
from " ehangc the world" to uknow subjeets it srudies. The plea for this(anomic) of men, ¡nlo conservatives, 
thysclf," from Karl Marx to the kind of sociology of soeiology is re­while Weber, who rejected all such 

uoptimiscic" views, is a "radicaL" In­ Delphíc oracle via A1ax Weber, is peated ad nauseam throughout the 

deed, al che conclusion of chis book fraught with aH kinds of dangers and book. 

Gouldner makes Weuer ¡ntú che model 
of a reflexive (rcad, "radical") sociolo­- gist. 

Gouldner, (hen, m arder to reduce 
che dissonance betwcen his own 
"necd" for radicalism and Weber's 
conservatizing influencc, tries to radi­
calize Weber. Bue che conscrvarizing 
force oí Weber's system ¡St 1 think, 
beyond question and has been gener­
aHy nored. There ¡s, {irst. che "under­
standing" funccion oí sociology. For 
Weber usociology is a science con­
cerning itself with che interpretive 
undcrstanding of social accion." When 
Gouldner comes to describe a radical 
(reflexive) sociology. ie is always 
"Weberian" in this respecto This may 
be compared, for example, with 
Marx's 11 th thesis on Feuerbach. Then 
there is the "ethic of responsibility" 
which implies a Weberian sociologica/ 
ethic. Gouldner's ¡ntemperate attack 
on the extremism oí thc New Leít as 
well as his patronizíng attitude toward 
them can both be seen as expressions 
of _the absorption of this ethic. lndeed, 
\Veber's matrixlike mariysidedness is, 1 
should -thínk, a hallmark of his llcon­
servatisrn," for it seems to be a hístori­
eal social faet that radieals are one­-
sided extrernists. 

In this regard, Gouldner's violent 
attaek on sociology and soeiologists 
can be seen as a kind oí displaced 
revcngc against the alleged sources of 
bis d isilIusionrnent, and oí the 
Hrneaninglessness," as he puts it, of 

. sociology for bim. At the same time, 
his "reflexive" sociology of self­
awareness looks Iike an effort to 
psyehoanalyze himself out of this situ­
ation and to uresonateU the strueture 
of sentiments of the late sixties. At 
any rate, the book reads that way to 
me. Of eourse, since even the self­
analysis is self-defense (or better still, 
self-aggrandizement), he does not 
movc a step bcyond abstraet horni­

leries in his effort for "emancipation." 
Indeed, thc whole discussion of the 
value-frec-self-awarcness Issue looks 
like a rnechanisrn to make Gouldner 
(1ppear "radical" while saying nothing, 
an effoft to "make it" with the "new 
radíealism" where, in his eoneeption 
oí it, sc:lf-consciousness seerns to be 
the summum bonum. But the trip 
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unintendcd e.onsequcnces for would-be 
radical soeiologists-nor the lcast of 
which have long ago been noted by 
Gouldner in earlier writings. 

Having aceepted the eognitive vali­
dity of Weber's sociology, and the 
eentrality of Weber's problcms, Goutd­
ner has aIso absorbed other u mean­
ings" and "eonsequences"-there is no 
"perhaps" about that-dcspite aH the 
twístings and turnings aimed at reeap­
turing his llyouthfuI yearnings" 
through the transmogrifieation of Max 
Weber. 

The culminatíon of Gouldner's 
book, its raison d'etre (if we are to 
take him at his word) is the establish­
ment of his "distinetive" sociology of 
soeiology; reflexive soci%gy-which 
is a sociology that studies itself in the 
same way that it srudies the external 

To whieh one ean only say: What 
cise would you expeet a sociology of 
sociology ro be, if not "reflexive" in 
precisely this Udistinetivc" way? 

What is remarkable is that Gouldner 
seems ro think that hc has somehow 
udiseovered America" in [his eoncep­
tion, and in its eorollary that vatues 
determíned by (sociaIly caused) in­
terests underpin soeiologieal [heoties, 
which, in turo, affeet values, and so 
on l and on. He has been preceded, of 
course, by every social theorist; inclu~ 

ding Karl Marx, Max Weber and, alas, 
Takott Parsons himself. 

Leo Kaplan ís associate professor 
Ilnd actíng chaírma1l of lbe diuision 
ofsocial science at Cooper Uníon 
in New York. 
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Madern Eurape 
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Baltimore: Jobns Hopkins Press, 1970, 532 pages,. $15.00 clotb, 
$3.95 paper 

THE REBIRTH OF EUROPE: A HISTORY OF THE YEARS SINCE 
THE FALL OF HITLER by WaIter Laqueur. New York: Holt, 
Rinebart and Wínston, 1970, 434 pages, $8.95 

THE RECOVERY OF EUROPE: FROM OEVASTATION TO 
UNITY by Richard Mayne. New York: Harper and Row, 1970,375 
pages, $8.95 

THE EUROPEAN CHALLENGE by Louis Armand and Michel 
Orancourt, Patrick Evans, translator. New York: Atbeneum, 1970, 
256 pages, $5.95 

Reviewed by ROBERT McCLlNTOCK 

The cover of Thomas W. Wolfe's book 
displays SOVIET POWER in big, bold 
type that strains to rise off the paper; 
"and Europe" is small and flat, a mere 
diminutive quite overshadowed by the 
communist mammoth. Whether these 
graphics rcfleet politica1 reality is 
moot; they do reflect \Volfe's assump­
tions, and sueh assumptions, widely 
shared by American policy makers, are 
one reason why American foreign 
poliey has been inereasingIy inc:ffec­

tive. As the coId war has waxed and 
waned. perhaps to wax again, the 
world dístribution of power has 
ehanged in ways quite índependent of 
the cold war itseJf. Once again Europe 
is becoming the locus of effective 
world power, the source of creative 
initiative in international aHairs; per­
haps whcn measurea against Europe, 
both American and Soviet power is 
less signlfieant than the leaders of 
eíther habitualIy believe. 
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dependent on che Soviet-American 
balance of power, noC because chat is 
che necessary outcome of Soviet pol­
iey. hue because he does noc delve ¡nto 
che possible source of an alternative -
future. che chang{"s in Europe, che 
changes chac may be making che bi­
polar view obsolece. 

When che U.S.-Soviet eonfrontarÍon 
across Europe began, Europe was a 
real power vacuum. Both Richard 
Mayne in Tbe Recovery o[ Ellt'ope and 
Walcer Laqueur in Tbe Rebirth o[ 
Europe e1oquently,recount me plight. 
At war's end che euphoria of peace 
gave way to anxious eoncern as Euro­
peans faced up to a bleak future. 
Rationing became even more stringent; 
exhausted, hungry, disoriented, 
doubtful peoples had great difficulty 
cornmencing che irnmense tasks oí 
reconstruction and reorganization. The 
U.S. and the U.S.S.R. were the largest 
'and most resilient powers. They soon 
locked together across a prostrate 
Europe in a continuing confroncaicon, 
and each underwrote recovery in che 
parts of the Continent they domi­
nated. In western Europe the recovery 
has been superlative and in eastern 
Europe it has been significant. No 
longer merely a field for the Russian­
American joust, Europe teems with 
sorne SOO million people, numerous 
long and complicated traditions, 
dynamic and powerful economies, ad­
vanced and rapidly changing mores. 

Europe is no longer a power vacu­
um, but the kind of power mat 
Europe is becoming 1S stíU an enigma. 
And because the character of Europe's 
present power is not well understood, 
it is still often treated as if it were a 
power vacuum. The national power of 
any particular European state is scill 
¡nsignificant in re1ation to either of the 
superpowers, and the supranational 
institutions of Europe are too mani­
fold and tmmature to selVe as the basis 
for a calculation of the Europeans' 
common power. Thus, Russian and 
American polícy-makers can continue 
ro pursue a bipolar balance and ro 
treat Europe as a passive site for a 
great ideologkal confrontation. Yec an 
underlying change in potitical reality 
may be making the cold war concep­
tion of world poIitics obsolete, for 
despite appearances Europe is no 
longer a passive participant in events; 
it is an independent locus of signifi­
cant power, and historic initiative may 
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be subtly shifting away from both the 
U.S. and the U.S.S.R. back ¡nro con­
tinental Europe. 

Both Riehard Mayne and Walter 
Laqueur are concerned with mese 
changes; both are convineed that the 
European era has not ended. But 
unfortunately for those seeking to 
understand Europe's renascent power, 
the two books do not, despite the 
similarity of their titles, reinforce one 
another and give a c1ear conception of 
European development. 

Of the two, Walter Laqueur's Re­
birtb o[ Europe is the more compre­
hensive and less satisfactory. Laqueur 
sets out to give an account of more 
than Europe's common features; he 
aims to depict the whole panorama of 
European life, its particularities as well 
as ¡ts commonalities, its small nations 
as wel1 as the large, the cultural as well 
as the politicaI and economic. The 
ateempt is admirable, its execution is 
noto 

To write a comprehensive narrative 
of Europe's rebirth, one cannot simply 
gather data on all sides of life in all 
parts of Europe and write it up in 
passable prose; a complicated, com­
prehensive narraríve réquires careful 
attention to the plot, which Laqueur 
does not give. The book is organized as 
one might organize a clipping file: the 
four parts cover the postwar period, 
economic and social trends, the cul­
tural scene and European politics, 
1955-1969; each part is divided into 
numerous sections, few of which pro~ 

vide any transition into that which 
follows. No sustained themes, no cen­
ters of dramatic interest, no personal­
¡ties, no countries, no common con­
cerns dominate the narrative. lnstead, 
the facts accumulate into a compre~ 

hensive yet obscure sketch. 
Laqueur's effort to touch on ev­

erything, ro inelude the whole piccure, 
might have been carried off if he had 
donc what Count Hermann Keyserling 
did in the 1920s in preparing Europe, 
that ¡s, go everywhere and meet 
everyone. Comprehensive reports 
about large and rccent subjeccs, in 
which interpretatíon is held ca a min~ 

¡mum, risk boring readers because so 
fCluch of the ¡nformation chat must be 
included will already be common 
knowledge to many. Thus, something 
Iike Keyserling's immediacy, his direct 
involvement, his first-hand knowledge 
is needed to give life to Laqueur's 

comprehensive reportage, especialIy 
since the report has not been given a 
unique and interesting form by any 
pervading themes. 

Richard Mayne covers much the 
same ground as does Laqueur, but Tbe 
Recovery o[ Europe has che virtue of a 
direcc involvement with men and 
events and a definite interprecative 
purpose. Although convalescence is 
rarely as interesting as genesis, Tbe 
Recovery o[ Europe is much more 
fascinating than its Rebirtb. Mayne has 
a hero, ] ean Monnet, and he tells a 
dramatic and .important story of how 
supranational institutions developed in 
the course of recovery in western 
Europe. Whereas Laqueur was content 
to report what happened, Mayne has 
tried to explain how men made it 
happen. 

Interpretative history that. deals 
with unfinished developments perforce 
becomes fuzzy as the account ap­
proaches the uncertain future. This is a 
problem in Mayne's account. He de­
piccs the developments in western 
Europe from the late stages of World 
War 11 up through the earIy stages of 
the Cornrnon Market with full detaiI 
and sure judgement. Thereafter the 
pace of the account becomes rushed, 
the interpretaríon hopeful but uncer­
tain. This problem, however, is inher­
ent in the uncertainties of unfinished 
cvents. It is still unc1ear whether de 
Gaulle's vetoes of British entry inco 
the market were definitive or merely 
tcmporary setbacks. 

In an cífort to understand the 
nature of Europe's present power, 
however, Mayne's Recovery o[ Europe 
is not as helpful as one would like. 
Too much weigh t is put on the Com­
mon Market and its future develop~ 

mento Here one must agree with 
Laqueur 'that Europe is mueh more 
than the six or even che hoped-for ten. 
This is not ro say that the Common 
M.arket is not one of the importanr 
features of the New Europe; indeed, it 
.s central, but not sufficienc. 'In par­
ticular. undue stress on the EEC and 
its nascenc supranational political in­
stitutions encouragcs the tendeney tú 

consider Europe's power to be that of 
an ¡ncipient superstate on the Russian 
and American mode!. Buc European 
power might be of a quite different 
kind. a kind less dependen e on unitar­
ian institutions and more inclusive of 
aH Europe. This, at any rate, is the 
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implication that one ¡ofees from a state; on rhe conrrary, chis new mode rea[ probtems. In such cases rhe Euro­

- cucious book by Louis Armand and of acrion may well make it wither in peans have been showing a significant 
Michel Drancourt, Tbe European 
Chal/elige. 

00 first reading, one's reaction is 
"sallS blague!" - "ls this {or reaP" The 
book is a translation, a racher hasty 
ooe, oí Le Pan europée11, a response to 

Servan-Schreiber's Le Dél; américaiu 
The authors are mature, distinguished 
men: Louis Armand is a leading 
French technologist and European civil 
servant and Michel Drancoun is a 
publicist particularly concerned with 
European econornics and industry. Vet 
[he authors engender disbelief with 
theie gee whiz enthusiasm foc tech~ 

nology, theie exaggeration oí Ameri~ 

can econaroie power, and theie sím~ 

pliciry in spinning great schemes foc 
[he future. Vet Tbe European Cba/­
/enge makes a mose importanr poinr 
aImost inadvertenrly. 

Armand and Draneourr are Euro­
pean federalists, serting forth a basis 
for a European future. Vet Americans, 
who have reccntly witnessed a very 
explicit effon by the Center fot the 
Study 'of Democratic Institurions 'to 

redrafr the American Constitution, 
may well find Armand and Drancourt 
ro be advancing seemingly chaotic 
proposals. They do not design a single 
set of institutions that will perform 
definite functlons in a particular area. 
To them, European federalism is not 
so neati it comprises numerous supra­
national groupings-for purposes po· 
litical, social, eultural and economic­
which are springing up in great pro­
fusion aeross and beyond Europe. A 
eomplicated web oí overlapping links 

i and bonds has already dcve1ope-d and 
ies continued growth is much more

I dependable than is the possibiliry that 
one ser of bonds will mature into a

I 
·1 unified superstate. Jn this Europe. 

Armand and Drancourt see a mission 
and an effective mode of acrion. 

Both the U.S. and U.S.S.R. are 
bound, in their view. by rhe limits 
¡nherent in the organizarion of power 
by means of che state with its perma­
nent bureaucracies ensconced in a 
single center. 5uch rigjd structures are 
no longer suited to dealing with che 
exrremely fluid problems characrer­
istic of rhe time. Armand and Dran­
court perceive thar the Europeans llave 
been pioneering a fundamenrally new 
mode of civic acrion thar will nor 
inrensify che narion~srate into a super-
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obsolescence. Traditionally, with the 
narion-state, the governing strucrure 
has beeo considered as established and 
permanent; although its organs might 
devdop and adapt, its responsibilities 
and authoriry were ar aH times fuIl and 
fixed. Problems were, so tO speak, 
brought te this given goveming S(ruc­
ture to be solved as besr it couId. 

Since World War 11, (he Europeans 
have been pioneering a quite different 
mode of acciono The sovereign au thar­
ir)' of (he given nation-states has been 
called in question. When convenient, 
problems are s(il1 broughr ro these 
structures. But it has become dear 
(hat frequendy the existing srrucrures 
are not at aH commensurate with the 

willingness (o initiate ad hoc. (empo­
rary systems to deaJ wi(h these prob­
lems. lo this system, there will not 
develop a single center. a locus of 
sovereignty defined by bureaucratic 
bulwarks. And if such a departure is in 
fact rhe genius of the European chal­
lenge, it would be unwise for srudents 
of world politics to perceive a power 
vacuum simply becausc thcir standards 
for measuring narional power no 
longer apply to the area in quesrion. 

Robert McClíntock is associate 
prolessor 01 bístory and edu.catían 
at Colu.mbía Uníversíty Teacben 
College. 
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THE EMERGING REPUBLlCAN MAJORITY by Kevin P. Phillips. 
New Rochelle: Arlington House, 1969, 482 pages, $7.95 
THE REAL MAJORITY by Richard M. Scarnrnon and Ben ). 
Wattenberg. New York: Coward McCann, 1970, 347 pages, $7.95 

Reviewed by ROBERT LEHNE 

Every election provides an occasion to the political rhetoric of TV commer· 
examine the contours of American cials and soapbox platitudes. Both 
electoral opinions in the pasr and to volumes purport to revea[ the true 
isolate the currents of change that will motivations and deep~set feelings of 
after those opinions in the furure. And contemporary Americans, thereby pre~ 

this opporruniry is compounded when dicting the shape of our political 
che turo oí the decade and a new cen~ future. And yet both books come to 
sus coincide with rhe renure of a presi­ almost diarnctricaIly conflicting con~ 

dent struggling mightily ro rearrange clusions. 
the traditional politica[ alignmenrs of From his exarnination of decades of 
millions of American voters. Such voting rerurns. Kevin Phillips foresees 
dforts have recently stimulated two Tbe Emerging Repub/ican Majority as 
wideIy received analyses of the Ameri­ the course of the future. People are 
can electorate: Kevin P. Phillips' Tbe moving out of rhe Democratic centra! 
Emerging Repub/ican Majority and cities and the Northeast (Iabeled the 
The Real Majoriry by Richard M. "provocatcur of resentment") toward 
Scammon and Ben ]. Wattenberg. the Sun Bclt sta tes of Florida, Texas, 
Both books focus on the 1968 presi­ Arizona and California and toward 
den[ial electíons and try to plumb the suburbia. This suburban movemenr is 
real deprhs of opinion held by the nor composed of rhe fashionable 
Ameri~an voter. Almost ídentical in "tweedy foundarion executives, re· 
sryle, formar and method, both havc search directors, publishers and edu­
been cagerly reviewed in the White cators," bur rarher ir ;s dominared by 
House and immediarely translared into the iow-middle-income subdivisions 
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