations, in the



United States, have generally been ensnarled in a juridical
disputez over contractual regulation; this has prevented labor
atngglaﬁ from acquiring the "universalist" idecological

legitimacy common to Buropean social conflicts.

2. The failure of redistributional conflicts to be cast in
socialistic ideologies raises ancther §rob1em: namelQF'the
relationship or lack of relationship between religion and
politics. Just as politics in the U.B5. is peculiarly related to
the legal system in the U.8., so religious impﬁlges parvade, yest
stay peculiarly separate from, thé political system.

It is now well known, not least all from the now classic
studies of Perry Miller that convenant theology has plaved a central
role in the development of American notions of community, going
back to the Hay%low&r compact. Howsver, recent studies have
tended to reverse the relationship beltween prut@atanfism and
capitalism found in Websr. S0 it is arcoued that the contractarian
idiom and logic used in Puritan theology is inexplicable without
refterring o an already widespread ideology and practice of
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possessive individualism.

Neverthaeless, although the religious history of the US.
sugoests important examples of th@'@quatimn hetween modernity and

Somgie |

contractualism, it suggests a negalbive eguation beltwesn

moaderniration and secularization. The st authoritative works on

socinlogy of religion sesem to agree on this., "Crises of

religion® cosxist with “"orises of decularity” as Pelter Herger has
pointed out: which means that religion swvives in American

as the competion among many different churchs, according




to a pattern subiect to analysis with a market model. The fact

~that religious pluralism should persist, even if the differences

ambng the various sects are increasingly narrow, is explained in

n

the following terms: that "a society can’t survive without basi
moral consensus which caﬁ’t spring alone from a pragmatic
contréét betwesn competing interest groups.” 45 |
"We belisve, without belig¥$ beyandvbeliefu” Sa  Robert
Bellah sums up the role of religion in America. His assessment
refers to a Durkheimiaﬁ model. "I+ you want to explain why the

collapse of belief has not been followed by an end of religion,

you have to taks into account that the religicus impulse that

igentifies the seld with others, with man, and with the Universe,
] 44
may be inmner and individual, but is not private.® Furposive

rationality comes up against a limit, namsly the self-
identification of the individual. The "Gods and demons" of the
ancient world are gone. Nonetheless, individual identity can’t

supress itseld except by relating to others. Some level of

sharedness nust exiast,.
Certainly, in the case of religion, it is possible to

varifty the tendency toward a liberalism based on the priority of

procedurs theorized in the oodels of Rawls  and Dworkin.,

"Procedure takes precedence over substantive precepts and

standards, " as Philip Hammond commented in an essay

characterizing how the ever greater {fragmentation of religious

traditions sopowers legal institutions to express the values of
47

civil religion: "The courts are the new pulpits". That the

legal institutions have acguirsd a religious character is the



final paradoxical demongtratioﬁ of the impossibility of
SUpéFESﬁiﬂg the need for recognition whiéh is the essense of
relfgious phenomena.

The hegemony of legal language over religious language
is of ubtmost significance. Religion—-— by which we mean not only
the strictly confessional phenomémen but also the bundle of
convictions and beliefs that can provide the basis for the
formation 0% a collective identity—— thus affords no legitiﬁacy
or support for the pmlitical‘aystem. Admittedly, it is possible
to speak of a civic religion, as Robert Bellah has done, to
characterize a peculiar structure o% natianal_valu&s capable of
mediating the relationship between inztitutiﬁns and masses,
However, as Bellah himself has repeatedly warns, there is always
the danger that the contractualist logic of self-interest will

feed off of and devowr the strength of of Gmerican community life
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enbeddsd in traditional biblical culture.
Z. By contrast, the tendency of the "religious phenomena® to
feed off of and merge with the political system has marked the
developmant of BEwopean politics: this has been evident both in

the development of mass politics on the one hand, and the
growth of a broad consensus for a protagmn?ﬁt role for the state
in politics, sconomic and social welfare on the other.

To what degres will these tyﬁi:ally European gualities be
elimimatad by modernizationg to what degree might they'b@
irremovable characteristics of a Qeculiarly European modernity?

In 1964, the German social scientist Otto Hirchheimer, in

proposing the notion of a “"catoh-all party” recalled Yor the
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first time attention on what we might call thg process of
-secularization of politics. By this he meant that the structure
of interests, rather than ideological identities would play a
more and more significant rmle in shaping political aggregatiﬁnz.
Since then, European mass political parties have become .
increasingly subliect to what observors characterize as "a
crisis of representation.” Although this affects Catholic Farties
and wunions, it has been especially‘dévaﬁtating for the
saocialdemocratic and Communist left. Are we dealing here with a
real separation of "religion” from politics, such as to break
from hallowed Euyropean political tradition. OF is this rather a
short—-term phenomesnon, paving the way for political realignments?
One school of opinion contends that, at bottom, this is
part of a process of realignment. On the theoretical level, this
position shares with Qab@rmag, the call for of a two—-front
struggle against the postmodernism of neo-conservatives and the
anti-mnodernism of soms of the new social movemsnts. For Claus
Offe, there neetds to be a "modern” critique of modernirzation:
this would to defend the emancipatory legacy of the Enlightenmeni
while responding to the discontents provoked by the invasion of

"ingtrumental reason” in the domain of the Lebenswelt . In terms

of politicel strategy, the aim is to favor a realignment of new

EN

social movements under the asglis of the traditional left, which
4%
maanwhile would be puriftied of some of its old produoctivism
It is eqgqually possible to hypothesize another scenario,
ane that is both less presentist and less bound up with the German

GHPEr L SN . I¥f one ftakes into account & whole century®s history

of associationalism, o whidoh the new social movemeonts might bea



considered only the létegt manifestation, one can éee thalt the-
positioning of voluntary associationalism with reépect to  the
political system has varied considerably. Thus it was pulled
into the orbit of party politics at the turn-of-the-century under
the organizing pressures of smciéliﬁt poiitical sub—cul tures, aﬁd
from the 1920s, it tended to be depoliticired as it became
subject to state regulatory devices and competition from newly
emarging forms of mass cultural organization. =° If this long
‘history is taken into account, it is possible to hypothesize that
sincé the 1960s, groups have begun to re—form outside of the
ﬁurview of fhe state and commercial cultural organization, as well
as exiting from the sphero of parﬁy politics altogether. Among
other things, this means the end of the strong party subcultures
which Jdoined the "réligioug“ to the bwlitical in moments of

social mobilization.

Focusing on the left in particular, it can be argued that
there is no real corisis of the socialdemnocratic
constituency—— which maintains its party loyalty even in the face
of electoral defeat. Nonetheless there is a real crisis of

socialism  as the guiding ideal of a sepcial movement embedded in

in  the working colass  and premised on the belief that

competitive individualism will be transtormed into the
solidarities of collectivism. Catholic parties have likewise

have affected by secularizing trends, giving rise to new forms of
gsocial activism which are strongly polemical toward politics.
Thus a characteristically shtrong political ayster

characterized by a powerful fusion betwesen ideas and interests mighi
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give rise to a so-called weak political system in  which the
parties are but means of allocating public expenditure, and
single—interest social movements arise sporadically to represent
and debate non—negotiable questions. 14 this is the case, it
might be argued that the Euro-continental political model, the
strength of which derived from the int?rweavihg of party
Qrganizétimn and voluntarist subcultures, has slowly been
evolving toward an Anglo-American model characterized by the
auvtonomy of civic culture with respect to the political system
and by the separation of religion from politics.

In Ewope over the past cantury, mass politics has gone hand
i hand with the development of 5té£€ intervention. The two
together, combined in classic reformist style in the
socialdenooratic welfare Statﬁg; have recently been particularly.
attractive to American social scientists of socialdemocratic
persuasion, partly no doubt in response to the antijgegulatmry
idaolmgy of Reaganism. For example, the quest for a U.85. social-
denpcratic tradition has led to reading the MNew Deal as social
denocratic experiment which failed for lack of a sufficiently
centralized state apparatuses. “ Amearican gmcialdémtmratic

critics of Americanism have of course illustricous precedents: In

his 1265 study Modern Capitaliémq Andrew Shonfield argued, first,
that state intervention in the wake of the Great Depression
paved the way for postwar world capitaiiat development, and,
second, thai the United States, unlike Eurogeam states, suffered
from huge ideological and institutional impedimaents which,

coriginating in the fragmentation of esecutive agencies under the

massive pressure of organized interests, would prevent it from



maintaining the levels of growth common in 192&60s Europe!
Aside from its problematic historical validity, this

equation, typically weberian in its linkage ofmodernity with

centralization , drew on a typically Ewopean course of

historical development that equated feudalism and localism.
Hence, in Euwrope it was observed that the pfoﬁezﬁ of developing
national markets came about through the unifiéation of
administrative and political structures——— this was true whethef
one was dealing with France of the XVII century of Italy two
centuries later. However, it is possible to see the process of
market formation taking other paths. In the U.8.. the
constitution of a mass consumer market cultwe, as several recent
studies of advertising show, appears to have preceded any o
formation of a Keynesian stvyle of public support for demand which,

in BEurope, did indeed shape the development of mass markets in
5"? C-

o

the twantieth.cehtury.

It should be recalled that Marx‘himﬁelfg mmvé than anvybody
else, insisted on the the separation of political society from
civil society as a fundemental aspect of the passage from the
feudal mode of production to the capitalistic one. Not by chance,
he spoke of the U.85. as a "land in which bourgeois éoci@ty is not
developed on the basis of a feudal %yﬁtem; but began by itsslff——
in which the state, unlike all of the preceding national
fmrmétimnﬁnm was subordinate from the start to bourgeois Emciety§

and never had to advance the pretension of having auvtonomous
£z

o T

ends. What has been detinsd as the phenomenon of the

sublimation of politics, or betlter the'absorpltion of the pelitial
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into non-political institutions®, far from being the unigue

chaéacteristic or pathological develmpmeﬁt of one advanced
capitalist society, is one of the most immediate caﬁsequences of
the affirmation of its modernity. |

These conclusions about: the distinctive features of
modernity in American society bring us back to our point of
departure which was the consideration of the relationship between
the United étates and Europe in the decades since World NaE IT1.
The nature of the American cﬁallenge lies not so much in the
differences of productive efficiency—— such as was reiterated
once more by Jean—Jacques Servan~8cﬁreiber in.the gecond half of
the 1960z—— as in the impossibility of equal.cmexiﬁtance of two
.models of modernity which are distinguished above all by
different relations between politics and market.

Ultimately, the evidencs of Euwrope’s so-called
"decadén:e” l?@% not so much in rates of esconomic growth, as in
the progressive decline of in%luencé of a model of modernity based
on the primacy of politics in an historical epoch in which the
cultuwre of market sesms to have triumphed. In other words, the
great success of America’s challeﬁge after 1945 originated in a -
systemn m%Iheg@mmﬁy based not on the natimnFQtate G0 ﬁuch as on the
hage ex@anﬁimn of world market; and this ia turn draws on a model
of modernization whose "original characteristics" waere shaped by

o

. . ik
a constant expansion of ammtractua%\r@latmana.
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