Chapter Three

An Imperfect Union
Introduction

In the previous chapter, we analyzed the emergence of modernity globally and defined the nature of the modern civilizational project. The present period is, however, defined as much as anything by the dominant position of one particular modern society: the United States. And the United States has a very peculiar relationship with modernity and presents distinct challenges and opportunities as we struggle to come to terms with the crisis of the modern ideal.  On the one hand, the United States is, in many ways the planet’s most modern and most capitalist country, born with little or no residue of older “feudal” social formations, it would seem to be a pure expression of the liberal version of the modern ideal. An early industrializer, according to historical materialist theory it ought to have developed a strong, independent workers movement early on, and been one of the pioneers in the transition to socialism. And yet the United States is not only among the most religious countries in the world; its religion has an intensely conservative streak. According to one recent survey, 61% of the population believes in a literal second coming of Jesus and 44% in the so-called rapture, in which the elect will “go to meet the Lord in the air,” while those who have not accepted Jesus Christ as their personal Lord and Savior will be “Left Behind (Sheler 1994).” The United States, furthermore, has been uniquely resistant to socialism. But it is not only liberal and socialist theory which have had a hard time understanding “America.” According to functionalist secularization theory, which ties religious belief to the presence of traditional communities bound together by shared beliefs and values –what Durkheim called “mechanical solidarity”— the United States, with no tradition of village communities and its extraordinary ethnoreligious pluralism, ought to be the most secular of countries. And from the standpoint of Weberian interpretive sociology it is a simple impossibility: a society as pluralistic as the United States ought to have descended into an ethnoreligious war of all against all long ago. And yet the much vaunted “culture wars” notwithstanding, the United States has developed such a strong culture of ethnoreligious pluralism that –even while engaged in what many on both sides regard as a war on Islam-- it is regarded by many Muslims, for example, as a much better place to live than European countries which have criticized this war. 
This difficulty in understanding the United States should, however, come as no surprise. Most modern social theory, whether liberal or socialist, was formed in a European context. Much of it, in fact, represented an attempt by Germans to understand why their country was not following the same road to modernity as France or England, or represented a response to nationally specific Church/State struggles.
 As such, it strains to understand the specificity of even the various European national experiences, and often generates gross misconceptions when applied to Asia, Africa, or Latin America.
 But “America” is something else. Perhaps because it is so inextricably bound up with the principal ideological divisions which have affected the planet for the past 150 years, it has been difficult for either partisans or opponents of the “American way of life” to approach the question of American exceptionalism with anything like real insight. And yet that, precisely, is what is necessary if we are to understand a current situation in which the United States plays a globally dominant role
This chapter is an attempt to do just that. I begin by situating the American ideal in the context of Western modernity, identifying two distinct “founding” traditions: a complex ideological ensemble deriving from Puritanism and a moderate variant of humanistic modernism which we will call deistic republicanism. The first of these gave birth, through a complex series of transformations, which we will trace out in detail, to both liberal and evangelical Protestantism. Liberal Protestantism, in turn, gave birth on the one hand, to a gospel of scientific, technological, and economic progress (the uniquely American variant of positivistic high modernism) and to the social Gospel. Evangelical Protestantism gave birth to both socially engaged postmillennial strains which focused on building the reign of God on earth and more pessimistic fundamentalist currents which looked forward to the end of history. Deistic republicanism, because it did not have to confront a Catholic ancien regime, and because it crystallized before the disappointments of the nineteenth century, lacked the critical, revolutionary democratic, and socialist edge of its European counterparts. I show how the contradictions within and between these tendencies forced the creation of new kind of polity –one which brought together in a common public arena advocates of fundamentally different variants of the modern civilizational ideal. This sort of society was rendered possible by the development of a network of what de Tocqueville and his followers have called intermediate or mediating institutions, in between the family and the state which not only tempered individualism but also brought together people from different social classes and ethnoreligious communities and different political and theological orientations. 

Both of the American variants of the modern ideal were disappointed during the nineteenth century –deistic republicanism by the changes which accompanied western expansion and Puritanism by the failure of the Civil War to finally create a utopia of social justice and Protestant piety. What emerged instead was an industrial capitalist power with imperial ambitions and objectively ordered, even when it did not want to be, to the high modern ideal of transcending finitude by means of scientific and technological progress. Even so, the opportunities which the United States offered made the country attractive to continuous waves of immigrants who, only half consciously, have been renewing and enriching the “real” Tocquevillian form of the American ideal. This ideal conserves the democratic and pluralistic American commitments of modernity, but rejects the drive towards divinization by inner-worldly means, instead creating a policy in which partisans of diverse ideals can build institutions and pursue the good as they understand it. The United States, in other words, is not a modern society in the strict sense of the word (i.e. one clearly ordered to either the positivistic or humanistic variants of the modern ideal) but rather a society in which diverse ethnoreligious communities have used the space opened up by modernity to create something new –a society in which the constitutive ideal is the contestation of ideals. Elites on both the right and the left as well as the United States’ admirers and critics around the world have had enduring difficulty understanding the possibilities of this new way of understanding what it means to be “American.” 
I conclude by arguing that the United States is at a crossroads. I show that the “end of history” (Fukuyama 1989) and “clash of civilizations” (Huntington 1993) theses are no more appropriate for understanding the United States than they are for understanding the world. Postmodern, Neo-Marxist, and Radical Orthodox theories do no better. Rather, as high modernism has lost its appeal, the country is increasingly caught between reaction --trying to enforce the hegemony of early modern (Puritan) or high (secular) modern ideals on a world which no longer wants them, and embracing its authentic Tocquevillian identity, which would make it a model for a new kind of polity which is at once democratic and pluralistic, but which also takes principles and values seriously, and which is constituted by deliberation around fundamental questions of meaning and value. Only such a polity can conserve the contributions of Western modernity while creating a context for the emergence of a new civilizational ideal. 
Situating “America” in the Context of Western Modernity
In the previous chapter we outlined the complex process by which the modern ideal first emerged. The United States developed along with and under the impact with this modern ideal in way that sets it apart from the modernizing societies of Asia, Africa, and Latin America  –or even Europe. But that does not make it modern in the sense in which that would be understood by most modern social theory. Rather the American identity has been shaped by at two competing variants of the early modern ideal –the Puritan variant of the Protestant ideal and a moderate variant of humanistic modernity associated in the popular imagination with “Jeffersonian” democracy which we will call deistic republicanism. And these ideals collided not just with each other but with the complex material and political economic process involved in creating a new society on a new continent to create something quite different from either liberal or socialist modernity.
It is to this story that we now turn. 

The Formation of the Puritan Ideological Ensemble

Understanding Puritanism and its role in the larger project of modern civilization is, of course, a locus classicus for modern social theory. Our own approach does not reject Weber’s Protestant Ethic Thesis out of hand. Unfortunately, however, Weber and his successors lacked the in-depth understanding of the internal dynamics of Protestant Christianity generally, and English Calvinism in particular, which would have been necessary in order to comprehend the complex interaction between Puritanism and modernity. 
The Protestant Reformation was essentially just an extension of the Augustinian Reaction which we discussed in the previous chapter. This reaction was, as we noted, a product of the emergence of sovereign national states and of generalized commodity production. The existence of sovereign states provided a new model for understanding God –as an absolute divine sovereign. And neither absolute monarchs nor the emerging bourgeoisie wanted to be held accountable before the court of natural law, a possibility which was at least implicit in the earlier analogical metaphysics of the high Middle Ages. As a result, the emerging monarchs and later the bourgeoisie itself supported theologians who, like Stephen Tempier, John Duns Scotus, and William of Occam, mounted a sharp attack on Aristotelian philosophy and theology, charging that it undermined the sovereignty of God, and in the process gave birth to a new univocal metaphysics in which the difference between creator and creature is understood as quantitative rather than qualitative. God is, in effect, an absolutely and arbitrary sovereign to whom we must either submit or be damned. It is merely God’s free decision to love and free offer of salvation which defines Christian morality as one of self-sacrificial love and it is only because of Christ’s sacrifice of Himself on the cross that we are even aware of God’s offer. 
Initially this encouraged a spirituality centered on the struggle to emulate Christ’s self-sacrificial love –something typical of the Franciscan tradition in particular. Luther extended the Augustinian reaction by arguing that we cannot actually emulate this kind of self-sacrificial love, and that we cannot, therefore, merit salvation, even with the help of divine grace.  Justification is a free gift of a sovereign God. He also rejected the idea that either reason or revelation have anything to say about the social order. Any attempt to build a just social order will dilute the gospel’s core message of forgiveness. Any extension of the ethic of forgiveness into the social arena will give aid and comfort to a still largely unredeemed humanity desperately in need of the repressive power of the state. 

Luther’s doctrine reflected the ideological needs of the emerging monarchies, which were given a mandate to build strong states that could restrain the sinfulness of an unredeemed humanity and were liberated from accountability to either natural law or the radicalism of the ethics taught by the Jesus of the synoptic gospels. Calvin’s doctrine, (Calvin 1536/1993), on the other hand, reflects the situation of the emerging bourgeoisie and allied groups. Calvin taught that grace not only assured salvation to those who received it, but also transformed them into instruments of God’s work in the world. While God chose, “before the foundations of the world” those who would be saved, there were, in fact, signs which indicated whether or not one was among the elect. These might include a “godly walk,” especially usefulness to the community and/or personal conversion experience.
Weber (Weber 1920/1958) argued that Calvinism created an ideological and psychological situation uniquely favorable to industrialization and capitalist development. On the one hand, Calvinism regarded all useful work, not just specifically religious work, as an expression of God’s will in the world. On the other hand, the fact that such work was a probable –but only probable—sign of election created a profound psychological tension which favored hard work, investment, and accumulation. If I work hard, then I might be among the elect; if I am lazy I know I am damned. If I save and invest, so that my work serves the common good, I might be among the elect; if I consume what I produce then know that I am damned …

Weber’s analysis has much to commend it, but drawing as he did on a single text by a middle of the road English Calvinist, Richard Baxter, he misses the internal diversity within the Calvinist tradition around the question of just how, precisely, one knows whether or not one is among the elect. Broadly speaking, Calvinists divided on this question between those who stressed “usefulness to the community,” something which some, in turn, understood to mean productivity in the economic arena and others to mean a concern for religion and social justice, and those who stressed the need for a convincing narrative of a personal conversion experience. The New England Puritans were marked by, among other things, the requirement that such a narrative of personal conversion be presented to the existing members of the Church as a condition for admission to membership, something which in the Massachusetts Bay and New Haven colonies was in turn a condition of suffrage. It is not possible in this context to trace out in detail the complex internal struggles of the Holy Commonwealths.
 Suffice it to say that after the English Revolution in 1640, radical Puritans were more inclined to stay home, where the action was, and that the children of the original colonists, as well as many newcomers, saw the colonies first and foremost as commercial ventures and were more interested in making money and in advancing their social position than they were in building Holy Commonwealths. Many of the children of the early colonies’ leading lights were unable to fulfill the requirement that they give a convincing narrative of their conversion experience, and were thus unable to qualify for membership in the church and thus for the franchise. The result was the “Half-Way Covenant,” which admitted the children of church members to baptism and thus to the franchise, though not to communion, and eventually, the reorganization of Massachusetts Bay as a royal colony. Accompanying this gradual process of secularization was the strengthening of what eventually emerged as “liberal” Calvinism, which stressed usefulness to the community rather than personal conversion as evidence of election. At its far end, liberal Protestantism gradually evolved away from many of the historic tenets of Christianity, including the divinity of Jesus, and gave birth to Unitarianism. 
Liberalism did not, however, mean abandoning the sense of “election” which had characterized the founders of New England. It is just that being among the elect now meant a sense of moral superiority based on greater productivity (and thus prosperity) or on a sense that the new society being forged in the Americas was free of many of the social injustices which characterized old England and especially the Continent, rather than a radical conversion experience. 

The Great Awakening of the 1730s was, first and foremost, a response to this growing liberalism and to the growing wealth and privilege of those who espoused it. The poor, especially in the more remote regions still focused on subsistence agriculture could not give any great evidence of their “usefulness to society,” especially when this was interpreted to mean productivity and wealth; but they could provide a convincing narrative of personal conversion. North American Evangelicalism was, in other words, from the very beginning, a movement of those who had been “left behind” by modernity. At least to begin with this “evangelical” trend in American Protestantism did not reject the struggle to build a better society. It was, rather, anxious to point out the hypocrisy of the liberals, many of whom were involved in the slave trade or in grabbing land from the Indians, and who were in general more concerned with enriching themselves than with advancing God’s work of redemption. Indeed, up through the Civil War, most evangelicals upheld what is known as a postmillennial eschatology, which teaches that Jesus will return only after the millennium, i.e. only after humanity, by means of personal conversion and social reform, as created a just social order. Very early on, however, the evangelical trend itself began to experience differences between those who stressed the purely subjective character of the conversion experience, and placed relatively little emphasis on transformed personal conduct or social reform, and those who, such as Jonathan Edwards and his followers in the New Divinity movement, regarded ethical conduct as the natural consequence and best indication of authentic conversion and who were actively engaged in efforts to combat the evils of American society, such as slavery and land speculation (Heimart 1966, Hatch 1977, Bryant 1983, Dayton 1983). 
By the middle or end of the eighteenth century, in other words, New England Calvinism had developed from a relatively compact ideology into a complex ideological ensemble containing at least four distinct trends. There was, on the one hand, a liberal trend, which was less and less focused on historic Christian doctrine and which regarded usefulness to the community as the best indicator of election. The liberals in turn were increasingly divided between those who regarded economic prosperity as the best evidence of usefulness to the community and those who focused on efforts at social reform. These two tendencies eventually gave birth to the Gospel of Wealth and the Social Gospel, both of which remain important poles in the liberal Protestant spectrum. The evangelicals, on the other hand, while united in stressing the importance of personal conversion, were, in turn divided between the high Calvinists (and especially the New Divinity movement) who believed that conversion had to bear fruit in ethical conduct and social reform and what was originally a relatively small group of back country revivalists who stressed a more purely emotional conversion experience –and, for the most part, gradually abandoned, at least in practice, their adherence to Calvinist distinctives such as limited atonement and even predestination. 

Anyone who is familiar with the political and religious history of late colonial North America, or with the period during and immediately after the Revolution knows that these various trends despised each other and saw themselves locked in what many regarded as mortal combat over the soul of the new “nation.” What they all shared in common, however, was the idea that they were building something qualitatively new and fundamentally superior to anything which existed in Europe or elsewhere. They had united unquestioningly in supporting England, which they regarded as the capital of True Christianity, in her struggle against “papist” France during the Seven Years War, but they saw themselves as building something nobler and purer than old England could ever hope to be. Freed from the bonds of tradition and the accumulated weight of medieval corruption and tradition, they would build a society which was truly capable of advancing God’s work in the world, whether that work was understood as personal conversion, social justice, or capitalist accumulation –or some combination of all three. They were intensely aware of the moral failings of the new nation, especially the guilt of slavery, but regarded this consciousness of guilt as itself a mark of election, something which set them apart and promised to bear fruit in a future more glorious than that of the planet’s grandest empires. It would be the last and the best empire, and while some understood this literally and others more figuratively, it would be the empire of Jesus Christ.

Deistic Republicanism
The second of the broad traditions which contributed to the formation of the American identity is the Deistic Republicanism which finds its purist expression in the thought of Benjamin Franklin and Thomas Jefferson, but which influenced many of the American founders in both the Federalist and Democratic-Republican Parties. This Deistic Republicanism is, I would like to argue, a moderate variant of humanistic modernism. While it upheld the existence of divine creator, it granted to humanity an almost complete autonomy in governing the universe. And while it was deeply interested in the progress of science and technology, its principal focus was on democratizing the axial age ideal of the philosopher, making both the pursuit of wisdom and active participation in the public arena accessible to ever wider sectors of the population. In its classical Jeffersonian and Franklinian forms, this was to take place by making small landownership or artisan-entrepreneurship essentially universal, creating a society of yeoman farmers and small businessmen who would enjoy sufficient prosperity and leisure to set aside time for study and civic engagement. 
We call the American variant of humanistic modernism moderate because, on the theoretical side, it avoided the more radical claims of thinkers like Hegel and Marx regarding the deification of humanity (Hegel) or the displacement of God by humanity as the conscious subject of the cosmohistorical process (Marx) and, on the practical side, because it believed, at least initially, that it would have the luxury of simply carving a new type of the society out of the wilderness rather than engaging in revolutionary struggle against the aging social forms of Europe. It was also eclectic, and was not attached to any one philosophical trend. What united it was the conviction that “America” would be a land of universal opportunity in which everyone would have a chance, and the best would naturally rise to the top, forming a sort of natural aristocracy, while all participated in decision making through the structures of democratic citizenship. This was reflected in its interventions in the religious arena, in which the harsh anticlericalism of the continent gave way to efforts to “revise” Christianity in some very un-Protestant ways. Jefferson, for example, produced his own version of the New Testament which completed excised Paul and which made Jesus into a moral teacher fully compatible with Enlightenment Deism (Jefferson 1991). Franklin took a frankly Averroist approach to religion, regarding it as good for the cultivation of virtue, and probably maintaining believe in a divine creator, but eschewing most of the dogmatic structure of historic Christianity. In many places it was associated with Masonry, though American Masonry was also more moderate than many European, especially Continental variants.

It is important to recognize the distinctive difference between this early Deistic Republican ideal and later variants of the American dream which also invoke Jefferson or Franklin. For Jefferson especially widespread access to education and especially to the new public university which he founded was to be the result, not the cause of widespread prosperity, enabling the best sons of yeoman farmers to gain a liberal education and join the enlightened elite which would guide the rest of their communities. This is very different from later Republican and Democratic Party platforms which made education simply a means to economic growth and upward mobility. 
This Deistic Republican ideal was the guiding vision of what became the dominant wing the Democratic-Republican Party, and echoes of it can still be heard, in updated form in the rhetoric of the Democratic Party to this day.

An Imperfect Union
It is not possible in this context to consider in detail the factors which led what became the United States to seek independence from Great Britain. Suffice it to say that one after another the various sectors of North American society came to believe that membership in the British Empire was more an obstacle than an aid in realizing their own distinct versions of the American ideal. Their reasons included a seigniorial reaction on the part of the English aristocracy which, after the middle of the eighteenth century, began to assert rights to quitrents and other privileges which they had formerly ignored, restrictions on migration beyond the Appalachian Mountains, to regions reserved for the Indians and out of the reach of the British Crown, threats to abolish or limit the slave trade, new taxes and tariffs meant to help pay for the long struggle with “papist” France, a continuing failure to grant the colonies representation in parliament, and the threat to appoint an Anglican bishop, and thus to call the question on the status of New England’s dissenting but non-separating established Church (Heimart 1966, Nash 1970).  

Broad sectors of the North American people did, in other words, have reason to support independence, but they were not the same reasons, nor was there any shared vision of just what kind of civilization they hoped to build. The thirteen colonies represented thirteen very different societies, themselves often divided regarding directions for the future. The option for the somewhat stronger central government permitted by the US Constitution as against the looser structure envisioned under the Articles of Confederation was simply an arrangement on the part of the ruling classes to keep open their options regarding future economic development and to protect themselves --as much against internal rebellions as against renewed pressure from Great Britain. The result, however, created a public space which was unique in history –one that brought together representatives of distinct cultural traditions in common deliberative bodies and engaged them in debate around fundamental questions. 
This point is vitally important if we are to understand correctly the unique “American” settlement of church/state questions. Among the founders were moderate representatives of both the Puritan and Deistic Republican ideals, and among those they represented were more radical advocates of these ideals. Left to their own devices some would have opted, if not for a Holy Commonwealth then at least a polity which took for granted its roots in the traditions of Anglo-American Calvinism. Others would, no doubt, have preferred something like the French solution, in which traditional Christianity gave way to a Masonic spirituality centered on reason. But neither tendency had the weight to impose its will on the other, and both were divided against themselves. The result was a polity which was neither confessional nor secular but rather pluralistic. It was taken for granted that people would enter the public arena formed by their own specific ideological tradition, be it religious or “secular,”
 and advocate policies which were rooted in their own distinctive principles and values. What was excluded was any attempt to establish one particular tradition as constitutive of American identity and the authoritative reference point for public policy.
 
Two texts from the early years of the Republic capture this almost accidental creation at the moment of its birth. The first is the Federalist, written to garner support for the new constitution, and especially Federalist 10, written by James Madison. A reader literate in modern social theory, and especially in historical materialism, is struck by just how close Madison’s understanding of politics is to that of Marx or Lenin. Popular governments, as he calls them, have always been plagued by faction. This problem can be addressed either by extirpating its root causes –the aspiration of Rousseau and the French republican tradition—or by ameliorating its symptoms. While faction has its most immediate roots in ideological differences, these differences themselves are based first and foremost in differences in the amount and type of property. Madison differs with Marx only in regarding differences in property as based in ability –and in the fact that he wants to preserve these differences rather than abolish them. He thus opts for ameliorating the symptoms of faction. Now minority factions can be controlled by the principle of majority rule, but the faction of the majority (the poor) cannot. He argues, however, that the structures created by the new constitution have the effect of preventing the formation of a unified party of the poor. Representative rather than direct democracy, a federal rather than a unitary republic and (he might have added) ethnoreligious differences, all but guarantee that the American poor will never be able to unite.

Madison was trying to create a polity in which political democracy never came to mean economic democracy. That he succeeded has had enormous costs for the United States, holding it back from pursuing as progressive a civilizational strategy as it otherwise might have. But in the process he also created (probably inadvertently) a polity in which political democracy could never come to mean either popular theocracy or secular totalitarianism. Just as the politics of representation, the existence of local and state identities, and ethnoreligious differences cut across class lines, local and class identities cut across ethnoreligious identities and prevent the formation of either fundamentalist or secularist parties capable of maintaining a stable majority. And for that we should be eternally grateful.
The second text which captures the unique character of the United States at the moment of its birth is Alexis de Tocqueville’s Democracy in America (Tocqueville 1835/2003). A French aristocrat who is probably best located philosophically on the center left the traditionalist movement, de Tocqueville was, in many ways profoundly critical of the social forces he saw at work in the United States.  He was, first of all, at best skeptical about democracy as such. On the one hand, democracies, because they vest authority in the people as a whole, 
tend to promote the  welfare of the greatest possible number,”  while aristocracies “concentrate wealth and power in the hands of the minority.” But aristocracies are “are infinitely more expert in the science of legislation than democracies ever can be,” and specifically tend to have more long-term vision.  (Tocqueville 1835/2003: I: 1:14). He was, however, especially concerned about the tendency of democracy to promote individualism. Aristocracies, he though, embedded people in a community extending “from the peasant to the king.”  Democracies cut people off from their past, from their neighbors, and even from their own descendants. (Tocqueville 1835/2003:  II: 2:2).

At the same time, Tocqueville was also fascinated by the fact that American democracy had not resulted in the descent into violence which had characterized revolutionary France. He was also impressed by the ability of the United States to temper its radical individualism with effective civic engagement. He attributed this success to the existence of a network of voluntary organizations between the family and the state which brought people together people and cultivated collaboration for the common good.  Indeed, he thought that participation in civil society made ordinary Americans act “in just the same way as a man of high rank (Tocqueville 1938/2003: II: 2:5).”

Of particular note to de Tocqueville was the fact that, unlike democratic France, the United States had proven itself especially hospitable to religion generally and to Catholicism in particular. He rejected the Enlightenment claim that religious faith would decline more or less automatically with the advancement of freedom and knowledge. The United States, he said, was among the freest and most enlightened societies on the planet, but also among the most religious. He attributed this to the separation of church and state (Tocqueville 18352003: 1: 17).

Religion, furthermore, was critical to the combating the problems of democracy. This is because it gives people a sense of meaning and direction, focusing them on some good higher than material consumption, and because it promotes a sense of community and solidarity (Tocqueville 1835 II: 1: 5).
Democracy, de Tocqueville notes, promotes its own distinctive religious tendency, what he calls pantheism (Tocqueville II:1:7). At the same time, he argues, some very different Christianities contribute to the democratic character of the United States, benefit from the conditions it creates, and help to heal its internal contradictions. He characterizes Puritanism as a “democratic and republican religion” but one hostile to equality. Catholicism tends, on the other hand to foster obedience but also to put all human beings on the “same level.  (Tocqueville 1835: I: 17). “
What we see here is, in effect, an alterative account of the underlying nature of American democracy and indeed of democracy in general, one which is deeply at odds with both Protestant and humanistic modernism. This account is, to be sure, still incipient and not fully developed. But all the key elements are present. Democratic societies, if they are to succeed, must be neither confessional nor secular. They must rather be founded on a rich network of intermediate institutions which order human activity toward the common good. And at the center of this network must be religious communities. These communities must, on the one hand, reject establishment, which only pits them against dissenting minorities and, by involving them with the state, puts them at odds with the democratic aspirations of the people. But they must also be vigorous in ordering citizens towards higher ends and indeed must be the means by which citizens promote their own vision of what it means to be human. 
John Winthrop (or Jonathan Edwards) and Thomas Jefferson (or Benjamin Franklin) may have been the conscious architects of the twin variants of the American ideal, but it was Madison (and the other architects of the Constitution) who were the unconscious architects of the American polity and de Tocqueville who was its best theoretician.  While the Constitution provided a framework in which competing variants of the modern ideal –and later other civilizational ideals as well-- could contend with each other without seeking hegemony, the network of intermediate voluntary organizations provided a framework in the context of which advocates of those competing ideals could both carve out enclaves in which they could, at least to some degree, live out their ideals even without persuading the majority and collaborate with each other around questions affecting the community as a whole. 
We need now to see what happed to the competing variants of the American ideal –and to the accidentally pluralistic America which actually emerged from the revolution. 
From Republic to Empire

The Crisis of “Old America”

The Crisis of Deistic Republicanism

As might be expected, Deistic Republicanism initially had greater popular appeal than the Puritan ensemble, if only because its political program consisted in promoting widespread land ownership and entrepreneurship. This, however, proved to be its undoing. Partly because he wanted to expand opportunities for land ownership, and partly out of a desire to help his ally Napoleon, Thomas Jefferson agreed to acquire the Louisiana Territory and then to commission the Lewis and Clark Expedition which eventually opened it up to settlement. But the land in question was not, of course, uninhabited, nor were all those who sought to “settle” it prospective yeoman farmers on the Jeffersonian model. It was Indian land, and those pressing most strongly for westward expansion were the slave-owning planters of the South, where expanding cotton cultivation was rapidly depleting the soil and where access to new land was a powerful economic imperative (Genovese 1988), or else land hungry settlers with powerful anticivilizational impulses. The result, of course, was to link the democratic-revolutionary (and the Deistic Republican) project on the one hand to westward expansion at the expense of the indigenous peoples of the Americas (i.e. to imperium) and, on the other hand, to the interests of the Southern landed elite and anticivilizational settlers. Deistic Republicanism was thus at once diluted and discredited as a vision for social reform. 

This tendency for the Deistic Republican tradition to become discredited was overdetermined by the fact that the United States (contrary to what we are all taught in elementary school, and what we relive every time we sing the Star Spangled Banner) was on the losing side of the War of 1812, which was part of the broader geopolitical struggle between the revolutionary French and the reactionary English and Russians. Indeed, the violence of the French Revolution had already done a great deal to discredit Deistic Republicanism as a revolutionary ideology and the war itself was the occasion of America’s first great Red Scare, the Bavarian Illuminati scandal, in which Federalist politicians and Calvinist ministers from New England, most of whom opposed the war and some of whom advocated secession, attempted to associate the Democratic-Republican Party with a conspiracy of French-style revolutionaries, Masons, and Jesuits to undermine true religion and the “American Way of Life (Hatch 1977).”

These developments did not kill the Deistic Republican tradition in the United States. Indeed, Democratic Party politicians still invoke both the name and the vision of Jefferson as one foundation for the party’s ideological tradition, with one or another new mechanism of upward mobility replacing land ownership as the economic engine for realizing his vision. But from the War of 1812 on, Democrats always had to be at pains to prove their loyalty to an “America” increasingly defined by Anglophile and macro-Puritan tendencies and to deflect suspicion that they were “soft” on foreign revolutionary and religious ideologies. And the Democratic Party –especially when it has been successful-- has more often been “Jacksonian” than “Jeffersonian,” promoting widespread upward mobility without worrying too much about whether or not the specific pathways towards upward mobility actually helped realize the Deistic Republican ideal of an informed citizenry actively engaged in self-cultivation and deliberation regarding the common good. 
This is what happened to the rural, Jeffersonian variant of the radical Enlightenment tradition in the United States. What about its urban, freethinking and crafts variant? The cities have always been more resistant to hegemonization than the countrysides in the U.S. and urban radicalism in the United States has, even today, not so much been decisively defeated or hegemonized as it has been marginalized and rendered irrelevant. It seems, however, that the United States passed through a critical juncture –that of the industrial revolution— rather differently than did many European countries. In Europe, and in France in particular, craftsmen’s organizations, especially the compagnonages or journeymen’s associations, an outgrowth of the medieval guild system, played a critical role in both the resistance to industrialization and capitalist development and later in the emergence of a mass socialist movement (Sewell 1980). In the United States, which had no history of guilds, craft organizations of this sort were weaker. “Mechanics” and laborers were regarded as a dangerous element, and generally lived in their master’s household under his discipline and supervision. To the extent that craftsmen organized at all outside the churches and political parties, they did so through clubs of the Masonic type which, on the one hand, carried an ideology which valued labor and spiritual excellence, but which also included numerous local businessmen and thus were not really autonomous centers of artisanal organization like the French compagnonages. 
The Industrial Revolution, which began to affect the United States in the 1820s and 1830s, gradually broke down this pattern and created, first the first time, large concentrations of workingmen who were not under the direct supervision of their employers –who in turn, were becoming increasingly wealthy and socially distant from those they employed. Taverns in particular emerged as centers of an autonomous working class culture, at just the time when the use of alcohol was becoming increasingly incompatible with productive employment.
 Johnson (Johnson 1978) has shown that the industrial revolution, the advent of temperance movements, and the Second Great Awakening, all occurred at roughly the same time in cities like Rochester in western New York which were among the most important new centers of industrial development. 
What the Second Great Awakening did was, in effect, to hegemonize at least a part of the emerging industrial working classes –that drawn from English stock and from older immigrant groups which had been more complete assimilated. It did so by means of an ideology which could no longer be called classically Calvinist. Gone was the emphasis on predestination. Salvation was open to anyone who chose it. Along with this went a commitment to perfection –both personal and social—which at once tended to draw workers away from taverns and other centers of autonomous working class culture and channel working class political energy into bourgeois reform projects. The Second Great Awakening was, it should be noted, closely aligned with the Anti-Masonic movement and with the anti-immigrant Know Nothing Party. 

The Puritan elite was, meanwhile, at work in other ideological institutions as well. Universal public education was an integral part of the Deistic Republican program and was hardly something that the New England Calvinist elite, with their tradition of a literate laity and a learned ministry could oppose. But they also did not want the schools to become agents of what they regarded as an anti-Christian ideology, as threatened to become in France. This is the origin of the peculiar character of the United States educational system –far more extensive far earlier than most European systems, but uniformly mediocre. It is possible to read in the debates in state legislatures during the early and middle decades of the nineteenth centuries just how this happened. Schoolteachers were not, under any circumstances, to be drawn from among the graduates of elite universities where they might be exposed to foreign ideological influences, but from normal schools where they would learn what they needed in order to train a literate populace –but no more. The minister, not the schoolteacher, was to be the sapiential leader of the local community. And these normal schools would be kept away from the great cities where foreign influences might creep in. The curriculum, kept closely under the control of local elites, was to assimilate the people, and especially the waves of new immigrants to an American (read macro-Puritan) identity. This is why every child in “America” grows up believing that his or her ancestors came over on the Mayflower, seeking religious freedom, when in fact the Mayflower brought only a tiny group of dissenting Puritans who even the founders of Massachusetts Bay thought extreme … (Lasch 1995, Brouilette 1999).

All of these developments had the effect of putting Deistic Republicanism in the United States on the defensive. Where in Europe similar trends gave birth to revolutionary democratic and eventually to socialist impulses, Deistic Republicans in the United States were kept busy defending their Americanism and trying to hold constituents who might otherwise be lost to the Second Great Awakening, usually by promising them cheap land, and thus pandering to anticivilizational impulses.

The Crisis of the Puritan Ideological Ensemble

This whole complex of developments, which seemed to so favor the Puritan over the Deistic Republican variant of the American ideal all came to a head in the middle of the nineteenth century as a growing section of the bourgeoisie moved gradually into the antislavery camp. North and South had longstanding differences over questions such as tariffs and state expenditures on infrastructure, both of which were essential to the emerging industrial economy of the North and both of which threatened the South’s position in the global economy as an agricultural exporter. And the Northern bourgeoisie had never been entirely comfortable with slavery. But for a long time, these tensions with the South were balanced by the need for cheap cotton. Gradually, however, industry developed to the point that its need for free workers and an internal market loomed larger than its need for cheap raw materials and the Northern bourgeoisie gradually came to the view that slavery, one way or another, would have at least to be contained, and preferably come to an end. 

The result of this process was the formation, under the aegis of the new Republican Party, of a broad alliance of industrial capitalists, commercial farmers in the old Northwest (what we now call the Midwest) and part of the urban proletariat and petty bourgeoisie (the part hegemonized by the Second Great Awakening) on a platform of commitment to containing or ending slavery, expanding access to land for prospective yeoman farmers, high tariffs, and state investment in infrastructure and education. Thus, by the time of the Civil War, the more modernized part of the rural population, as well as a significant part of the urban population of the United States was firmly bound to the industrial bourgeoisie, and its principal hopes for upward mobility linked firmly to the imperial project of westward expansion. All of this was articulated through a rhetoric which linked the concerns of liberal Protestants and (postmillennial) evangelicals in a way which was inspiring to both. One need only think of the Battle Hymn of the Republic to understand the power of this vision.
But as was the case with other “bourgeois revolutions,” the full promise of the Republican program of 1860 was never realized. A complete capitalist transformation of the United States would have involved not only an end to slavery but expropriation and redistribution of the lands of the southern plantation owners. This was, in fact, the program of the Radical Republicans, who represented the emerging steel and railroad industries, but the proposal won only 37 votes in the House of Representatives. The older section of the bourgeoisie based in the New England textile industry, was still too deeply dependent on cheap cotton to liquidate entirely the southern plantation system. Indeed, after 1876, the Union withdrew its troops from the South and allowed the southern landed elite to reconstitute itself on the basis of tenant rather than slave labor. Between 1876 and 1908 the industrial bourgeoisie ruled, in effect, in coalition with the Southern Landed elite in what Barrington Moore has called an American version of the Prussian alliance of iron and rye (Moore 1966: 141-155).  The United States emerged from the Civil War as a dynamic, rapidly industrializing contender for great power status and effective control of the entire middle section of the North American continent. And it soon developed imperial ambitions which extended to Latin America and Asia.  But it was a far cry from the Holy Commonwealth envisioned by its Puritan founders.
One way of capturing the change which took place is by analyzing the transformation of the North American university. Up until the Civil War, North American universities were mostly small liberal arts colleges founded by churches to train clergy. They had, somewhat reluctantly, taken up the auxiliary task of training a broader literate elite. A few public institutions such as the University of Virginia and the University of Pennsylvania aspired to make a liberal arts education accessible to the broader natural aristocracy which Jefferson and Franklin had hoped would emerged from the yeoman and artisan classes. Central to the Republican program of 1860, however, was the establishment of land grant universities. The Morrill Land Grant College Act of 1862 set aside some 30,000 acres of federal land for each state for each senator or congressman that represented it in Congress.  This land was to support the establishment of agricultural colleges, which eventually became the cornerstone of the state university system.  These universities had from the beginning a very different mission from the old liberal arts colleges: they were to be drivers of economic development, carrying out the research and development and training the intellectual workers necessary for a technologically advancing economy. New private universities (Johns Hopkins was the first) developed with a similar mission, modeling themselves on the German research university. The effect was nothing less than to shift the intellectual center of gravity of the North American university system from the liberal arts and sapiential disciplines to science and technology, and to reorder them from service to the Protestant or humanistic to the positivistic variant of the modern ideal. 
The disillusionment which resulted from the failure of the bourgeoisie to complete the promised redemption of the “nation” cannot be underestimated. As we noted above, most American evangelicals up until the Civil War were postmillennialists and regarded the creation of a just social order as the essential precondition of the second coming of Christ and thus an integral part of God’s work of redemption. The struggle against slavery was seen as the leading edge of that process. God really was sifting out the nations beneath his judgment seat --and the Union armies were to be the agents of that judgment. When the promised redemption failed to take place the old Evangelical United Front began gradually to dissolve, with some drifting towards the liberal gradualism which eventually became the Social Gospel movement and others abandoning their postmillennial eschatology in favor of what eventually emerged as modern fundamentalism (Marsden 1980). This new, fundamentalist evangelicalism was based on a dispensational premillennial eschatology. According to this view, God deals differently with humanity during different periods. The ministry of Jesus, up until the time of his crucifixion, was part of the dispensation of the Law, and Jesus’ moral teachings with their profound social implications are essentially part of a superceded Judaism. Humanity is living now in the age of grace, when salvation is by faith, not works. What is more, rather than leading naturally to moral uplift and social reform, personal conversion has no really visible moral or social effects. Far from looking forward to the creation of a just society, the new fundamentalism expected the world to get worse and worse until Jesus came to “rapture” the elect and redeem it. 

This new fundamentalism had a social base very different than that of the old Evangelical United Front. While evangelicalism had always spoken to those who were “left behind,” it did so at least in part because it promised a better world, and not only in the beyond. Evangelicalism had, been, in other words, an ideology of those who hoped to make America keep its promises. In this regard it overlapped very substantially with liberal Protestant reformism. Now, increasingly, it spoke to those who recognized that high modernity (they never said “America” or “capitalism”) had no use for them and their way of life and who felt, furthermore, that the proposals of liberal reformers and socialists, far from offering a more humane modernity, simply promised a more vigorous effort to extinguish their way of life.
 For broad layers of the rural population in the South and West and for the petty bourgeoisie and even small capitalists of the smaller cities and towns, “progress,” whether understood in the capitalist or the socialist sense, meant only further attacks on their way of life. And so they dug in their heels and resisted and waited for Jesus. They are still waiting. 

The one politically significant exception to this pattern was the African American people who, alone among the members of the old Evangelical United Front have retained both their evangelicalism and their commitment to social reform. Black evangelicalism has, to be sure, always been different from its “white” counterpart. As Eugene Genovese pointed out long ago, African Americans never really bought into the doctrines of original sin and double predestination (Genovese 1974). The Black community has, however, always had a deep sense of the degrading effects of oppression on personal morality. Personal conversion in this context means getting your act together and learning to live productively and creatively in “the world as it is” while struggling to create “the world which could and should be.”
 The result has been that African Americans, while more than willing to point out the shortcomings of the United States are, perhaps more than any other group in the country, true believers in “America,” and are so in more nearly the classical Puritan sense than any other ethnoreligious community. As anyone who has attempted to organize in the African American community has discovered, it is one thing to call “America” to task for her sins; it is quite another to attack the American ideal. It is interesting to note however, that when African Americans have called the American ideal into question, this has usually involved an explicit break with Christianity, something which could be made fully explicit only by opting for another, and historically opposed religion –Islam. 

Well before the end of the nineteenth century, in other words, the American Dream as it had been understood by both its Puritan and its Enlightenment advocates was dead. The United States would be neither a Holy Commonwealth the Christian commitments of which would be reflected in a just social order nor a petty bourgeois utopia of self-cultivation in which yeoman farmers and master craftsmen studied the arts and sciences and philosophy in the evening and sent their sons to public universities which allowed the best the rise to the top while permitting everyone to develop as far as they could. It was, rather, a developing industrial capitalist power with a continental empire –and a voracious appetite for cheap labor.
Immigrants and “America”
This might well have been the end of the American ideal, and proof that the America seen by its global critics –a rapacious empire the religious and humanistic ideals of which are merely an alibi for exploitation— is and always has been the only America. But something happened. Its very real shortcomings notwithstanding, the United States still offered to the dispossessed of Europe –and many other parts of the world— what seemed like unprecedented opportunities, and became a magnet for peasants displaced by the penetration of capitalist relations of production into the countryside, as well as for religious minorities –especially Jews— escaping persecution. These immigrants, furthermore, brought with them civilizational ideals which were, in many cases, fundamentally different or even in conflict with both the Puritan and Deistic Republican ideological ensembles. And yet they also seemed to understand intuitively the potential of the authentic Tocquevillian America far better than the old Puritan and Deistic-Republican elites. And because of this they were able to renew and reinvigorate American civilization in ways which allowed it to once again participate creatively in the larger human civilizational project.

There were, broadly speaking, four new currents introduced into the United States by immigration during the nineteenth century. The first was a more moderate, liturgically oriented Protestantism including, especially the German and Scandinavian Lutheran and German Reformed  Churches. In some cases these churches reacted strongly against the Puritanism they found in the United States, giving birth to Catholicizing movements such as the Mercersburg Theology (Schaff 1964, Nichols 1966, Ahlstrom 1971, Nevin 2000), a German Reformed movement which stressed the incarnation over the crucifixion and which moved towards a more liturgical form of worship, something which has shaped profoundly the evolution of the modern United Church of Christ, which brings together English and German Reformed churches in the United States. These churches founded colleges which, in many cases, have remained more faithful than their Puritan –or Catholic—counterparts to old liberal arts ideal of cultivating free human beings and citizens with a commitment to serving the common good. This immigrant Protestantism was reinforced by trends in the English Protestant tradition, including both Methodism, with its focus on cultivating moral excellence, and Anglo-Catholicism.
Second, the United States, which was founded by deeply anti-Catholic English Protestants, became home to a growing Catholic minority.
 These immigrants brought an extraordinarily diverse range of different expressions of the Catholic tradition, from Irish and Polish Catholics for whom Catholicism was a defining mark of national identity, and who thus identified strongly with their hierarchy and clergy, to anticlerical Sicilians who brought a rich tradition of popular religion but little commitment to the Catholic Church as an institution. And while essentially no one in the American Catholic Church, from members of lay confraternities with only the loosest connections to their local parishes, much less to Rome, up through the great prelates, saw themselves as providing a beachhead for Papal power, Catholicism did bring a very different political theology to American shores: one which recognized the autonomy of civil society and the ordinary political authorities, but which regarded the Church as a guardian not only of humanity’s transcendental vocation but also of natural law. And despite numerous missteps, the American Catholic Church, both as a hierarchical institution and as a complex of ethnoreligious communities, found far more effective ways to act on this political theology than they had it Europe. The European Church did little to build an infrastructure of parishes in emerging industrial working class communities. It fought democracy for a long time, and entered the democratic public arena through the mechanism of Christian Democratic or Social Christian political parties and mass organizations (trade unions and peasant organizations) which, while often the carriers of highly innovative public policy initiatives, functioned for their sponsors more as levers against secularist liberal, socialist, and communities parties than as vehicles for a distinctive vision of social justices. In the United States, on the other hand, immigrant communities built strong local parish structures, both ethnic and territorial which at once helped conserve a distinctive ethnoreligious identity and mediate between the immigrants and the larger American society which they had joined. Movements like Catholic Action worked through local parishes, forming grassroots leaders  with a strong Social Christian outlook, which was then brought into the larger political arena primarily through nonconfessional (though often congregationally based) community organizations, as well as labor unions and the Democratic Party, ensuring that a broad agenda for social justice rather than clerical interests predominated. Indeed, it was the American Catholic example, as interpreted by Belgian sociologist Francois Houtart (Houtart 1952), which inspired the innovative pastoral strategy of the Latin American Bishops in the 1960s and 1970s. 
Third, Jews, who had always had a presence in the United States, became its first significant non-Christian ethnoreligious immigrant minority.
 The country’s first Jews had been Anglicized Sephardic Jews who came from Spain by way of England. The second wave was composed of German Jews strongly influenced by the Enlightenment, and who founded the Reform movement which, especially in its early years, borrowed on the forms of liberal Protestantism. But towards the end of the nineteenth century the United States became home to millions of Jews escaping persecution in the Pale of Settlement, and who brought with them both the traditional rabbinic and Hasidic forms of Orthodox Judaism and revolutionary national movements such as Bundism (a trend which sought cultural autonomy within Western societies, territorialism (a trend which sought an independent Jewish state in Eastern Europe or North America, and Zionism, all three of which were laced with socialism. As was the case with Catholicism, Jews brought with them a very different political theology –in this case one centered on struggling for justice within a society they could never hope to (and did not aspire to) dominate. Both in its more assimilated Reformed version and in its radical Orthodox and nationalist forms, Judaism brought to the US public arena the critical leaven which Christian Europe was purging from itself.
Finally, immigrants from throughout Europe brought with them more intense expressions of the humanistic variant of the high modern ideal, specifically in the form of a vigorous socialist movement. These ideals were carried at first by refugees from the failed uprisings of 1848, many of them German, who played a critical role in founding socialism in the United States, but by the end of the century, these intellectuals were joined by millions of artisans and workers (many of them highly literate autodidacts) who hoped that the United States would prove more hospitable to their revolutionary agenda than had their countries of origin. 

Often these tendencies were woven together with each other into a rich and complex tapestry. Among Italian immigrants, for example we find a loose synthesis between the populist socialism of the displaced peasantry, which was primarily a means of resisting capitalist modernization, and the socialism of the literate artisanate inspired by the humanistic modern ideal of rational autonomy and democratic citizenship and determined to resist the alienation engendered by the wage relation. This socialism found its base in the mutual benefit societies formed by the immigrants on the basis of old village networks which were gradually transformed into the cells of immigrant socialist organizations such as the old Federazione Socialista Italiana. These organizations were ideologically diverse, but for the most part reflected a combination of peasant popular religion and Masonic and freethinking craft traditions. Thus, in the Italian socialist periodical Parola del Popolo articles about the Gesù socialista ran side by side with columns by writers using pseudonyms like “Lucifero.” Anticlericalism was nearly universal; anything like a full blown atheism was rare. This was a socialism better understood using the categories of Durkheim, Gramsci, or even the Russian Narodniki than those of Marx, Engels, Kautsky, or Lenin. On its periphery, this Italian immigrant socialism met with the diverse ideologies of the Jewish community, with whom they shared a common concentration in the garment trades.
This mixture of popular Judaism and Catholicism and Masonic and Socialist rationalism made the immigrants a nativist’s nightmare. But the immigrants did not see themselves as engaged in a frontal assault on the American way of life; rather they understood America precisely as defined by a pluralism which at once admitted to the public arena even ideologies fundamentally at variance with the historic consensus (such as socialism) and which not only permitted but actually encouraged the development of distinct subcultures. Thus socialists of my grandfather’s generation saw no conflict between their socialist commitments and their love for “America.” On the contrary, it was precisely because the United States allowed them to advocate socialism openly and struggle for it by peaceful and democratic means that they loved it so deeply. Jewish territorialists (a tendency within the Jewish socialist movement which supported the establishment of a Jewish homeland, but did not believe that that homeland needed to be in Israel) even imagined that the U.S. federalism might allow them to create a Jewish socialist state within the larger framework of the U.S. polity and efforts in this direction were undertaken in New Jersey (Eisenberg 1995). 
The immigrant culture which developed in the great industrial cities of the US, in other words, engaged the “America” actually created by the founders rather than any of the Americas the founders had intended. Aspects of this “actually existing America,” –i.e. its capitalist economic structure— they often struggled vigorously against, but other aspects –the possibility of a polity defined by debate around fundamental questions of meaning and value, and thus of a democracy far more profound than that envisioned by either liberals or socialists in Europe—they transformed into a conscious ideal. 
How did their efforts fare? In one sense, they fared very poorly. The immigrant communities themselves were unable to conserve their traditions sufficiently to realize the full promise of the Tocquevillian pluralism which they envisioned.  This was, due partly to the failure of the principal global institutions with which the immigrant communities interacted and to which they looked to help them advance their vision and conserve their traditions --the Roman Catholic Church, Judaism, and the international socialist and communist movements —and partly to the Second World War and the profound social transformations which followed. 

The Catholic Church in the late nineteenth century was not of one mind as to how to contend with the ethnic differences which divided the immigrant church in North America. Many felt that the most important task for the Church was simply to maintain, or in the case of the Italian communities to gain, the institutional loyalty ‑‑and thus to "save the souls"‑‑ of the immigrants, and advocated the establishment of national parishes, often drawing on religious orders based in the old country, to establish a religious environment in which the immigrants would feel comfortable (Shanbuch 1981).

Increasingly, however, the "Americanizing" wing of the hierarchy was gaining influence over the North American Church. These Americanizers were profoundly impressed with the accomplishments of American civilization, which they attributed in no small part to the vigor and individualism of American culture, and they were sensitive to accusations that Catholicism was "un‑American," which they believed had to be answered effectively if the Church was to have a future in this country. And, with the exception of the immigrant clergy themselves, even those ecclesiastics not associated with the "Americanist" tendency had little commitment to preserving the religious traditions of the immigrant communities themselves, and tended to see the national parishes more as a temporary expedient for gaining a foothold in the communities, than as a permanent institution. And the Vatican, while more than a little suspicious of "Americanism," both as a theological tendency and as a way of life, was profoundly suspicious of the institutional pluralism and relative autonomy from diocesan control which the national parish system tended to give the immigrants. 

In 1915 matters finally came to a head. A new code of canon law was promulgated which made the territorial parish the legal norm, from which departures were possible only by exception (Shanbuch 1981: 163). Promulgation of the code was accompanied in Chicago by the appointment of Mundelein as archbishop. Mundelein had little taste for cultural pluralism, and declared an immediate moratorium on creation of new national parishes (1981: 182). Those already existing, provided they were self‑supporting, would be transformed into vital links in an aggressive program of Americanization (1981: 172‑3). Those which could not support themselves ‑‑ this included most of the Italian American parishes‑‑ would be closed (1981: 163).

Of critical importance to Mundelein's program of Americanization was the parochial school system. Initially, many Italian‑American and other immigrant clergy had hoped that the parochial schools, attached to national parishes, would be the first line of defense for immigrant culture, assuring that the children of the immigrants were taught in their parents' languages, and that English was taught only as a second language. Such, however, was not to be the case. James Jennings, Mundelein's school superintendent, wrote in 1916 that it was his purpose to 

thoroughly Americanize the Catholic school system in Chicago. We propose to teach our children that there shall no longer be Irish‑American, German‑American, or Polish‑American in our city but only real Americans. In other words we intend to take the hyphen out of the parochial school system in Chicago. (1981:187‑8). 

All subjects, with the exception of foreign languages ‑‑as the native tongues of the immigrants were now called‑‑ were to be taught in English. Italian children were rarely taught by Italian sisters, but rather by Irish or French Americans. It was not unheard of for Italian children to be segregated during mass, being made to sit in the back of the church with the African‑Americans (Vecoli 1969:233). 

For Jews, the issues were somewhat different. American Judaism had always been torn between more assimilationist Reform Jews, mostly from Germany, and those from the Pale of Settlement who sought to conserve their ethnoreligious distinctiveness, whether they understood this in Orthodox or  modern nationalist or socialist terms. But Jews were different enough, and “America” still Protestant enough, that there was little danger of Judaism loosing its critical edge through assimilation. It was, rather, the establishment of the state of Israel which changed the terms on which American Jews engaged the American polity. And even here the effect was far from complete. The effect, rather, was to divide (very substantial) the energies of the Jewish community between the promotion of a pluralistic, just social order in the United States and the protection of the state of Israel. Gradually, as Israel’s geopolitical alignment changed, this pulled some American Jews to the right and into an alliance with fundamentalist Protestants who saw the state of Israel as a sign of the end times. Even so, the Jewish presence in the United States remains overwhelmingly a force for pluralism and social justice. 

It is, however, the role of the international Left in undermining immigrant identity which is most surprising. The old Socialist Party was dominated largely by Anglo, German, and the a lesser extent Irish workers drawn from the skilled crafts and organized in trade unions, and these workers looked down on what they saw as unskilled foreigners who had to be assimilated to “American” culture before they could become real participants in the public arena. Many Socialists –though by no means as many as in Europe— also supported participation by the United States in the First World War. Not surprisingly, therefore, immigrants from Southern and Eastern Europe gravitated to the newly formed Communist Party. But this party did not understand their socialism any better than the “American” social democrats. In 1922, only 10% of the party’s members belonged to the English speaking section, and by 1925 this figure had grown to only 14% (Glazer 1961: 40). The party was, furthermore, organized around the semi-autonomous language federations. The leadership, however, did not understand what it had achieved by conquering for itself the allegiance of the immigrant working class. Indeed, in 1925 the party expressed its recognition of the contributions of the immigrants by undertaking a campaign of “Bolshevisization” designed to “raise the level of organization, political, and ideological discipline.” At the center of this campaign was the liquidation of the language federations, which were the carriers of the immigrant socialist traditions, and the reorganization of the party around a system of factory nuclei –in spite of the fact that some immigrant groups, the Italians in particular, tended not to work in factories. English classes were to be mandatory for all comrades who were not already fluent in the language, and leadership cadre were to be drawn from among the “American” comrades (Glazer 1961: 47-52, 56)!!! “Strengthening ideological discipline” meant that the orthodox atheistic position of the communist movement on the religious question was much more in evidence, and religious propaganda of the sort promoted by the FSI was out of the question.

This campaign had disastrous results. Membership dropped from 14,037 to 7,215 in the space of one month, between 25 September and 25 October 1925, as immigrant workers resisting the new line left or were purged from the party. Worse still, the party lost its precious roots in the popular communal institutions and the popular religious traditions of the immigrant working class --roots it was never been able to rebuild. 

The liquidation of the language federations had two critical results. First, liquidation of the language federations deprived the immigrant communities of the institutional apparatus they needed to conserve their own cultures while engaging the broader pluralistic public arena. Second, the party essentially sent a strong and clear message to the immigrant communities that the struggle for socialism had nothing to do with them or their traditions. On the contrary, it meant the destruction of their institutions and the devaluation of their traditions. Not surprisingly, most immigrants abandoned socialism once and for all, significantly undermining the ideological pluralism of the American public arena (Mansueto 2002a). 
It was, however, not internal decisions but rather external pressures which did the most to undercut the immigrant reading of American pluralism. And here the ideological salience of the struggle against fascism played a central role. Where at least many of the European workers who joined the resistance fought against fascism under the banners of the Communist Party (and even those who did not fought alongside Communists), workers from the United States fought under the banners of “America.” Indeed, it would not be too much to say that the war took the sons of Italian, Sicilian, Polish, Jewish, and Irish workers and made “Americans” out of them. Certainly the women of the immigrant communities felt the change. As one woman told me, “the boys were somehow different when they came back. It is like we couldn’t talk to them any more. Like they were no longer one of us (Oral Testimony, Italians in Chicago Oral History Project).” 

It is conceivable that had the returning soldiers been re-integrated into their old communities, that something more of their ethnic identities might have remained, but shortly after the war they began moving out of the cities in large numbers, populating newly developed suburban communities, something which utterly disrupted the social patterns which made it possible to create and sustain distinct ethnic identities in the first place (Bess 2006). Rather than spending the evening sitting on the stoop chatting with neighbors or paying a visit to the barber shop to discuss the affairs of the day, people camped out in front of their television sets. Rather than getting their news from The Jewish Daily Forward or Parola del Popolo, they got it from the newly formed networks, something which represented an unprecedented concentration of the media of social communications in the hands of Capital. And of course the most important function of the media was not to interpret the world, but rather to change it, by feeding to viewers images of a the good life which centered more or less exclusively on consumption. The GI Bill gave those who had served in the armed forces unprecedented access to higher education, albeit of a rather diluted variety. As the postwar generation entered the professional middle class their commitment to trade unionism declined, and even those who remained pro-union were rarely active members. 

When, in the 1950s, Joseph McCarthy unleashed his campaign against Communism from public life in the United States, he faced little real opposition. But more was at issue here than simply purging a discourse around socialism from public life. McCarthy’s campaign resonated deeply with earlier witch-hunts going all of the way back to the Bavarian illuminati scandal and perhaps further, to the literal witch-hunts of the Puritan era, and made allegiance to one or another version of the Puritan variant of the American ideal (usually the “secularized,” high modern variant) the condition for participation in the public arena. 
This said, the wave of immigrants which came to the United States between 1870 and 1924, together with their descendants, left an important legacy. They demonstrated once and for all that it is possible to be an “American” without subscribing to either the Puritan or the Deistic Republican variants of the American ideal –and that in fact de Tocqueville understood America far better than any of its founders. They also laid the groundwork for a new understanding of the public arena, as at once pluralistic but value based, as indeed constituted by deliberation around fundamental questions of meaning and value –an understanding which will become increasingly important as the larger modern ideal (including its distinctly American variants) are called ever more profoundly into question. 
An Empire in Crisis
The United States emerged from the Second World War as the leading representative of capitalist high modernity and as an imperial power with a reach the scope and depth of which was unprecedented in human history. It also found itself immediately locked into a pitched battle with the leading representative of socialist modernity, the Soviet Union, and with a diffuse but growing alliance of movements and newly independent states which understood themselves as not only resisting imperialism but also as seeking a road to development which would allow them to recover and conserve their traditional cultures. China moved back and forth between these two poles, sometimes embracing socialist modernity, sometimes interpreting its socialism in a way which represented a significant break with modernity or even with civilization as such. 

The identification of the United States with capitalist modernity was, meanwhile, challenged from within, by a broad array of movements beginning in the 1960s. The most important of these was the Civil Rights movement, which was first and foremost a movement within the established framework of “American” political discourse (indeed within its most authoritative variant, the old evangelical social reform variant of the Puritan ideological ensemble), and a movement to gain for those who were still excluded, especially African Americans, access to what other Americans already enjoyed. There was also a new wave of the women’s movement which, while it certainly developed a more radical wing, was for the most part also firmly embedded in the “American tradition.” Indeed, this wave was first and foremost a response to the development of effective artificial contraception which gave women increased control over their bodies and opened up for them new possibilities which, however, required some modest changes in law and custom if they were to be realized. What was being demanded, however, was simply what every liberal society claims it accords its citizens anyway –equal access to careers and public office on the basis of talent. Both of these movements, precisely because their demands could be accommodated within the context of capitalist modernity and within the context of the dominant political culture, had a significant impact on U.S. society, even if they fell short of their more ambitious aims. 
The youth and student movement was more complex and ambiguous in its social character. At its base, this was a movement of the petty bourgeois intelligentsia resisting proletarianization –resisting transformation, in the words of the popular sociology of the day, into “organization men.” This gave the movement a radical edge, and an ability to see some of the contradictions of modernity which had been missed even by the communist left –the problems of bureaucratic organization, for example and the danger of ecological devastation. And because of the profound connection between capitalist modernity and the “American” way of life, it also gave the young rebels an impetus to question the role of the United States in the world and to develop a sense of solidarity with popular struggles in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. This push was intensified by the fact that the youth/student movement was also, first and foremost, a movement against the war in Vietnam. All of these factors led some critical theorists to regard the youth movement as the single most important constituency for social transformation (Marcuse 1962).
And yet even this movement did not lead to a global, generational break with or transformation of American identity. On the contrary, the most radical elements in the student movement simply self-destructed. Here there were two principal trends. The first became involved in an ultimately hopeless effort to build a new communist party
 to replace the broken remnant which had survived McCarthyism and which was now denounced as hopelessly reformist. This party would ultimately give to the petty bourgeois intelligentsia the capacity to organize and direct the cosmohistorical evolutionary process and thus the divinization it had always craved. Another wing embraced a postmodern politics of permanent revolution which has only lately been adequately theorized by philosophers like Badiou (Badiou 1988, 2006) as a politics beyond the party which seeks to redefined the underlying ontological structure through “events” not only in the realm of politics, but also in art, science, and love. 

The more moderate elements, on the other hand, were reabsorbed into the larger fabric of American society. There was, after all, a longstanding tradition of anti-imperialism within the liberal Protestant and evangelical social reform traditions, going back to Whig resistance of the conquest of Mexico, and most of the resistance to the Vietnam War and to later adventures in Central America remained within this framework. Most of those who went beyond anti-imperialism to genuine solidarity with movements of national liberation did so on the basis of a shared Catholic religious identity with those prosecuting those movements, an identity which was undercut when the Vatican began its campaign against the theology of liberation in the 1980s. 
Ultimately the youth/student movement reflected the underlying weakness of its social base. It is not that, as classical historical materialism has argued, the petty bourgeoisie is incapable of developing a powerful movement for social justice –that is what the guilds were all about, and earliest socialism was first and foremost a movement of petty bourgeoisie resistance to capitalist development. It is that this petty bourgeoisie was weak. Partly this is because it was not really much of a petty bourgeoisie at all. While elements in the movement were drawn from old petty bourgeois families which were, ironically, experiencing both increased prosperity and proletarianization, as members of the liberal professions were gradually turned into “organization men,” most were the grandchildren of immigrant workers and the children of physicians, attorneys, or more often of engineers, accountants, schoolteachers, nurses, or social workers, who had attended the university on the GI Bill. They believed that expanded access to higher education was an invitation to join the ranks of the autonomous liberal professions, and when they found out that instead it was a mechanism for training a new intellectual proletariat, they balked. They lacked, however, a petty bourgeois tradition which might actually have sustained real resistance. As we have seen, the postwar generation grew up in a suburban environment which had all but destroyed the rich network of institutions and traditions which had nurtured immigrant socialism. Rejecting the “American” way of life meant rejecting the traditions of the old “American” petty bourgeoisie –i.e. the traditions of liberal Protestant, evangelical or Deistic Republican social reform. And so their resistance more often than not took the form of pure self-indulgence: sex, drugs, and Rock ‘n Roll. And when they realized that their pleasures cost money, and that the apparent prosperity of their youths notwithstanding their parents were very far from being able to endow them for life, they cried “uncle” and were reborn as the “yuppies” of the 1980s and 1990s –organization men (and now organization women as well) even more pliable than their parents because they were even more addicted to prosperity.
The broad global resistance to “capitalist America,” meanwhile, underwent its own crisis. On the one hand the socialist variant of the modern ideal was gradually losing its appeal. This led to the decline and eventual collapse of the Soviet Union, which was the principal strategic reserve of the national liberation movements, and undercut the authority of ex-colonial states which had attempted to modernize while conserving elements of their traditional culture, under the guise of African, Arab, Buddhist, Gandhian, or Islamic socialisms. We will consider this crisis in more detail in the next chapter. On the other hand the internal dynamics of capitalist development, and specifically the emergence of a unified global market forced on national liberation movements and ex-colonial states a stark alternative: an essentially premodern autarky or creative engagement with the global market. The first alternative was, furthermore, made particularly difficult by the fact that the premodern demographic balance had already been upset by the introduction of new foods from the Americas and by the impact of modern medicine. Radical attempts at autarky (China during the Cultural Revolution, “Democratic” Kampuchea”) led to holocaust and civilizational decline; moderate attempts (Tanzania, Myanmar) led to stagnation. Engagement with the global market, on the other hand, meant effective abandonment of socialism, in either its populist or modernist variants. 
It was, ironically, this same development --the global victory of capitalism-- rather than any of the popular movements, which ultimately began to undermine the strength and call into question the identity of capitalist “America.” Already in the 1960s this dynamic was beginning to have an impact. Capital flowed out of the United States, into low wage countries, especially in Asia, gradually undermining the competitiveness of US industry. First textiles and clothing, then steel, and eventually even automobiles all succumbed to this dynamic. Meanwhile, the very measures which had helped stabilize US capitalism during the underconsumption crisis of the 1930s –income transfer programs, regulated collective bargaining, and federal deficit spending—now simply exacerbated the problem. Income transfer programs and collective bargaining led to wage increases which, due to the export of capital, were no longer supported by rising productivity, while deficit spending raised interest rates and undercut capital formation (Davis 1986, Galbraith 1988).

After a long period of trying to avoid serious structural changes during the 1970s, the U.S moved sharply to break with the old social liberal model during the 1980s and 1990s. This change took place in two stages. First the Republican government of the 1980s moved sharply against an already weakened trade union movement and instituted a program of social austerity which undercut the upward pressure on wages. Then, in the 1990s, the Democratic government undertook a serious effort to reduce deficits and increase capital formation. The result was a period of renewed growth which lasted until roughly 2001. 
Neither measure, however, was able to address the underlying structural issue facing capitalist “America”: namely, the fact that the long term tendency of globalization is to drive wages down to world market levels, with only those who are able to capture monopoly rents on skill and innovation able to prosper. Modest investments in education, mostly at the community college level, come nowhere near addressing this question. As a result, a growing segment of the US population feels more and more “left behind,” a dynamic which is accentuated by the fact that even those who continue to enjoy high and even rising incomes are constantly threatened with lay-offs and outsourcing. As we will see, it is this sense of being left behind which lies behind the rise of the religious right, in the United States as around the world. Others, meanwhile, who are prospering from globalization, (those sectors of Capital centered in the finance, information, and technology sectors, together with those workers –mostly highly educated-- able to capture monopoly rents on skill or innovation) embrace an increasingly cosmopolitan identity which deepens the divide with the “left behind.” And globalization has brought to the United States a new wave of immigrants –Muslim , Hindu, and Buddhist, as Mexicans who have renewed the tradition of popular Catholicism-- who will not be so easily assimilated. 
What does America Mean?
What does this analysis imply about the United States and its larger contributions to the human civilizational project? Clearly, the United States cannot claim to be the Holy Commonwealth or the Republic of Virtue which its Puritan and Deistic Republican founders hoped it would be. Both of these ideals were compromised from the very beginning by their complicity in the process of imperial expansion and capitalist modernization. Nor can the ideal of a scientific high modern “Capitalist America,” promoter of free markets, formal democracy, and a secularized consumer culture expect to have much salience in a world where the modern ideal is increasingly being called into question even by the privileged, and where the vast majority who are not privileged associate it with brutal exploitation and the destruction of their traditional way of life. 

On the other hand, our analysis suggests that it is also difficult to claim that “Capitalist America” is the only America or, to put the matter differently, that the United States is the true “Evil Empire,” –and nothing more. As we have noted above, no single variant of the modern project ever gained hegemony in the United States. Indeed, large sectors of the population –mostly immigrants—dissented from significant aspects of the modern ideal as such, even when they affiliated with modern political movements such as socialism. 

This creates a distinctive opportunity as we enter a period of civilizational crisis. On the one hand, modernity has been good enough to the United States, and all three variants of the modern ideal (Protestant, humanistic, and scientific) influential enough, that we are unlikely to see any violent antimodernist upheavals. The United States can play the role of one of the conservers of the achievements of modernity. Both the Protestant social reform traditions (liberal and evangelical) and the distinctly American variant of humanistic modernism, which I have called Deistic Republicanism, are likely to be part of this mix. On the other hand, there is a way of understanding America –as the homeland of cultural pluralism par excellence— which opens up exciting new possibilities in a period in which the modern ideal is increasingly being called into question. This way of understanding America is, furthermore, supported by key aspects of our political structure and historical development. The US polity may not have been conceived as a locus for dialogue around fundamental questions of meaning and value, a space neither confessional nor secular in which we can engage questions of ends before we address questions of means, but it is structured in such a way as to make that kind of dialogue not only possible but inevitable. This potential is, furthermore, supported both by the strong tradition of intermediate voluntary organizations, and by the waves of immigrants who have come to the United States –both those who came before 1924, and those who have come since, so that our public arena is not just Jewish and Protestant and Catholic and humanistic, but also Islamic, Hindu, Buddhist, Confucian and Taoist. Each of these traditions brings its own understanding of what it means to be human and its own distinctive political-theological perspective.
The possibilities of American pluralism are, to be sure, still constrained by the changes in social patterns which took place during the post WWII period. Mediating institutions have declined, especially among the descendants of older generations of immigrants, as the United States has become suburbanized and privatized. Newer waves of immigrants are establishing institutions which will allow them to conserve and practice their own traditions. But in some cases these institutions are not especially well adapted to mediating functions. Hindu priests and Buddhist monks, for example often still have very weak English skills and are not, in any case, trained for debate in a larger pluralistic public arena they way most Jewish, Christian, and Islamic clergy have been. And not all immigrant communities have traditions of institution building. Mexican immigrants, for example, bring an experience of the Church as a colonial institution, which often defended them against exploitation but which was essentially provided for them. There is thus much less internal financial support for or ownership of parish communities by Mexican Catholics than there was among earlier Catholic immigrant communities. Secondary institutions which bring together people with mixed identities are few and far between. And there is certainly a danger that those left behind by globalization will opt for reaction –for an attempt to reassert early modern macro-Puritan patterns—as a way of conserving identity and protecting backward economies. We will look at both of these issues in the next chapter.
These problems not withstanding, the road forward for the United States lies clearly in building on its pluralism. The result will not be the Holy Commonwealth or the Republic of Virtue, the “last, best hope for humanity” which various founding fathers envisioned, but it may be something far better: a society which realizes that precisely because humanity is so varied and creative, there is no last best hope, but only an ongoing search for meaning and an ongoing struggle for excellence. If the United States can bequeath this to humanity, it will have more than justified its existence. 
� This was certainly true for Marx, for example, whose German Ideology was first and foremost an attempt to come to terms with the fact that Germany had not followed anything like the French revolutionary democratic path of development (Marx 1846/1978). Durkheim’s work is best understood as a thoughtful reflection on some of the costs of French secularism –and a proposal to ameliorate them, while Weber’s can be understood as an attempt to argue that Germany’s imperial ambitions would be better served by following a more nearly Anglo-American development strategy, rather than the strategy of authoritarian “modernization from above” pioneered by Bismark.


� Consider, for example, the Weberian claim that Asian religions such as Buddhism, Confucianism, and Taoism are incapable of sustaining action aimed at innerworldly transformation (Weber 1921/1968). Committed Weberians have every bit as much difficulty understanding Japanese industrialization or Burmese Buddhist socialism as committed Marxists do the United States’ resistance to socialism (Bellah 1957, Sarkisyanz 1965). 


� This account of Puritanism, of the development of New England society, and of the impact of Puritanism on the larger American project  is indebted to, among others, Rutman 1965,  Walzer 1965, Moore 1966, Lockridge 1970, Nash 1970, Hill 1972, Ahlstrom 1972, Boyer and Nissanbaum 1974, Hatch 1977,  McLoughlin 1978, Marsden 1980, Conforti 1981, Geissler 1981,  Bryant 1983,  and Dayton 1983. 


� The role of Masonry in the American Revolution is a disputed question which has been much confused both by conspiracy theorists anxious to expose what they see as a dark secret and the reluctance of serious scholars to affirm, even if in a very different context and with considerable qualifications, any proposition which conspiracy theorists have ever put forward. For good accounts of this question see Bullock 1998, Tabbert 2005, 


� Another wing of the party was dominated by evangelicals such as Nathaniel Niles, who derived from their Calvinism a radically democratic ideology which stressed the struggle for social justice and which sought to hold the rich accountable for the sins of the new nation. This wing of the party was led by Aaron Burr who was bound to it by blood, being a descendant of Jonathan Edwards, and was discredited after he was marginalized from political life (Heimart 1966). 


� I use quotation marks because of the fact that, as we noted in the previous chapter, the pretended secularity of the modern ideal in fact conceals a secret religion centered in divinization by inner-worldly means. 


� It is true, to be sure, that establishment at the level of the individual states was still not excluded. But the individual states soon became too pluralistic themselves for establishment to be a realistic option.


� Prior to the Industrial Revolution it was not unusual for the employer himself to roll out a keg of rum around mid afternoon to carry his workers through the final hours of their work day. Industrialization, which involved the use of fast-moving, dangerous equipment made this impossible. 


� There were, to be sure, exceptions to this pattern. Oklahoma and North Texas, for example, gave birth during the first decades of the twentieth century to a mass socialist movement with strong roots in the Pentecostal churches (Burbank 1976, Green 1978, Bisset 1999). Such movements of resistance to capitalist modernization were, however, rejected by both the Socialist and Communist Parties, on the ground that socialism was, first and foremost, about realizing the modern ideal. This successfully alienated the marginalized rural population and drove them into a more pessimistic fundamentalism once and for all. 


� The phrases “world as it is” and “world as it should be” are part of the stock in trade of the Industrial Areas Foundation, an organizing institute which challenges people in oppressed communities to take seriously the need to build power. The language seems ultimately to derive from Nietzsche. 


� For a good general account of the history of the Catholic Church in the Untied States, see Dolan 1983, 1985, 2003, Fischer 2002, Orsi 2002. 


� Good histories of American Judaism include Cutler 1996, Diner 2004, Eisen 1995, Glazer 1988, Sarna 2004 


� For a more traditionally historical materialist account of the new communist or party building movement see Elbaum 2002. 
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