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Preface



The first essay in this volume was written in 2007 and is a critical analysis of the findings of social and cultural “pluralism” and “individualization” that have dominated the social sciences and commentary on contemporary society since the 1990s. Using Ulrich Beck’s and Zygmunt Bauman’s theories as prototypical examples (but also extending beyond them), the essay demonstrates how fragile the mentioned general theses are. The author shows that—and how—the pluralization and individualization theses are part of a superordinate and rarely considered “episteme,” as Foucault would have called it, a set of grand narratives of pluralism that have a very definite ideological and social reassurance function.
The second text dates from 2020 and was originally published in the journal Sociologia Internationalis (Bonn). It serves, so to speak, as the empirical supplement to the preceding essay. The focus here is on demonstrating the falsity of a scholarly discourse that is dominant in the German-speaking world in particular, according to which cultural globalization (in the broadest sense) is “transnational” and “hypercultural” (i.e., without origin) and represents an uncontrollable “métissage.” Whatever the case, this grand narrative, both in the media and in academic circles, denies the presence of Americanization or Anglo-Americanization. Based on the empirical facts, the author shows in contrast that despite the explosion of productive forces in the field of communications technology—which would, in principle, provide the potential for multiculturalism—cultural globalization has an extraordinarily strong Anglo-Saxon monocultural slant. This tendency is also not offset by the much-vaunted phenomenon of glocalization, since glocalization is based on a return to a regional or national culture that always has the Anglo-Saxon pattern as its international complement.


Farewell to the Thesis of the Most Plural of All Possible Worlds


The Myth of Pluralistic Individualization and the Grand Narrative of Pluralism
“If this is the most plural of all possible worlds, what can the rest be like?”[footnoteRef:1] Voltaire’s Candide would have to ask himself today. For within a quarter century, the theses of an inexorable proliferation of differences and pluralism and a constant increase in complexity and individualism—however much these theses may differ among themselves—have been built up in the media and academia into a veritable system of fortification. This discursive fortification is all the more expandable and immune to falsification as it describes itself as plurally constituted. [1: 	Adapted from Voltaire, Candide, London 1947, p. 37.] 

This essay aims to provide a counterweight. The general theses of pluralism must be countered with pressing empirical evidence. This evidence documents how necessary it is to hold the rhetoric of plurality up to judgment, or at least, where an increase in plurality is undeniably present, to point out the standardizations and formatizations that threaten (or have always already undermined) it.
This essay also attempts some initial, tentative stabs at several questions that have long been of the highest importance but that it has been difficult or impossible to raise under the hegemony of the pluralization discourse: 
· In a civilization that describes itself as plurally constituted, how is the evaluation of people, works, and texts that contradict that constitution handled?
· What kind of tendencies toward involution exist in the socioeconomic, pop-culture, media, and linguistic spheres, and what effects result when these involutions are described by the media and scholars not as such but instead as “complexity,” “play,” “the end of ideologies,” and so on?
· Under the hegemony of pluralization theses, what exactly does it mean to be “contemporary,” or conversely, “archaic” or “outdated”?
The philosopher H. Lübbe, who is only rather vaguely characterized by the label “neoconservative,” coined the term “shrinking present” (Gegenwartsschrumpfung). It means, to give a “shrunken” definition, that in a “dynamic” civilization, what appears to us to be the past is ever closer to us. There is a continual decrease in the total span of time for which “looking back beyond it means looking into a world that is outdated in essential aspects of life,” in which we no longer recognize “the structures of the world with which we are currently familiar.”[footnoteRef:2] In a proportional reflection of today’s rapid obsolescence, the exponentially advancing dynamic of innovation shortens the period of future time for which we can make reliable forecasts by extrapolating from the present. [2: 	H. Lübbe, “Gegenwartsschrumpfung,” in K. Backhaus and H. Bonus (eds.), Die Beschleunigungsfalle oder der Triumph der Schildkröte, Stuttgart 1997, p. 131. Cf. also Lübbe, Im Zug der Zeit, Berlin 1992.] 

In Lübbe’s work, this finding of acceleration is always accompanied by the thesis of increasing differentiation, pluralization, and individualization—a thesis that, albeit with varying emphasis and nuance, has long been shared by the dominant strand of commentary on contemporary society (whether “academic,” “essayistic,” or “feuilletonistic”[footnoteRef:3]) in sometimes frightening unanimity. [3: 	Both Lübbe’s brusque contrast between journalism (or feuilletonism) and academia and P. Bourdieu’s recurrent attacks on “essayism” are to be understood from their respective contexts but only savored with considerable skepticism. Countless factors can lead to a tendency for the experience and knowledge appropriate to an age to be expressed in an essayistic or journalistic way. Excessive specialization and adaptation to the particular terminology of proliferating “schools” or microdisciplines produce in genuinely scholarly literature a myriad of abstract individual data points or repetitive statements, often bordering on tautology, that simply cannot be synthesized except in a way that may appear “essayistic.”] 

In contrast, the author of this essay wishes to show that the undeniable processes of acceleration observable since the First Industrial Revolution (currently most conspicuous in the headlong replacement of devices and software for the storage, transmission, and modification of images, text, and sound) have been permeated, overlaid, and conditioned by decelerations or even regressions precisely in the last quarter century. Differences of dwarfish proportions are blown up into epochal “processes of differentiation,” while homogenizations are hardly recognized as such any longer. The individual’s individualization and dissociation from a social class, perhaps even the end of the talk of social class, is proclaimed as if the “advanced” societies were heading at breakneck speed toward an egalitarian and, at the same time, plural utopia; as if individuals, despite all their regrettable complaints and indispositions, were becoming ever more complex, more emancipated from their origins, more open to the future, and even more highly developed beings.
We seek to demonstrate the fragility of the pluralization and differentiation thesis primarily on the basis of two books by the sociologists U. Beck and Z. Bauman.[footnoteRef:4] This may appear a scanty selection. Readers must first be willing to accept our assurance of the eminently paradigmatic character of these two hugely influential publications. What is at issue is their agreement on essential points that constitute the grand thesis of increasing differences and pluralities—not the demonstration of a seamlessly uniform theory, which would be an absurd undertaking. [4: 	Z. Bauman, Intimations of Postmodernity, London 1992; U. Beck, Risk Society, London 1992.] 

That Beck does not see himself as a representative of a “sociology of postmodernism” (which Bauman differentiates from a mimicry-like “postmodern sociology”) is only a question of taste and terminology.[footnoteRef:5] The decisive factor is that both authors describe the present (even using the same words) as a self-reflexive modernity in which technical and scientific rationality’s claims to explanatory power and society-forming competence are trimmed back, a pronounced awareness of modernization’s “rejects” and “ostracized parts” prevails, and at the same time, the results of past actions are subject to ongoing evaluation and once again taken into account. The two authors share this view with another highly influential sociologist, A. Giddens. [5: 	See on this Beck, op. cit., pp. 9–16. ] 

The core thesis of Beck’s book on the “risk society” is that the distribution problems and conflicts of “traditional” (Fordist) industrial society are fading into the background in favor of a comprehensive logic of the production and distribution of risk. What is decisive here is the ubiquity of these risks, which are only to a certain extent similar in their distribution to social inequalities, being instead grosso modo “egalitarian”: “Even the rich and powerful are not safe from them.”[footnoteRef:6] It should be emphasized that risks for Beck are both ecological or “natural science” hazard scenarios and social ones. [6: 	Ibid., p. 23.] 

The merging of socioeconomic and ecological risks reduces the analytical clarity of Beck’s approach but evidently serves his theoretical enterprise, the success of which depends on the implementation of a paradigm, perceived as far as possible as “new,” that has to be built up to the point of hypertrophy and fitted out with all eventualities and options. In the case of ecological dangers, for example, it is not clear to what extent it is only in the last thirty or forty years that they have objectively also posed global dangers. Beck alternates as the mood strikes him between objective scientific explanations of particular issues and descriptions of their subjective, media, and institutional treatment.
The hypertrophy of the concept of risk generates apparently counterfactual assertions. In the Western world, no increase in political, economic, sociocultural, or other types of risks can be identified for either the largest owners of capital or the largest oligopolies since the Second World War. As far as the “richest” are concerned, it is precisely the widening inequality of income and property in so-called “reflexive modernity” that stands in spectacular contradiction to Beck’s generalizations of risk. In the “post-Fordist” present, there is nothing in internal company hierarchy to indicate an equal distribution of risks for workers or employees and higher management. Overwhelming empirical evidence suggests the opposite—it has even been observed that managers have been promoted in proportion to the financial damage to and organizational confusion in their companies.[footnoteRef:7]  [7: 	Cf. for example J.-P. Le Goff, La barbarie douce, Paris 1999.] 

Nevertheless, Beck does not allow either the “new poverty” (which he has himself studied extensively) or the developments in the United States (which had long been apparent at the time his book was published) to limit the extension of his concept of risk. On the contrary, “the division of working hours” goes along with “an unfavorable redistribution of income, social protection, career opportunities, and status in the organization, in the sense of a collective decline (across differentiations of specialty, occupation, and hierarchy).”[footnoteRef:8] [8: 	Beck, op. cit., p. 143; emphasis in the original.] 

Beck cements this extremely risky thesis with the proclamation of “a risk-fraught system of flexible, pluralized, decentralized underemployment, which, however, will possibly no longer raise the problem of unemployment, in the sense of being completely without a paid job.”[footnoteRef:9] Apparently, according to Beck, “in this system, unemployment in the guise of various forms of underemployment is ‘integrated.’”[footnoteRef:10] [9: 	Ibid.; emphasis in the original.]  [10: 	Ibid.] 

Is it only readers’ incompetence in economics that is to blame if they fail to understand the difference between unemployment and joblessness? To what extent is the “system” fraught with risk if it itself integrates unemployment? How is the risk distributed among suppliers and buyers of the commodity of labor power?
Conclusive answers to such questions cannot be found in Beck’s theses on “individualization” and the “risk society.” But at least there are one or two clues that can be used to explain how commentators on contemporary society have (successfully) drawn certain conclusions over the past three decades. Beck states, for example, “In the redistributions between production, services and consumption, which are made possible by technology and are socially desirable, there is a bit of clever self-abrogation of the market.”[footnoteRef:11] He gives the example of the ATM, which allows customers access to their accounts without time restrictions; according to him, this is a hybrid of paid and unpaid work. For one thing, it is noteworthy how “idealistic” and “metaphysical” the language becomes as soon as sensitive areas are broached. Actually, one would like to be so plural, unmetaphysical, and un-German. But unemployment is still integrated into the system, and the market abrogates itself. [11: 	Ibid., p. 219; emphasis in the original.] 

By the market’s self-abrogation Beck does not mean the end of the market economy (this much is certain). But since the “sum” of gainful employment has increased since the Second World War, as Beck also notes, he also cannot mean the increase in unpaid work. Or can he? Does he want to insinuate that the difference between paid and unpaid work is blurred when unpaid consumer work takes over work formerly done by the company itself, so that a new, market-indifferent stage of capitalism is imminent?
From the perspective of the sociologies of pluralism and risk, which project the situation in tertiarized centers out across the globe, it may seem so. These sociologies overlook the fact that, strictly speaking, the provision of services only brings about the distribution of money that had to be “really” earned somewhere. In this respect, the tertiarized centers of “advanced” societies, in particular, are economically surreal snow globes predominantly inhabited by the independently wealthy and by service providers, allowing money generated elsewhere to circulate. (It is precisely this constellation that brings with it an undeniable homogenization of social structures—so anyone who, despite all this, seriously claims that a city like Paris is consistently more pluralist than it was fifty years ago is merely proving himself to be a ventriloquist of the dogma of pluralism.)
Every provision of services, however calculated, is ultimately dependent on real creation of value, that is, on market expansion opportunities and growth. If this is not guaranteed, the only option is to go into debt, which does undoubtedly allow the further expansion of services for a certain period of time. The boundaries of wage labor, contract work, “consumer work,” and off-the-books work may then become blurred—but this is not a sign of “self-abrogation.” It is rather a sign of the cruel truth of the market, which under these circumstances is at best in crisis or at worst has collapsed.
Things are different if an “interpretation, which has largely prevailed in recent years, in both scholarship and politics,” and which Beck wholeheartedly agrees with, is correct: “For this assessment of the development predicts a long dry spell well into the nineties, but after those ‘lean’ years, ‘fat’ years in the labor market can be expected once again.”[footnoteRef:12] It would be nice if it were that easy . . . [12: 	Ibid., p. 141.] 

After presenting his truly risky grand thesis of generalized and encompassing risks, Beck must postulate the demise of really significant classes and social strata and of the legitimacy of every sociostructural model of classes and social strata on the way to the equally comprehensive assertion of individualization independent of origin. 
According to Beck, the current (“second”) surge of modernization, which is what first “ends” modernity, began about forty years ago and is characterized by the dissolution of social and ethical milieus that guide action and set standards—a dissolution that massively shifts the pressure to solve problems onto the individual. From the perspective of the history of sociology, Beck essentially takes G. Simmel’s findings to the furthest extreme. The individual is set free from his social and value relations and becomes responsible for the conduct of his life.
The welfare state guarantees the individual social rights and benefits, although these are, to a large extent, closely linked to participation in the labor market. “Perhaps against its will, the welfare state is an experimental arrangement for conditioning egocentered ways of life.”[footnoteRef:13] The organization of society around the labor market is also linked to processes of mobility that further promote the detachment of people from traditional life contexts. This is accompanied by a reduction in the division of labor according to gender and an increase in social upward and downward mobility within the same curriculum. [13: 	U. Beck, “The Debate on the ‘Individualization Theory’ in Today’s Sociology in Germany,” in B. Schäfers (ed.), “Sociology in Germany,” special issue, Soziologie, 1994, no. 3: 198.] 

The educational expansion of the 1960s is another constituent element for the retreat of traditional patterns of standardization and socialization. The total amount of education has increased more or less equally for all social strata (in absolute terms). However, school education has not automatically guaranteed a secure income for around thirty years. Education is not a sufficient prerequisite for advancement, but it is a necessary condition for preventing social decline. Beck gives the name of “escalator effect” to the finding that despite the persistence of social inequalities, it is still the case that a longer lifespan, less working time, and more financial leeway (sic!) have been recorded in absolute terms, leading to a “radical change in the relationship between work and life.”[footnoteRef:14] Consumption styles are taking the place of former class worlds. [14: 	U. Beck, Risikogesellschaft, Frankfurt a. M. 1986, p. 124. The English translation substitutes a different text for chapter 3 of the German edition; see Beck, Risk Society, p. 101, n. 1.] 

Beck’s thesis of individualization with simultaneous erosion of status or of the existence of classes or social strata is given a sharper profile by his downplaying of K. Marx. Marx appears here as an early theorist who demonstrates and describes tendencies toward individualization and isolation (e.g., rural exodus due to primitive accumulation, detraditionalization, urbanization of living conditions, individual sale of the commodity of labor power) but does not pursue this line of development further. Instead, he holds out the prospect of the formation of a collective consciousness and the initiation of class struggles precisely among the immiserated and most destructured.
Under present conditions, cushioned by the welfare state, the (absolute) increase in the involvement of the masses in wage labor leads to a completely different result, according to Beck. At least for the foreseeable future, individualization is intensifying while traditional class structures (those of industrial society) are disappearing. There is thus a generalization of the individualization described by Marx but not a generalization of class formation: “Traditional internal differentiations and ‘social-moral’ milieus . . . have been deliberately liquified . . . since the 1950s.”[footnoteRef:15] For Beck, it is clear that the Federal Republic of Germany was already in 1986 living in conditions beyond class society. [15: 	Beck, Risikogesellschaft, p. 137.] 

First of all, it must be critically noted that Beck’s theory is defined at the expense of weak or weakened opponents. Granted, one cannot postulate collective (and self-aware) historical subjects through simple deductions based on the description of the production of goods and the state of the productive forces in a specific form of capitalism. But who does that anyway? The Marx of the Communist Manifesto was the first vulgar Marxian to suffer refutation. He sinned by coupling materialistic schemata with idealistic ones. In the workers’ movements that followed, it could be observed that it was precisely not the “proletariat” in Marx’s sense but rather a kind of budding middle class or workers’ aristocracy that developed a “class consciousness.” What Beck describes as a contrast to present conditions is already highly questionable as historiography. The supposed “class consciousness” of the time was either produced by political apparatuses or identical to that presented by leaders and theorists. “The thesis that the old class society had disintegrated and that social relations were now autonomously constructed in free acts of creation by individuals looks like a late punishment for the sins of the vulgar Marxism of the 1970s.”[footnoteRef:16]  [16: 	M. Vester et al., Soziale Milieus im gesellschaftlichen Strukturwandel, Frankfurt 2001, p. 14.] 

Now, on the other hand, the point is not to deny all plausibility to Beck’s findings of detachment. By restlessly hopping back and forth between very different perspectives and objects, Beck does document that he has an undeniable awareness of contradictions and that he is certainly not a sweet-talker. However, what belongs together in Beck’s view simply does not want to come together properly. At first glance, Beck seems to take the view that with the alleged disappearance of the “social (self-)perceptibility” of social “large groups,”[footnoteRef:17] all action-relevant sociostructural concepts, no matter how sophisticated, have become obsolete. The term “perceptibility” is noteworthy. Here objectivity merges with subjectivity; not only are social strata not perceived in self-attribution, they are as a factual matter not perceptible. Only, where else in research into social structures are “large groups” that “demarcate their internal borders” through “circles of contact, help, and marriage” still the center of attention? Granted, again, such estate-like “groups” can hardly any longer be found as homogeneous entities (except for migrants). [17: 	Beck, Risikogesellschaft, p. 140.] 

Beck does not shy away from appealing to yet further authorities for support. “But if public and political discussion is taken as an accurate indicator of actual developments, the conclusion is clear: despite continuing and newly emerging inequalities, we are living today in the Federal Republic of Germany in conditions beyond class society.”[footnoteRef:18] Certainly! However, given the inevitable bias and the insurmountable problems that arise, dare we draw conclusions about the state of society based on media or political discussions? [18: 	Beck, Risikogesellschaft, p. 121.] 

It gets worse. On page 128 of Risk Society, the perplexed reader discovers a table intended to illustrate that Beck’s book deals with only the “objective” side of individualization, the side of the “life situation,” not with the “subjective” side, the side of “consciousness.” But is “perceptibility” not to be had without perception? Furthermore, media and political discussions are also “discursive constructions of the possible sphere ‘class position,’” as it must be put in sociology seminars nowadays, and are therefore not at all conceivable as solely “objectivistic.” 
Not only does Beck want to pull his own argumentative timber over to the “objective” side with an untenable coup de force, but beyond that, the table is useless because it sets out completely abstract spheres of responsibility that Beck himself evades in practice.[footnoteRef:19] With this table, Beck avoids the question of the extent to which “objective” data and diagnoses, which are not lacking in his own book, would blow up both the risk and the individualization theses. This also explains the truly surreal statement (in Beck’s note to the same passage) that T. W. Adorno’s “cultural criticism” only deals with the “subjective” side of individualization. We need only recall here Adorno’s explicit “preponderance of the object”[footnoteRef:20] and passages like these: “Even where they [individuals] think they have escaped the primacy of economics, . . . they react under the compulsion of the universal. . . . The general principle is that of isolation. . . . Stubbornly the monads balk at their real dependence as a species as well as at the collective aspect of all forms and contents of their consciousness.”[footnoteRef:21] For Beck, however, this stubbornness becomes the “whole,” which is also supposed to be “objective.” [19: 	On overcoming the oppositional pair objectivism/subjectivism cf. for example P. Bourdieu, The Logic of Practice, Stanford 1990, pp. 25–29.]  [20: 	See T. W. Adorno, Negative Dialectics, New York 1973, pp. 183–86. ]  [21: 	Ibid., pp. 311–12.] 

The fact that Beck is not an “optimist” is shown by the fact that he is a reliable expert on the “new poverty.” He is even able to extend this unvarnished depiction of socioeconomic conditions by observing a “refeudalization.” According to Beck, the escalator effect of German educational reform brought about a revival in the use of “estates-based” selection criteria, which led to a “refeudalization of the distribution of opportunities and risks in the labor market.”[footnoteRef:22] [22: 	Beck, Risikogesellschaft, p. 248. This passage is omitted from the English translation.] 

Rarely before has there been so influential a sociology book in which the author fires such a shot across the bow of his own “theory ship.” For even the most ingenious of Beck’s techniques for holding contradictions in parallel or bringing them together must fail here. How in heaven’s name is this conceivable: a society with rampant new poverty and neofeudal tendencies that is nonetheless, objectively speaking, sociostructurally indifferent? Or do Beck’s arguments about the position of women also apply to the individualization theory itself: “Everything and nothing is possible”?[footnoteRef:23] [23: 	Ibid., p. 129. ] 

Nevertheless, Beck’s demonstration of the dissolution of social strata and the futility of any model of social stratification, however complex, was supposed to clear the way for the actual fundamental entity of Beck’s diagnosis of contemporary society, namely the individual: “The individual himself or herself becomes the reproduction unit of the social in the lifeworld.”[footnoteRef:24] [24: 	Beck, Risk Society, p. 90; emphasis in the original.] 

It is logical for Beck to interpret the detachment of the individual from now-meaningless “mediating” spheres with their genuine, “value-rational” socialization services as a “new immediacy of the individual and society.” Beck is also aware that it is euphoric to speak of the “emancipation” of the subject in view of such an impoverishment of mediation and corrosion of the lifeworld.[footnoteRef:25] At the same time, Beck explicates the “history of implementation” of the individualization he describes as the redemption of the promise of “modernity, which dawned with the subject's claim to self-empowerment.”[footnoteRef:26] Countless possible points of contact for this thesis can be found in the history of philosophy. Beck’s emphasis on being cast on one’s own resources is reminiscent of the Cartesian, quasi-solipsistic ego. However, Beck stresses the integration of nature, which in the “first” modern age was perceived as the environment or the outside world, into a holistic “inner world” in which the latency of ecological (and scientifically generated) risks is set aside. This claim is entirely at odds with R. Descartes’s dualism, in which there is not even room for an independent psychological life in organic (nonhuman) nature (although it would be astonishing if Descartes really believed in this machinelike constitution of animals). [25: 	Cf. U. Beck and E. Beck-Gernsheim, “Losing the Traditional,’” in Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, Individualization, London 2001, p. 7.]  [26: 	Ibid., p. 8.] 

When we speak of self-empowerment of the subject, we spontaneously think first of J. G. Fichte’s primordial act and first fact: “The self begins by an absolute positing of its own existence.”[footnoteRef:27] Although Beck knows better, he wants to give back to the subject in the form of the possibility of self-constitution and creation what was taken away from it by the withdrawal of security and increasing impersonal dependence. If he were to pursue his own thesis of the second modernization consistently, instead of watering his “garden of risk” with seemingly “complex” advantages and disadvantages, he would have to admit that all that remains of the subject is the fearful assurance of itself to the extent that it is in danger of dissolution. All that remains of self-empowerment is the Fichtean self-assurance “I am absolutely.”[footnoteRef:28] Precisely because the world of the utilization of value overwhelmed the bourgeois subject and rendered it obsolete, the fragile ego lives on only in the formulas of “I am what I am” or the bastardized Nietzschean “Be what you are!,” spells intended to prevent its dissolution. The establishment of identity is no longer a beginning that ends in the embrace of the world but rather a sheer unending tautologization in the form of a slogan that has to act as a makeshift bar to de-egoization, to a threatening dissolution in a desensualized world. [27: 	J. G. Fichte, Science of Knowledge, Cambridge 1982, p. 99; emphasis in the original.]  [28: 	Ibid.; emphasis in the original.] 

Fichte’s ego, which is capable of founding and establishing itself, applies its powers, like every idealistic ego, to trimming out the created world, aiming to bring “into turmoil . . . order, and into universal devastation [!], design.”[footnoteRef:29] From this omnipotent position, man can experience and allow that “earth, heaven, time, space, the limitations of sensuousness: they all vanish from me at this thought.”[footnoteRef:30] Self-assurance and mastery of nature culminate in the (explicitly unattainable) rapture of a total unity of individuals and the spiritual-physical cosmos: “All individuals are included in the one great unity of pure spirit.”[footnoteRef:31] [29: 	J. G. Fichte, “Concerning Human Dignity,” in Fichte, Early Philosophical Writings, Ithaca 1988, p. 84; exclamation added.]  [30: 	Ibid., p. 86.]  [31: 	Ibid.; emphasis in the original.] 

This game could be continued endlessly with different variants of the philosophy of consciousness and the philosophy of the subject in the history of ideas. Our excursion into Fichte’s territory is meant only to show that Beck could just as well postulate the disempowerment of the subject—this would be neither more true nor more false. The idealistic embracing and devouring of the world presuppose a subject who has wholly found himself “in the act” and has not, like the one in Beck’s universe, become a piteous and pitiful ruin of ego identity. Instead of noting the triumph of the philosophy of the subject in “cultural history,” it should be emphasized that this philosophy could only come into being in the first place thanks to “extra-capitalist” sanctuaries. The question might be asked to what extent relations that deliver up the individual to the system’s imperatives without mediation can still allow a subject in the bourgeois idealist sense to arise at all.[footnoteRef:32] And one might also ask whether such a subject is even still functional! Beck’s conceptual baggage, in which everything can be stuffed in together with and alongside everything else, is too heavy to answer these questions. The individual permanently at risk of relegation, ruin, and isolation would have to be determined in its relationship to the thesis of “self-empowerment.” [32: 	G. Eisenberg, among others, gives disturbing answers to this question. In his view, successful integration of the “stages” of human drives in Freud’s sense is becoming increasingly unlikely due to the gradual disappearance of the family’s protective space (and its replacement by a “device” family). The interjection of “system” imperatives into primary socialization only allows the formation of a fragile and superficial ego-superego shell. Beneath that shell bubble weakly controlled, Manichean, and projective aggressive energies. According to Eisenberg’s provocative conclusion, the borderline, structurally weak, and sublimation-incapable individual is not a pathological exception but a typical representative of the present age. See G. Eisenberg, Amok, Hamburg 2000; Eisenberg, Gewalt, die aus der Kälte kommt, Giessen 2002.
Even N. Luhmann concedes that the regression of social or ”psychic” systems cannot be excluded; see Luhmann, Theory of Society, vol. 2, Stanford 2013, p. 14.
In the eyes of M. Geier, the “isolated mass hermit,” “contemporary comrade,” and “postmodern Oblomov” are at least “harmless compared to all those who know precisely what is good and what is bad and who mobilize all their forces to implement their ideas.” M. Geier, Das Glück der Gleichgültigen, Reinbek 1997, pp. 221 and 238. The question remains as to what the psychological and social consequences of this simultaneity of isolation and massification are or will be.] 

Beck is quite clearsighted in his extension of R. Sennet’s thesis of the dissolution of the public sphere: “The private sphere . . . is the outside turned inside and made private, of conditions and decisions made elsewhere.”[footnoteRef:33] That is right. But then one would have to ask how things are for the individual, the indivisible part of the private individual, and whether, in order to get anywhere in light of this sudden change, the individual would not have to be understood as highly divisible,[footnoteRef:34] externally guided, and ultimately collectivistic. The individual’s self-determination and “reflexivity,” which Beck no longer wants to give up, would consequently have to be cut back; instead of a theory of individualization, a theory of determination and heteronomy would have to be pursued. [33: 	Beck, Risk Society, p. 133; emphasis in the original.]  [34: 	In Luhmann's theory, “psychic systems” are part of the environment of social systems. Where people participate in the communication of functionally differentiated subsystems, only partial aspects, dividuals of the individuals, are taken into account, with explicit suppression of the overall personality. See, e.g., N. Luhmann, Social Systems, Stanford 1995, pp. 255–77.] 

In a text sympathetic to Beck’s approach, A. Honneth has proposed to differentiate his thesis of individualization into three moments: (1) individualization as “progressive differentiation of life situations”; (2) privatization as “destruction of intersubjectively experienceable community connections”;[footnoteRef:35] and (3) autonomization as self-confident engagement with alternative actions. According to Honneth, this would have the result that “the individual developmental tendencies would come into view for the first time in their own developmental dynamics and would not be subjected to a synthesizing perspective in advance."[footnoteRef:36]  [35: 	A. Honneth, Desintegration, Frankfurt a. M. 1994, pp. 24–25.]  [36: 	Ibid., p. 26.] 

With this we can only agree. Unfortunately, Honneth does not raise the question in his essay as to why Beck, in his diagnostic approach to the empirical material, has handled it in this way and not otherwise. The “synthesizing perspective” namely seems to take on the task of putting the concept of individualization in an awkward position, without causing it to collapse altogether. It is evident that Beck wants to give priority to the potential for consciousness, lifestyle, and creativity that the developments he describes might possibly generate. If he had thought more courageously about the implications of “refeudalization,” detachment from the family, market exposure, and the unequal risks to the selfhood of the new individual, this individual would have been left in tatters. Moreover, Beck would then have been forced to reach back to strands of theory that have obviously become obsolete for his construct. Beck’s theory of individualization is a story from the book of the grand narrative of increasing pluralism, which is also a narrative of “individualism.” The “synthesizing” criticized by Honneth is nothing other than the epochal sway of the grand narrative, the myth of “advanced” societies for advanced societies. Beck’s story is a symptom and catalyst of the grand narrative. This is why it acknowledges so readily that “risk societies” set in motion “a grass-roots developmental dynamics that destroys boundaries.”[footnoteRef:37] Due to such dynamics, according to Beck, “consciousness . . . determines being”[footnoteRef:38] from now on. All well and good—but from where does consciousness come? The narrative is certain that nothing is certain anymore, because “pre-conscious ‘collective habitualizations’”[footnoteRef:39] will disappear. Biographies will become “reflexive,”[footnoteRef:40] Beck says, or even an “‘elective biography’” or “‘do-it-yourself biography’” characterized by a “vagrant's morality,”[footnoteRef:41] and people will become “high-wire dancers in the circus tent.”[footnoteRef:42]  [37: 	Beck, Risk Society, p. 47; emphasis in the original.]  [38: 	Ibid., p. 53; emphasis in the original.]  [39: 	Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, op. cit., p. 6. ]  [40: 	Beck, Risk Society, p. 131; emphasis in the original.]  [41: 	Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, op. cit., p. 3.]  [42: 	Ibid., p. 2.] 

How mired and trapped Beck is—even though he knows better—in the new myth of permanent renewal and indecision is documented by his view of the relatively simply constituted domain of party politics (if we may be permitted so to characterize it). Beck speaks in “Losing the Traditional” (p. 13) of “the demise of the great political camps and the party political consensus.” Now, there can be no denying that economic, social, and educational policy is at the heart of “politics” or party political programs. Foreign policy, for example, would be a separate topic, more dependent on history and shaped by the nation-state, so that it is pointless to compare the United States with Sweden or Greece. Beck’s thesis is this: in the political sphere as well, in party politics, plurality, the manifold, the different, and even the “artistic” are flourishing in the second, reflexive modernization. It would be nice if it were so.
To get a clearer perspective on this “department” of the pluralism thesis, a short excursion into political science is necessary:
Thanks to M. Thatcher and R. Reagan, an economic and social policy targeted decidedly against the “demand-side” paradigm became established in Great Britain and the United States in the early 1980s. This approach, labeled “neoliberal” or “neoconservative,”[footnoteRef:43] can be summed up in the following main features: [43: 	Given the massive national debt left behind by Reaganism, to the benefit of the arms industry, Thatcherism must be regarded as the actual and pioneering paradigm of neoliberalism.] 


· In principle, economic problems can be traced back to state interventionism and regulation.
· Government debt acts as a brake on investment and employment.
· The aim should, therefore, be a “supply-side economic policy”: “bringing flexibility” to the collective bargaining system, “redimensioning” the welfare state and privatizing the public sector, and reducing taxes on assets and capital.
· Monetary institutions must be “free from political influence,” and they should primarily pursue the goal of fighting inflation.
· The liberalization of capital movements and all the mechanisms and effects of “globalization” are objectively necessary processes that are, so to speak, governed by natural law.

The implementation and impact of neoliberalism must be understood in light of the decisive role of think tanks and well-endowed foundations.[footnoteRef:44] Against this background, it may also be easier to explain why international financial and economic institutions such as the IMF, WTO, and OECD have long been guided by these criteria (“Washington Consensus,” 1989). Lending to Third World and emerging nations is linked to the liberalization of markets for goods and capital, currency devaluations, the dismantling of the public sector, “fiscal reforms,” and so on—with the well-known disastrous consequences, which have been denied with remarkable inventiveness.[footnoteRef:45] [44: 	On the history and functioning of think tanks (specifically in Great Britain), cf. K. Dixon, Les évangelistes du marché, Paris 1998.]  [45: 	Cf. “FMI et Banque Mondiale sous le feu de la critique,” Le monde diplomatique, September 2000, 18–21.] 

Has the subsequent Democratic and Labour takeover of the executive created something completely different, unforeseeable, new, or third, as Beck’s manner of speaking would suggest? There is no question of that. At best, the Democrats and Labourites may be conceded to have a different, perhaps greater awareness of the problem. However, the course of economic and social policy has remained the same—just think of W. Clinton’s “welfare reform.” Moreover, nobody will seriously claim that America under the administration of G. W. Bush (the son) deviated from this course.
That still leaves continental Europe. Is this where the eventful breakup of all consensus policy observed by Beck took place? There is not a trace of this far and wide. The economic and social policy of Western Europe has been drifting within the spectrum between Keynesian, interventionist capitalism (also known as “cushioned” (abgefedert) or “Rhine” capitalism) and neoliberalism—and moving in the direction of the latter—everywhere since the 1990s. And this is the case whatever the party in power![footnoteRef:46] A fatalistic and defensive attitude in the face of intensified global competition on the capital market is also affecting the Green parties, which are now only considering ecological restructuring within the framework of the creation of surplus value. The “official” document of this ubiquitous and unilateral movement is the so-called Blair-Schröder paper of 1998.[footnoteRef:47] [46: 	Cf. for example J. Bischoff, Der Kapitalismus des 21. Jahrhunderts, Hamburg 1999; W. Goldschmidt, D. Klein, and K. Steinitz (eds.), Neoliberalismus, Heilbronn 2000.]  [47: 	Cf. T. Blair and G. Schröder, “Europe: The Third Way/Die Neue Mitte,” Friedrich Ebert Foundation, South Africa Office, Working Documents, no. 2, June 1998.] 

The unanimity, the consensus has become so total in these years that phenomena of undeniable drollness have been observed. Thus, a report issued by the German Social Democratic Party’s Commission for Fundamental Values (Grundwertekommission) on September 15, 1999, and intended as a criticism of the Blair-Schröder paper criticizes the party’s French comrades because they had advocated neither monetarism nor the independence of the European Central Bank and had pursued a “protectionist” and statist course instead. It should be noted that never were so many companies privatized in France as under L. Jospin’s government.
It was equally humorous when veteran German politician H. Geissler, a member of the Christian Democrats, began to take part in the public debate. It became apparent that Geissler’s critique of capitalism was too far to the left for a career in today’s Social Democrats! This Christian Democrat, his hair mottled with gray, was the only remaining troublemaker on the political stage of the old West Germany, not to say the only remaining revolutionary . . .
This does not even address the ideological “sympathy” of the major print media and the television industry, of a kind probably unseen in the West since the Second World War. The author has vivid and lasting memories of Zurich in the late 1990s. The daily, if not hourly, media bombardment of content aimed at inducing an appreciation of the British and neoliberal essence of morality, politics, and economics (and much more) was so pervasive that the author of this essay would no longer have known what was actually going on in the world without regular consultation of Le monde diplomatique or the French political and satirical magazine Charlie Hebdo.[footnoteRef:48] Now, a pluralist philosopher could reply that this ability to buy the widest possible variety of products of the press is precisely a testimony to pluralism. Certainly. However, the question arises of just what this apparent outbreak of pluralism consists of, in comparison to “Fordist” capitalism for example. The philosophy of pluralism has to resign itself to questions about pluralism’s trustworthiness if one is dependent on the weekly purchase of a satirical newspaper in order simply to find out what is currently happening in the world economy. Or put more simply, anyone who seriously hoped to see the great consensus shatter in the way Beck predicted must be bitterly disappointed.  [48: 	Cf. on this, e.g., I. Ramonet, La tyrannie de la communication, Paris 1990, or N. Chomsky, Class Warfare, Monroe, ME, 1996. To the best of the author’s knowledge, German-speaking media scholars and social scientists did not even notice this phenomenon at the time.] 


Zygmunt Bauman’s Postmodernist Reductionisms
Let us now take a closer look at Bauman’s Intimations of Postmodernity. Bauman shares with Beck a tendency to pack so much into his concepts that their theses seem to elude both falsification and verification. While Beck sees the moment of the subject’s self-empowerment as having arrived, Bauman views the postmodern spirit as “a critique caught at the moment of its ultimate triumph.”[footnoteRef:49] These would ultimately be reassuring prospects. However, since the critique evidently only takes the negative moments into account (which at first glance seems to be a down-to-earth, anti-intellectualist conception of critique), this triumph is at the same time an “all-dissolving destructiveness.”[footnoteRef:50] For Bauman, this dissolving and destructive critique is synonymous with modern culture: “The postmodern state of mind is the radical . . . victory of modern (that is, inherently critical, restless, unsatisfied, insatiable) culture over the modern society.”[footnoteRef:51] From the context, it becomes clear that Bauman is thinking here in the first instance of modern art, which comes up against insurmountable limits in its ostentatious self-deletion through the radical reduction of material and form (the white canvas, noise, onomatopoeic poetry, etc.). The question immediately arises as to why this issue should not have been arisen before the year the text went to press (1992).[footnoteRef:52] Bauman’s answer is that the “internal state of mind” of the institution of modern art has become a state of mind of society as a whole. In what way? [49: 	Bauman, op. cit., p. viii.]  [50: 	Ibid.; emphasis in the original.]  [51: 	Ibid.]  [52: 	On the question of the “end” of art, A. Jappe’s comparison of G. Debord with Adorno is very revealing: A. Jappe, “Sic transit gloria artis,” SubStance 28, no. 90 (1999): 102–28.] 

Bauman sees the spiritual protagonists of the social, political, and economic modernization process as “organic intellectuals” who, despite all their differences, share certain premises. Man is viewed as a dangerously spontaneous creature, incomplete in principle, whose animal nature must be tamed through instruction and education. The way of life into which the individual is to be fitted is tacitly or explicitly presented as universalistic. Thus, the spiritual mediators and teachers of this “cultural ideology” act like government “legislators” and “neutral” cultivators of the human field. The legislating and teaching intellectual would be, as it were, an engineer of anthropogenic material who produces and directs conventional ways of thinking and existing, while other forms are perceived as deviant and abnormal and attributed to obscurantism, if not to animality.
These “direct” representatives of the power-knowledge complex (direct because they aim to erase their individual traces as much as possible) are joined by representatives of culture in the narrower sense, that is, artists. They play the game of the hegemony of values quite consciously and without disguise. Adopting A. Gramsci’s expression, Bauman calls them “organic intellectuals of themselves.” Following the skeptical “crisis” of the Renaissance, this epoch of collaboration between organic intellectuals in themselves and organic intellectuals of themselves lasted for approximately three centuries. In it, “the vision of the visionaries joined hands with the practice of the practitioners.” [footnoteRef:53] An example of this is the French fusion of state and spirit in the république des lettres. [53: 	Bauman, op. cit., p. xiv.] 

To the extent that the political community or the state, under conditions of social and economic differentiation, no longer regarded the pursuit of spiritual and scientific hegemony by “collective teachers” as necessary for its own survival (or its “reproduction”), the former educators, the indoctrinated and indoctrinating worldview engineers, were transformed into specialized and more or less independent, hence “liberal” specialists (doctors, applied scientists, lawyers, etc.), who also exercised corrective, supervisory, categorizing, punitive power, although not necessarily in state service.[footnoteRef:54] These specialized (differentiated) domination complexes, which in the ideal case proceed only in an instrumentally rational manner according to M. Weber,[footnoteRef:55] and which have again been problematized by M. Foucault, for example, as “disciplinary power and biopower,”[footnoteRef:56] gradually abandon the maintenance and transmission of transcendent values and truths. [54: 	Cf. J.-P. Sartre’s very similar history of the development of the intellectual, “A Plea for Intellectuals,” in Sartre, Between Existentialism and Marxism, New York 1974, pp. 228–85.. In this 1965 lecture, “the agent of practical knowledge becomes a monster, that is to say an intellectual,” as soon as he is seen by others to concern himself with “what does not concern him” (p. 244; emphasis in the original), that is, as soon as he reflectively and practically exceeds the mere fulfillment of his specific task.]  [55: 	As is well known, Weber calls scholars who proclaim values “prophets.” See M. Weber, “The Meaning of ‘Ethical Neutrality’ in Sociology and Economics,” in Weber, On the Methodology of the Social Sciences, Glencoe 1949, pp. 1–47.]  [56: 	Cf. for example M. Foucault, Society Must Be Defended, London 2001; Foucault, “The Meshes of Power,” in J. W. Crampton and S. Elden (eds.), Space, Knowledge and Power, Aldershot 2007, pp. 153–62.] 

The state withdraws political control from the territory in which the “organic intellectuals of themselves” disport themselves. This realm is culture in the narrower sense, that is, after the abandonment of universalist didactic ambitions: “In its new, more modest boundaries, however, culture seemed a natural domain of the intellectual, direct and unshared, rule.”[footnoteRef:57] Yet it is precisely the state’s lack of interest in culture that undermines this remnant of intellectuals’ power of definition, for the uncoupling of state agencies (hence the autonomization of culture as a separate “field”) is accompanied by an unstoppable erosion of culture’s legislative relevance for society as a whole. Art, philosophy, and literature are relieved of the burden of having to portray an ideology or a program. As a result, they drift into a novel heteronomy, for according to Bauman, they are now inevitably caught up in the gravity of the market. In the culture of the consumer society, culture and its enjoyment converge with the criteria and laws of the consumption of goods. Managers and producers wrest the hoped-for intellectual supremacy from philosophers and artists. [57: 	Bauman, op. cit., p. 17.] 

We will stop here in our consideration of Bauman's functional and status history of culture, which illuminates which culture was still “legislative” when, even if parts of it remain vague. Instead, we will take a closer look at some of the sometimes adventurous conclusions that Bauman draws from the situation of culture and intellectuals that he sketches. With the disappearance of their so-called “legislative” ambitions, it seems that for Bauman, “pluralism” has arrived on earth: “Pluralism is an irremovable feature of such a world.”[footnoteRef:58] In any case, “the effort to invalidate alternative traditions, forms of life, positive ideologies, cultures, etc. as erroneous, biased, or otherwise inferior, has been all but abandoned.”[footnoteRef:59] Such a project could be supported as part of an ethics or as a warning to ethnologists or cultural philosophers, but as a sociological description, it harbors the danger that factual sociocultural, linguistic, or ideological dominance could be whitewashed as conscious of its relativeness,[footnoteRef:60] or that behind the veil of pluralism, it could no longer be perceived in terms of the analysis of power (or not perceived at all). This danger increases even more if, like Bauman, one is convinced that “the market seems to thrive on cultural diversity.”[footnoteRef:61] How much distance still remains here between Bauman and a purely legitimizing sociodicy that judges (and whitewashes) the mechanisms and effects of ideology, social asymmetries, power, or the economy either as self-reflective and pluralistic or merely ephemeral and random? What else can be said from a Baumanian perspective, in the field of media for example, about the worldwide imitation of CNN’s real-time and “you are there” concept, about the degradation of the information culture, about oligopolization, about self-censorship? Or can that still be mentioned at all without an accusation of “bias” and “archaism”? [58: 	Ibid., p. 22]  [59: 	Ibid., p. 19.]  [60: 	Bauman evidently champions this optimism of ubiquitous “self-reflection.” Ibid., pp. 18–19.]  [61: 	Ibid., p. 18.] 

How is this dying of the “legislative” function of intellectuals and scientists to be understood when institutions like the WTO, citing academic economics, spend decades dictating to indebted countries an economic policy (dismantling of the public sector, the primacy of the fight against inflation, etc., etc.) that leads to impoverishment and expropriation (a splendid example of this is Argentina)? 
Does Bauman not get rid of the instruments and categories, does he not block the senses that would be necessary, for example, to examine the causes and consequences of the transdisciplinary spread of the theory of rational choice? Even if not at first glance, Bauman’s theory is really a theory of reassurance (in the second degree, because Bauman does not paint a picture of a healthy world). Even if nothing is certain anymore, the text assures us, at least it is certain that everything is plural and that no knowledge, no “language,” no logos is unaware of its own perspectival nature any longer. The assurance that that general uncertainty reigns is a subreption. It supposes that what is desirable also exists. It therefore lacks a sense of the ways in which politics is also practiced in scholarship and political games are also played with scholarship.[footnoteRef:62] [62: 	Cf., e.g., R. Eichenberger, “Bessere Politik dank Deregulierung des politischen Prozesses,” Analyse und Kritik 23 (2001): 43–60. Eichenberger wants to allow profit-seeking political corporations to become political parties.] 

“It is arguable whether market domination of culture does indeed promote cultural uniformity, middle-, low-, or any other brow. There is plenty of evidence that the opposite is the case.”[footnoteRef:63] Maybe. But it is long past time to redeem Adorno’s demand to recognize the latest novelty (in the service of what would really be different) as identical.[footnoteRef:64] This would mean developing a sense for the homogenization and formatization behind the multiplicity. [63: 	Bauman, op. cit., p. 18.]  [64: 	T. W. Adorno, “Reflections on Class Theory,” in Adorno, Can One Live after Auschwitz?, Stanford 2003, p. 96.] 

We gratefully accept Bauman’s offer of the openness of the “cultural” realm in order to show that, even with the rather profane consumer good wine, not everything is as plural as its multifarious glitter. The development of wine production and consumption under globalized market conditions indeed seems to confirm the pluralization and differentiation thesis in every respect:
The decline in average wine consumption per palate that has been observable for some time in Europe’s traditional wine-growing countries does not indicate that interest in wine is waning—on the contrary. It only proves a profound change in the way we deal with the juice of the grape, which is consumed less and less as a useful food, for example as an accompaniment to lunch or for strengthening during the working day. Parallel to this development, which has been truly dramatic in the Mediterranean region in particular, wine has experienced a meteoric rise as a luxury article since the 1980s. Even in the 1970s, sophisticated drinking was primarily for the haute bourgeoisie and educated professionals (leaving aside the wine connoisseurs, still an extremely small minority) and was burdened by an antiquated image. This changed with the explicit affirmation of long office workdays, borne by the so-called yuppies, and the extensive consumption of luxury goods. Here, the ambivalent character of “post-Fordist” wine connoisseurship was already evident. While it may see itself as overcoming the puritanically colored ethos of asceticism, it must also be interpreted as an ongoing transformation and extension of this ethos. With prestigious wine names, the time released from wage work was transformed into leisure-time work on a presentable “lifestyle”—work on oneself and one’s reputation through brand consumption, something rather distant from the notion of leisure liberated from instrumental rationality.
Those who call themselves “true” wine lovers turn their noses up at the “label drinker.” For the label drinker, knowing the vintage he is drinking is not unimportant, but he relegates it to a secondary matter in favor of his compulsive orientation towards trends and the “celebritization” of wines, whose “renowned” names (i.e., the labels qua “brands”) are transferred, as it were, to the renown of the label drinker—a fetishism of the binge drinkers who only start to enjoy the wine when the bottle label conforms to the lifestyle label.
As is well known, the yuppies ensured the triumph of the so-called Super Tuscans, vintages made from grapes that were not provided for by the official production regulations. These wines did not receive a denomination of origin (DOC), for which reason a scent of the anarchic must have wafted from them. In any case, they achieved enormous prices—whether as a “type of wine” they did Italian viticulture a favor is another story.
The cross-class expansion of “informed” wine knowledge and wine drinking followed in the 1990s. Wine-tasting courses began to boom, and in the meantime, it has become a matter of course in all parts of the “middle class” to have justified preferences for certain varieties or wine regions.
At the same time, production and consumption have become more international. Only thirty years ago, German wine-lovers primarily appreciated Bordeaux and Burgundy (apart from domestic vintages), or at most one or another Italian or Spanish region, as places of origin for top-quality wine. All this has changed spectacularly since the breakthrough of Californian and Australian wines. Never before has there been such a broad selection in so many wine shops, and the purchasing possibilities are increasing immeasurably due to internet commerce.
Doesn’t this sound like an exemplary success story from the great metahistory of inexorably increasing differentiation? Doesn’t the cross-class enjoyment and the concern for individual “distinction” in the context of a globalized market lead to an undreamt-of crazy quilt of wine types? Not quite. 
In fact, the undeniable quantitative and “territorial” pluralization of the production and consumption of wine has been accompanied by a massive tendency toward standardization and homogenization, which by no means only affects low-priced wines. “Fun and power” also seem to permeate the relationship with wine. What is expected of it is what is demanded of everything and everyone else: performance. The result is monstrous vintages with high alcohol concentrations, a boorish primary fruit bouquet that assaults the nose, an exaggerated aroma of oak, and a thick texture. Great red wines are ever more infrequently understood and produced as maturing beverages that make a successful marriage with food thanks to the subtle, that is, pursued with moderation, combination and union of the components. Lighter red wines with a lower alcohol concentration (Beaujolais, Vernatsch, etc.) are even completely rejected in many places. It is not a matter of a “trend,” in the reflexive, placatory characterization of relativists. Rather, an anthropological and gustatory change toward a world taste in wine is taking place here. The wine publicist H. Johnson comments on this development with an anecdote from time to time. He is in the habit of joking that if the partisans of such vintages notice the oak in a white wine, they exclaim, “It’s chardonnay!”
The ability of this world taste in wine to spread is astonishing, and it has long since influenced European growing areas as well. Barolo and brunello, for example, are ever more frequently produced with shorter maceration times and with a lot of oak and are consequently considered more full-bodied despite their lack of structure. Winemakers in the south of France sell single-varietal vintages in a format that matches the world taste and hold on to their multivarietal assemblages, about which they really know something. Even the producers of Bordeaux feel compelled to make efforts to conform.
This development has been discussed in specialist circles for almost twenty years. It is usually associated with the excessive influence of the “wine pope” R. Parker and his magazine, even though it naturally cannot be reduced to that. It is revealing, moreover, that it has taken place at the same time as the replacement of the (at least “pragmatic”) twenty-point system for wine evaluation by one with one hundred possible points (likewise due to Parker). That we are dealing here less with leisure than with leisure-time work is proved not only by the fact that the quality of the coveted objects is measured but also by how this is done. What, for God’s sake, is the difference between a 96 point and a 98 point wine? The supposed age of the end of ideologies, of all things, seems to have a dwindling awareness of the unwieldiness of numerical overprecision.[footnoteRef:65] [65: 	Cf. G. Bachelard, The Formation of the Scientific Mind, Manchester 2002, pp. 211–36.] 

These developments, that is, the prevalence of the so-called “international style” of wine, were recently presented in an attractive form in the film Mondovino. The director (an accomplished oenologist) lets his parti pris influence the film from the very beginning; nevertheless, the film is relaxed and humorous for long periods.
The German reviewer at a “liberal” weekly newspaper saw it differently. He heard an appeal to “anti-urban impulses” that “should have reminded at least the German audience of the reactionary anti-urban hostility of the Brown past.” The film’s underlying tendency, which originated from “romantic, reactionary worldviews,” according to the reviewer, combines “anti-American criticism of globalization” with “hostility to science.” [footnoteRef:66] [66: 	G. von Randow, “Echauffiert in Mondovino,” Die Zeit, no. 16/2005, April 14, 2005.] 

It is appropriate to be seriously concerned about such virulently overreacting “liberalism.” When, for the first time, an almost global cinema audience is introduced to specific mechanisms of the wine market. and this is assessed as a romantic, reactionary, anti-American, anti-urban, and anti-scientific process, then something very fundamental has gone wrong. [footnoteRef:67] [67: 	Even the sociologist D. Claussen falls victim to the stifling climate when he discovers ideological similarities between the Attac movement, which is critical of globalization, and the World Trade Center perpetrator Atta. D. Claussen, “Antiamerikanisches Ressentiment,” Tages Anzeiger (Zürich), January 8, 2003.] 

So much for the “pluralization” of wine. At this point, it seems necessary to waste a few words on the incarnation of the thrust of the last two decades in communications technology (even if there is only a vague analogy with wine). It is by now no longer a secret that in the computer industry, consumption was compelled, as it were, by (implicit or explicit) agreements between software and hardware producers. New generations of processors were followed by programs that hardly offered any significant advantages but whose unfavorable configurations immediately ate up the gain in disk space, necessitating renewed purchases. As a result, millions of devices and software packages were produced for nothing—a highly irrational, inefficient, and unecological state of affairs.
The only remarkable thing is the length of the delay before this fact was even discussed as a problem in the media and academia. This belatedness is characteristic of the past quarter century. Under the conditions of the all-encompassing discourse of pluralization, commentary on contemporary society is entering a phase of deceleration and stagnation relative to the development of productive forces and the available quantities of individual pieces of information.
Back to Bauman’s text! The next, simply unbelievable sentence, which must disconcert even the most cheerful contemporaries, is this: “In the end, a universal dismantling of power-supported structures has been the result."[footnoteRef:68] It remains unclear whether this is a theoretical finding concerning power or a statement referring to the present “state of mind.” If the latter were the case, we would be dealing with a hyperidealistic spirit that celebrates itself as the free counterempire. [68: 	Bauman, op. cit., p. viii; emphasis in the original] 

It is probably more interesting to understand the statement sociologically and in terms of the theory of power and to put it in relationship to Foucault’s concept of power. As is well known, Foucault postulates the decentrality of power. Power is not a “substance” that can be appropriated. It is not (only) exercised from top to bottom or from inside to outside and is not (only) repressive but highly "productive." In this Foucauldian perspective, intellectuals must then also change from “total” figures, as Sartre paradigmatically represents them, into specialists whose books can be used in specific, local struggles. Does Bauman represent a reversal (in the sense of a radicalization) of Foucault’s theory of power? If power is no longer tangible, if it is everywhere, one might conclude that it is no longer anywhere . . .
Given Bauman’s finding of the disappearance of power-supported structures, the economic concept of “flat hierarchies” should be considered. Under conditions of “functional differentiation” (as Luhmann puts it, as opposed to stratificatory differentiation), company departments are transformed, mobilizing family and sports metaphors, into “teams” in which employees and managers are in the same boat, as it were, and playing the same game. [footnoteRef:69] The easing of vertical hierarchies gives employees more responsibility. [69: 	Cf. for critical views on this, e.g., Le Goff, op. cit.; R. Sennett, The Corrosion of Character, New York 1998.] 

Now, it is more than questionable whether “power” disappeared at all with the dismantling of Fordist, paternalistic company culture. No matter how flat organizational charts may appear, the discrepancies between shareholders or managers and employees soon express themselves simply in the pecuniary realm as undreamed-of income inequality.
There is another thing to consider. “Power” must be internalized by employees, especially in the tertiary sectors of multinational companies. “Direct” repressive sanctions are replaced by the internalization of the entire, often elusive, implicit and explicit corporate ideology: the “mission statement,” the “corporate identity,” the “code of conduct,” and so on, and so forth. Foucault always consciously distanced his theory of power from this significant “puritanical” internalization of power constellations and this “subjective rationalization.” 
It does not appear in Bauman’s book either. According to our sociologist, the postmodern point of view assumes “an indefinite number of meaning-generating agencies, all relatively self-sustained and autonomous, all subject to their own respective logics."[footnoteRef:70] It remains unclear to the end whether this is also Bauman’s point of view. In any case, nothing could be more nonmaterialist and undialectical. What does “an agency subject to its own logic” even mean? [70: 	Bauman, op. cit., p. 35.] 

Looking for an answer to this question in Bauman’s book is a vain endeavor. Instead, he takes up a further actively circulating topos of the grand narrative of increasing pluralization, namely “the fading and eventual demise of the Puritan personality." [footnoteRef:71] At least Bauman meets this thesis with a certain skepticism. It deserves some discussion. It is plausible if and only if the emphasis is put on its ascetic character, such that puritanism is dissolved with the spread of consumer society. What remains to be explained, if puritanism and consumerism are so contradictory, is how the United States of all places could become the mother of consumer society. The answer is simple: production and consumption of the entertainment industry’s wares have themselves have become integral and integrating factors of the new capitalism (but not factors that can be understood with a simple basis-superstructure scheme). Consumerism transforms the puritan way of life but leaves the “core” of puritan workday sanctity largely untouched. This can be seen from the fact that leisure as consumption comes close to being leisure-time work and appears very nicely in the slogan “fit for fun” (which could also be reversed to “fun for fitness”). Contemporary ways of spending leisure time, therefore, are on no account the dissolution of Puritanism, but on the contrary, they represent the neo-Puritan permeation and takeover of what was formerly leisure. Adorno and Debord are key witnesses to this process, but surprisingly, this insight is formulated most explicitly in the early J. Baudrillard, of all people.[footnoteRef:72]  [71: 	Ibid., p. 43; emphasis in the original.]  [72: 	Cf. J. Baudrillard, The Consumer Society, London 1998, especially pp. 75–76. It is significant how little this work has been taken into account (as far as the author knows, it is not even available in German), since in many ways it is nothing but the semiotically turned and updated, systematic version of Adorno’s view of the consumer society. As far as the later Baudrillard is concerned, he can only to a limited extent be associated with the grand narrative of pluralisms, since his concept of simulation is hypertrophic and makes it impossible even to talk about individualizations or pluralizations any longer. To put it somewhat briefly and unfairly: Baudrillard developed A. Gehlen’s “posthistory” thesis of “mobility on a stationary basis” (A. Gehlen, Einblicke, Frankfurt a. M. 1975, pp. 122ff.) highly productively in countless fields and larded it along the way with secondhand elements borrowed from Nietzsche and Bataille (excess, death as the return of sacrificial death, ecstasy, the gift without countergift, seduction, etc., etc.). According to his own account, Gehlen took the term “posthistory” (posthistoire) from the mathematician A. Cournot. ] 

Now if in the United States, the management of poverty increasingly means locking people up in prisons and “camps”;[footnoteRef:73] if public space is nowhere so closely monitored as in the United Kingdom;[footnoteRef:74] and if we are witnessing a rapidly consolidating culture of security, monitoring, and prohibition (smoking and alcohol bans, littering bans, speed limits, etc.); then this is not (only) a “conservative backlash” but rather the most visible manifestation of the unfolding of neo-Puritan capitalism, which fears even the slightest threat to its existential trio of the creation of surplus value, work, and consumption. Neoconservative or neoliberal capitalism also means neo-Puritan capitalism. [73: 	Cf. L. Wacquant, Prisons of Poverty, expanded ed., Minneapolis 2009.]  [74: 	Cf., e.g., C. Schulzki-Haddouti (ed.), Vom Ende der Anonymität, Hannover 2000.] 

The process takes place in several steps: 

· Not least due to the proliferation and increasing influence of so-called think tanks and “foundations,” a resolutely anti-Keynesian policy that dismantled the welfare state prevailed in the United States and the United Kingdom in the 1980s.
· The “new poverty,” which is increasing due to insufficient economic activity and growth rates, is being incorporated into intervention and incarceration measures (“zero tolerance,” etc.).
· In a further step, the culture of security and prohibition mentioned above is being implemented in everyday life in Europe at an astounding pace. 
· At the highest level of US foreign and defense policy, predestinarian evangelicalism is influencing the course of the “war on terror” (in which Christian Puritans thus fight against Islamist Puritans) or is partly responsible for triggering wars of world order.

It is striking how strongly authors who have been following this development for a long time and have warned of it have always been marginalized. In the media, in commentary on contemporary society, and in academia, people in this period preferred to deal with the alleged “end of ideologies,” “pluralistic consumerism,” the multiplication of “language games and lifestyles,” or the sociocultural implications of computer technology.[footnoteRef:75] “If this is supposed to be the ‘fast’ commentary on contemporary society in the most plural of all possible worlds,” Candide would have to ask once again, “what can commentary on contemporary society be like in the others?”  [75: 	In “continuation” of the views of M. McLuhan, U. Eco, as is well known, asserted on various occasions the “Catholic” character of Macintosh and Windows, which he contrasts to the unadorned, “Protestant” DOS operating system. See U. Eco, “MAC vs DOS,” L’Espresso (Rome), September 30, 1994; Eco, “MS-Dos ist calvinistisch,” Spiegel Special (Hamburg), no. 3/1995, March 1, 1995, pp. 138–40.] 

Bauman, too, is such a “fast” and recognized commentator and sociologist. The pluralizing glasses he wears let him see things that would still amaze Candide: “There is hardly a power left in the world which can blithely entertain an ecumenically universalistic ambition.”[footnoteRef:76] ‘Can blithely’ or ‘wants to blithely’—that is the question here. After the first (or second) Gulf War of 1991, how is it possible to exude such geopolitical optimism? [76: 	Bauman, op. cit., p. 60.] 

It gets worse. We rub our eyes in disbelief upon learning from Bauman that there is an “erosion of the domination of economy over politics and the domain of ideas.”[footnoteRef:77] To counter such illusions of decoupling, permit me to sketch some aspects the relationship between economics, politics, and the “domain of ideas” in the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries: [77: 	Ibid., p. 38.] 


· From the regulars at the neighborhood bar to the WTO, the demand to treat state institutions like companies is gaining ground. The consequence is the extensive privatization and commercialization of formerly public services.[footnoteRef:78] [78: 	Cf., e.g., on the “new public management,” A. Pelizzari, Die Ökonomisierung des Politischen, Constance 2001.] 

· The models of “rational” or “public” choice, originally applied in economics and political science and based on the fundamental assumptions of utility maximization and a transparent subject making deliberate choices, are spreading to other disciplines.[footnoteRef:79] They thus nolens volens oust “critical,” dialectical, and psychoanalytical approaches.  [79: 	Cf. on this K. Salamun (ed.), Geistige Tendenzen der Zeit, Frankfurt a. M. 1996.] 

· The exorbitant semester fees for enrollment in the “renowned” universities of Anglo-Saxon countries have by no means fallen. 
· The increase in quota pressure for newspapers and audiovisual media leads to the subordination of genuine editorial considerations to commercial ones. These are ultimately phenomena of de-differentiation.
· There is no sign whatsoever of a decline in “economization” and commercialization in the field of literature or the fine arts. 

Why an otherwise sophisticated, problem-aware sociologist like Bauman, who teaches in Great Britain, has not incorporated these developments into his diagnosis of the present remains a mystery—except on the basis of the power of the grand narrative of pluralism, which holds sway over the head or behind the back of the academic subject. Over the past quarter century, this narrative has come close to what Foucault calls an "episteme": the cognitive organizational scheme of an epoch.
Moreover, it is only with such preconscious, “episteme”-like discourse assumptions that it is possible to explain how Bauman imagines the contemporary art business. He is undoubtedly right in his explanation of the problems that a prescriptive art theory would have to deal with after twentieth-century art’s self-annulling radicalism in form and content.[footnoteRef:80] From this, however, he draws completely exaggerated conclusions, making fashionable reference to G. Deleuze and F. Guattari’s rhizome metaphor: “Later periods of artistic activity reveal little relation to the preceding stages. . . . New phenomena in art appear to surface at random.”[footnoteRef:81] In the process, art and the sociocultural constitution of society enter into a simple correspondence relation with one another: “Through its own plurality and abrogation of hierarchies, postmodern art represents the existential modality of the extra-artistic world.”[footnoteRef:82]  [80: 	J. Bouret, L’art abstrait, Paris 1957, for example, might be cited as a typical example of “legislative” modernism. Remarkable is P. Bürger’s “middle” position, which traces the “failure” of the modern avant-garde (in the sense of a transfer of art into life) but defines montage as a distinguishing characteristic of future avant-gardes: P. Bürger, Theory of the Avant-Garde, Minneapolis 1984.]  [81: 	Bauman, op. cit., p. 27.]  [82: 	Ibid., p. 30; emphasis in the original.] 

Doesn’t Bauman realize that he is wrapping himself in the old brocades, woven from ahistorical occurrentness, of a pure aesthetics that celebrates the inscrutability of art? Anyone who practices aesthetics based on such premises perpetuates the internal self-conception of the art business instead of seeing through it and will forever stop where Bourdieu’s analyses of artistic fields begin. And an indispensable insight on which these analyses are based is the following: “Absolutely nothing is more connected to the proper tradition of the field, including the intention to subvert it, than avant-garde artists who, at the risk of appearing as naifs, must inevitably situate themselves in relation to all previous efforts at overtaking which have occurred in the history of the field and in the space of possibles which it imposes on new entrants.”[footnoteRef:83] The fact that “postmodern” artists do not want to acknowledge this determinacy of their own is not a postmodern specialty. However, it seems to be one of postmodernism’s regressions that theory functions as an echo of artistic self-interpretation.  [83: 	P. Bourdieu, The Rules of Art, Stanford 1996, p. 301.] 

What exactly does Bauman see as the contemporary and future theorist’s task and field of application? According to Bauman, the decoupling of the state’s and the system’s efforts to perfect their domination from the definition and implementation of civilizational and cultural values, as mentioned earlier, means that state intellectuals are also disappearing in favor of experts or actors within cultural spheres that have become devoid of any interest for the stabilization of domination. The “legislative” function of intellectuals is thus reduced to culture.
It is precisely the political (in the narrower sense) irrelevance of modern culture, however, that holds the seeds of the definitive demise of the norm-giving, legislating intellectual. The dwindling of philosophical and aesthetic certainties and the commercialization of culture create a pluralism of forms of life and expression. Contemporary intellectuals are interpreters who accept postmodern multiplicity and the postmodern absence of rules. Paradigmatic for this uncontrollability is language. In order to establish and maintain hermeneutic openness, the new intellectual has to orient himself to forerunners of interpretive reason "guided by libido."[footnoteRef:84]  [84: 	Bauman, op. cit., p. 126; emphasis in the original.] 

Given Bauman's theoretical “interpretative order,” it is not surprising that M. Heidegger is elevated to the status of the initiator of such libidinously interpretive reason and the founder of a “second Copernican revolution.” Bauman thus joins the long list of philosophers of plurality and difference (J. Derrida, G. Vattimo, R. Rorty) who have integrated into their writings Heidegger’s analysis of Dasein or his later “remembrance” of the history of being. A primary distinguishing characteristic of the grand metadiscourse of irreducible differences is in fact an appreciation of Heidegger and a visceral rejection of critical theory. We will come back to this later. 
For now, let us take a closer look at the significance that, according to Bauman, should be ascribed to Heidegger: “It is the modern legislating reason that has been exposed, condemned and put to shame.”[footnoteRef:85] According to Bauman, the hermeneuticians H.-G. Gadamer and F. Schleiermacher failed in this endeavor because they were too fixated on “codified methods” to avert the “danger of misunderstanding.”[footnoteRef:86] [85: 	Ibid., p. x.]  [86: 	Ibid., p. 127; emphasis in the original.] 

Heidegger as object of fascination can be explained by summarizing three aspects. On the one hand, ontological statements, propositional truths, and the objectification of the “present at hand” are the consequence of a primordial and existential mood, the disclosedness and understanding of Dasein. To this extent, it is true that “Dasein, as constituted by disclosedness, is essentially in the truth.”[footnoteRef:87] That is why human beings live and understand within the framework of a hermeneutic circle: “An entity for which, as Being-in-the-world, its Being is itself an issue, has, ontologically, a circular structure.”[footnoteRef:88] The problem here is the strict demarcation of the concept of truth from “correctness.”[footnoteRef:89] Heidegger’s “inauthentic” modes of being read like a civilization-critical anthropology that does not want to be one. [87: 	M. Heidegger, Being and Time, New York 2008, p. 269. In the later Heidegger, the starting point in Dasein as a subject is replaced by a heteronomous destiny of being.]  [88: 	Ibid., p. 195.]  [89: 	We share H. Brunkhorst’s assessment that the abyss that Heidegger tore open between truth and correctness or inauthenticity “allows all differences among informally compelling argumentation to sink into the totalitarian compulsion for uniformity.” H. Brunkhorst, Der entzauberte Intellektuelle, Hamburg 1990, p. 243. The majority of French poststructuralism is infected by this disease of suspecting totalitarian metaphysics in every “discourse” with a claim to validity.] 

Another reason for Heidegger’s magnetic effect is the claim to be able to work out the “primordial totality of Dasein’s structural whole”[footnoteRef:90] without a concept of consciousness or of the subject. Heidegger claims to have found this structural whole in “care”: “ahead-of-itself-Being-already-in-(the-world) as Being-alongside (entities encountered within-the-world).”[footnoteRef:91] Precisely this language about care caring for itself (but without any consciousness) betrays the fact that Heidegger wants to dissolve the question of nonpositing consciousness by positing an existential “In-Itself.”[footnoteRef:92] [90: 	See Heidegger, op. cit., pp. 225–28.]  [91: 	Ibid., p. 237.]  [92: 	Cf. J.-P. Sartre, Being and Nothingness, New York 1992, pp. 119–20; M. Frank, What Is Neostructuralism?, Minneapolis 1989, pp. 192–98.] 

Along with the existentialization of the subject and his remarks on hermeneutical theory, Heidegger’s views on the theory of art undoubtedly also elevated him to the Olympus of “interpreting” intellectuals demanded by Bauman. Art is not the depiction of things; instead, it is in the work of art that things first come to their truth. According to Heidegger, artworks lead to a conflict between the “opening” world and the “concealing” earth. Art, like poetry, is a setting-itself-to-work of unconcealment in the sense of the Greek aletheia, a “happening of truth at work.”[footnoteRef:93] [93: 	M. Heidegger, “The Origin of the Work of Art,” in Heidegger, Off the Beaten Track, Cambridge 2002, p. 16.] 

These, drastically abridged, are the pivotal moments of Heidegger’s thinking that may explain his renown. Admittedly, the picture would be distorted if we restricted ourselves to Heidegger as “metahermeneutician” and did not also allow a word to the “practicing” interpreter Bauman seeks, the interpreter of all possible cultural levels and spheres. Prior understanding in the analysis of Dasein and the appreciation of the hermeneutic circle[footnoteRef:94] are somewhat meager returns for a philosopher who, in Bauman’s view, is supposed to lead us into the postmodern culture of interpreting (instead of “legislating”) intellectuals. So let us listen to Heidegger the interpreter: [94: 	However, Heidegger will later hint at giving up the circle. Cf. M. Heidegger, On the Way to Language, New York 1971, p. 51.] 

As mentioned just above, he experiences the happening of unconcealment in V. van Gogh’s painting of peasant shoes thanks to a “clearing.” “Thought from out of beings, it is more in being than is the being.”[footnoteRef:95] “Art . . . belongs, rather, to the Event out of which the ‘meaning of being’ . . . is first determined.”[footnoteRef:96] [95: 	Heidegger, “The Origin of the Work of Art,” p. 30.]  [96: 	Ibid., p. 55.] 

What is clearing, then? “The clearing itself is being.”[footnoteRef:97] [97: 	M. Heidegger, “Letter on ‘Humanism,’” in Heidegger, Pathmarks, Cambridge 1998, p. 253.] 

What does “to build” actually mean? The way in which you are and I am, the manner in which we humans are on the earth, is Buan, dwelling.” “The nature of building is letting dwell.”[footnoteRef:98] [98: 	M. Heidegger, “Building Dwelling Thinking,” in Heidegger, Poetry, Language, Thought, New York 1971, pp. 147 and 160; emphasis in the original.] 

Why was ancient Greek art called technē? “Because it was a revealing that brought forth and hither, and therefore belonged within poiēsis.”[footnoteRef:99] [99: 	M. Heidegger, “The Question Concerning Technology,” in Heidegger, The Question Concerning Technology and Other Essays, New York 1977, p. 34.] 

What happens in the essence of modern technology as “enframing”? “In Enframing, that unconcealment comes to pass in conformity with which the work of modern technology reveals the real as standing-reserve.” It is a way “of revealing, of alētheia.”[footnoteRef:100] [100: 	Ibid., p. 21.] 

What does physis in the ancient Greek sense bring forth? “Bringing-forth brings hither out of concealment forth into unconcealment.”[footnoteRef:101] [101: 	Ibid., p. 11.] 

What is truth, which was still experienced in the ancient Greek mind? “Truth is disclosure of beings through which an openness essentially unfolds.”[footnoteRef:102] [102: 	M. Heidegger, “On the Essence of Truth,” in Heidegger, Pathmarks, p. 146.] 

What does the ancient Greek legein (to collect, to lay) mean? “To pro-duce the unconcealed as such, beings in their unconcealment.”[footnoteRef:103]  [103: 	M. Heidegger, Introduction to Metaphysics, 2nd ed., rev. and exp., New Haven 2014, p. 190.] 

What is the relationship between Parmenides and Heraclitus? “Parmenides shares Heraclitus’s standpoint. And where else should these two Greek thinkers, the founders of all thinking, stand if not in the Being of beings?"[footnoteRef:104]  [104: 	Ibid., p. 151.] 

How must we view Oedipus? “In Oedipus, we must grasp that form of Greek Dasein in which this Dasein’s fundamental passion ventures into what is wildest and most far-flung: the passion for the unveiling of Being, that is, the struggle over being itself.”[footnoteRef:105] [105: 	Ibid., p. 117.] 

What is poetry? “Poetry is the founding of being in the word.”[footnoteRef:106] [106: 	M. Heidegger, Elucidations of Hölderlin’s Poetry, Amherst, NY, 2000, p. 59.] 

What does thinking do? “Thinking cuts furrows into the soil of Being.”[footnoteRef:107] [107: 	Heidegger, On the Way to Language, p. 70.] 

“Yet being—what is being? It ‘is’ It itself.”[footnoteRef:108] [108: 	Heidegger, “Letter on ‘Humanism,’” p. 252.] 

This is not the place to discuss Heidegger’s “twisting” of metaphysics.[footnoteRef:109] The quotations only document how monotonous and monothetic Heidegger’s art of interpretation (which, moreover, only wants to speak German or Greek)[footnoteRef:110] turns out to be. If Bauman wants to seriously pursue the “interpretation” of “plural culture” with it, he will need a lot of strength and courage . . . [109: 	K. Löwith, Heidegger, Göttingen 1960, and Adorno, Negative Dialectics, pp. 61–96, can be recommended on this subject.]  [110: 	Cf. M. Heidegger, “Der Spiegel Interview with Martin Heidegger,” in G. Neske and E. Kettering (eds.), Martin Heidegger and National Socialism, New York 1990, p. 63.] 


Adorno’s Actuality and the Physiognomy of Language
If, in the grand history of differentiations, Heidegger’s name figures as a liberating “Open Sesame,” Adorno, by contrast, plays a consistently negative role as the bad boy Teddie, who has done everything wrong—or at least belongs to an epoch that is finally in the past, or at best can function as a source of ideas for aesthetic reservations on which to pass one’s life.[footnoteRef:111] A detailed discussion of this consensual view is omitted here.[footnoteRef:112] Instead, we will take an “essayistic” tour d’horizon to show the stupendous actuality of Adorno’s commentary on contemporary society. Only someone who recognizes the newest as the same, Adorno found, serves what might be different. Surely, it is precisely this virtue that the narratives of pluralism are short of: to identify the old in the new and the contemporary in the supposedly outdated. [111: 	H. Dubiel’s essay “Die Aktualität der Gesellschaftstheorie Adornos,” in L. von Friedeburg and J. Habermas (eds.), Adorno-Konferenz 1983, Frankfurt a. M. 1983, pp. 293–313, can be considered to have pioneered the thesis that Adorno is outdated or refuted in the fields of sociology, social psychology, and cultural theory.]  [112: 	See on this S. Zenklusen, Adornos Nichtidentisches und Derridas différance, Berlin 2002.] 

In fact, even those who prefer not to deal with Adorno’s more technical main works (Negative Dialectics and Aesthetic Theory) and proceed quite unsystematically will find in Adorno reflections and observations that have scarcely aged—his collected writings are a “toolbox,” as Foucault demanded. Some small part of the reason for this is probably that fruitful thinking in Adorno’s eyes always has about it something exaggerated, even childlike. Someone who exaggerates at time X has a better chance someday of being right at time Y. Nevertheless, this is not the whole story, as the example of Baudrillard shows. His book The Consumer Society (originally published in 1970) is still a point of reference. Subsequently, however, Baudrillard let his thought processes be so strongly bewitched and absorbed by an imperial concept of simulation that he lately does not even shy away from the clumsiest relativism any longer.
The prerequisite for any engagement with Adorno in the post-Fordist present is to discard the anxious rejection of cultural criticism. Vulgar postmodernists and pop theorists judge such criticism to be a conservativism of the left, a moralizing cultural pessimism. They do not see subjugation under the dictates of the capitalist process of exploitation in the commercialization of all spheres of life, but rather egalitarian interchangeability or even undreamt-of paths toward dissidence: “Do you not like what you are? Buy other brands! Buy a new lifestyle!,”[footnoteRef:113] demands J. Twitchell, an American professor of communication, inaugurating the fusion of advertising and sociology—and he means it quite seriously. D. Diederichsen considers the concept of alienation “super dumb.”[footnoteRef:114]  [113: 	See J. B. Twitchell, Lead Us into Temptation, New York 1999, and the review by P. Löpfe, “Konsumkultur,” Tages Anzeiger (Zürich), August 31, 1999, which praises the book to the skies.]  [114: 	D. Diederichsen, “Der Boden der Freundlichkeit,” in A. Fanizadeh and R. Ohrt (eds.), “Politik und Kunst I,” special issue, Die Beute, n.s., no. 1 (1998). In an interview Diederichsen declares, “Mainstream culture . . . of course could not deal with someone who says, ‘I agree with everything, I love just merely functioning.’ . . . There is this way of thinking that says that affirmation is a strategy that . . . reveals something that is then really critical in its turn.” D. Diederichsen, “Hey Hey, We Are Not the Monkeys,” in W. Beermann, M. Dreyer, and K. Hoffmann (eds.), Fünf Interviews zur Veränderung des Sozialen, Stuttgart 1992, p. 103.] 

But it is precisely not about an antimodern, “tireless charge of reification”[footnoteRef:115] for the purpose of setting up a contrast with “past forms of societalization, prior to the division of labor, surreptitiously adopted as if they were eternal.”[footnoteRef:116] “What is at stake is not conservation of the past but the fulfillment of past hopes.”[footnoteRef:117] [115: 	Adorno, Negative Dialectics, p. 191.]  [116: 	T. W. Adorno, The Jargon of Authenticity, London 1986, p. 59.]  [117: 	M. Horkheimer and T. W. Adorno, Dialectic of Enlightenment, Stanford 2002, p. xvii.] 

The consumption of goods is not reifying and alienating in itself, but it is in the context of the extension of the relation of capital to people’s everyday and family life. While individuals now face each other only as interchangeable possessors of goods and money, objects, whose utility value has long since become secondary, conversely take on human traits, so to speak, as brands with images. 
Adorno’s “cultural pessimism” is thus far removed from that of those (anti-Enlightenment) conservatives who denounce the decline of manners, morals, and education but simultaneously cling with an iron grip to the machinery that makes such “states of affairs” possible in the first place. They contrast these states of affairs to legitimate culture and the approved lifestyle, which are just as much participants in the overall complex of cause and effect—similar to the reactionary economists who play off creative against exploitative capital. In Adorno’s work, cultural criticism takes place in the awareness that “the mutilation of man which is the result of the present particularistic rationality is the stigma of the total irrationality.”[footnoteRef:118] This means no stale, resigned wisdom, but rather thinking as a permanent aversion to being fobbed off: “Whoever does not let it atrophy has not resigned.”[footnoteRef:119] [118: 	T. W. Adorno, Prisms, Cambridge, MA, 1981, 24.]  [119: 	T. W. Adorno, Critical Models, New York 2005, p. 293.] 

Much in Adorno’s work only really unfolds in contemporary neoliberalism and is thus burningly actual and “political,” precisely to the extent that cultural criticism is not amputated from the political. In his Philosophische Terminologie, for example, he mocks the mode of consciousness of “concretism, not to say concretinism.”[footnoteRef:120] Extrapolated to current conditions, this means, for example, the conduct of Swiss German television hosts who interrupt anyone who speaks expansively with the insidious call, spoken in folksy dialect, “But something concrete now for once!,” thereby establishing the primacy of contextless, unreflected, individual facts. In Hegel, these were still called “abstract.” [120: 	T. W. Adorno, Philosophische Terminologie, vol. 1, Frankfurt a. M. 1992, p. 199.] 

Concrete . . . Adorno had experienced the aggressive edge of the word, which has since become a hammer to wield in debate: “False clarity is only another name for myth. Myth was always obscure and luminous at once.”[footnoteRef:121] It is a favorite word of those who hold to the “bare facts” and cultivate elitist sobriety. “The direct statement without divagations, hesitations, . . . that gives the other the facts full in the face, already has the form and timbre of the command.”[footnoteRef:122] [121: 	Horkheimer and Adorno, op. cit., p. xvii.]  [122: 	T. W. Adorno, Minima moralia, London 2005, p. 42.] 

Adorno’s 1961 discussion of statis and dynamism could just as well come from the beginning of the twenty-first century. He says there that true dynamism requires making present what has been, since it otherwise falls back into the tedious continuation of what is eternally the same: “But there is something unhistorical in the dynamic force which moves in aimless circles.”[footnoteRef:123] If we detach the essay from its original context in academic sociology, we seem to have before us nothing less than a discussion of neoliberal activism and its associated historical amnesia (“Just do it”; “Look ahead!”). The “energy” for a “dynamic, fit economy” catalyzed in workshops for executives may be dressed up ever so sophisticatedly; within the framework of the compulsion to create surplus value, it cannot help but continue the exploitation of human beings and nature. “We would easily imagine a change in the nature of the static: General contentment would leave things as they were. This is no more difficult than to conceive a change in the nature of the dynamic."[footnoteRef:124] The "trend researcher" and prophet of globalization M. Horx, on the other hand, sees the "new economy" as an opportunity to do away with social equality, as if the right of the weaker party had prevailed and must now finally be set aside: “A certain degree of ‘dynamic’ inequality is like a breeze in a room with stale air.”[footnoteRef:125] [123: 	T. W. Adorno, “‘Static’ and ‘Dynamic’ as Sociological Categories,” Diogenes 9, no. 33 (March 1961): 48.]  [124: 	Ibid.]  [125: 	M. Horx, Das Zukunfts-Manifest, Düsseldorf 1997, p. 242.] 

In “Anmerkungen zum sozialen Konflikt heute” (“Notes on social conflict today”), Adorno says, “Ideology does not tolerate even the semblance of laziness.”[footnoteRef:126] True enough, and even more so in the 2000s than in the 1950s. No matter whether German talk shows are discussing alcoholism, gayness, crime, or drug addiction: the main thing is work. Living on welfare is worse than adultery used to be, and anyone who is not attracted by the low-wage jobs offered by the exorbitantly paid masters and mistresses of ceremonies is booed and shouted down by the audience. Bringing many children into the world despite financial worries also runs counter to healthy talk-show sensibilities—although open calls for sterilization (still?) result in verbal intervention. [126: 	T. W. Adorno and U. Jaerisch, “Anmerkungen zum sozialen Konflikt heute,” in Adorno, Gesammelte Schriften, vol. 8, Soziologische Schriften I, Frankfurt am Main 1972, p. 192.] 

Work, work, work. The talk shows are the schools for the young Germans who are to be set right along Blairite and social-Darwinist lines. Too many semesters spoiled by Keynesianism, and there’s no point throwing good money after bad—these older students still see paid work as an effort and an imposition instead of an adventure and a “challenge.” Bah!
It will be necessary to investigate which pathologies show up in a generation that was unremittingly encouraged to be proactive, independent, and creative at school and, from the perspective of the neoconservative pensée unique, now bears the blame for their career path even in times of mass unemployment. While the propagandists of the entrepreneurial spirit preach their secular gospel, it is already being calculated whether half of start-up companies will survive in the medium term. It sounds like the edict of a schizophrenic voice when individuals have to be “their own entrepreneurs” in times of oligopoly. “Equal rights and equal opportunities among the competing parties are largely a fiction.”[footnoteRef:127] What remains is the increase in disparities and the absurd deployment of the means of production and productive forces: “Full employment becomes an ideal even though work need no longer be the measure of everything.”[footnoteRef:128] [127: 	Adorno, “Reflections on Class Theory,” p. 98.]  [128: 	Adorno, “ ‘Static’ and ‘Dynamic,’” p. 47.] 

Adorno charges “typical psychoanalysis” with making people unaccustomed to love and happiness “in favour of hard work and a healthy sex life.”[footnoteRef:129] Just like the typical esoteric, leisure, and fitness industries, one might add! The five-second breakfast in liquid form creates time for a long morning exercise session with which one can get in the right mood for the workday. If kicking is on the agenda, the television gymnast recommends, “Imagine you are kicking someone really hard!” Once upon a time, that might still have disturbed sensitive spirits—a hypersensitivity that we have discarded as stale? “Technology is making gestures precise and brutal, and with them men.”[footnoteRef:130] [129: 	T. W. Adorno, “Sociology and Psychology,” New Left Review, no. 46 (November 1967): 80.]  [130: 	Adorno, Minima moralia, p. 40.] 

If the spirit once shrinks down to instrumental rationality in line with reality, it becomes truly receptive for the first time “for the greedy acceptance of charlatanism and superstition.”[footnoteRef:131] The observation that instrumental reason, hostile to speculation, does not exclude obscurantism but instead promotes it is one of Adorno’s great merits. If the individual were to pose his existential questions within the framework of a concrete examination of real social and economic conditions, he would already be opposing the “delusionary context”—an attitude that requires more strength and endurance every day. [131: 	Horkheimer and Adorno, op. cit., p. xvi.] 

The rapidly increasing power of esotericism since the late hippie era must unquestionably be seen in parallel with the weakening of all intellectual approaches that regard human beings primarily as social and historical beings and not as monads determined a priori by the ego and/or biologically: “It remains implicitly presumed that all difficulties arising from objective conditions . . . could easily be mastered by private initiative or psychological insight. Popular psychology becomes a social opiate. People are given to understand that the evil is in them; the world itself is not so badly off.”[footnoteRef:132] [132: 	T. W. Adorno, “Aberglaube aus zweiter Hand,” in Adorno, Soziologische Schriften I, p. 157.] 

In the course of the 1980s, esotericism and psychagogy began to spread in the workshops addressed to the economic elite. They sounded something like this: “The game: the possibility of experiencing and recognizing actions in the consciousness. . . . Binary science is played out. . . . Binary partnership (yin-yang symbol) is the Eastern philosophical [!] model to be brought in. . . . For more than seven hundred years, the Eastern ‘soft-factor concept’ [!] has been forcing its way into the Western polar world [!]. . . . With its ‘global play,’ business has become a leader in the introduction and spread of the partnership concept of playful thinking and acting.”[footnoteRef:133] Such grotesque pettifoggery could be dismissed as the ravings of a lunatic if it were not the basis for the seminars offered by a “communication researcher and broker” and if it were not published in a leading newspaper. Apparently, today’s knights of flexibility sometimes let themselves be presented in their managerial courses with tripe against which the cautionary rules of even the simplest everyday bourgeois skepticism no longer suffice. It is then also hardly surprising that large sections of the economic elite expect the internet alone to provide a new surge in accumulation and see no problem in the boundless inflation of fictitious stock values without simultaneous real growth—the main thing is that inflation is tamed. “Finally, under the conditions of late capitalism, the half-educated condition has become the objective spirit.”[footnoteRef:134] [133: 	H. Schneider, “Die spielende Organisation,” Alpha, supplement to the Tages Anzeiger (Zürich), May 6, 2000.]  [134: 	Horkheimer and Adorno, op. cit., p. 163.] 

Communication specialists of all stripes increase in number to the same extent that disinterested communication as something taken for granted has disappeared. They inject an artificial “human touch.” Where the daily psychodrama still takes place in city squares and streets, as in the Third World for example, many would be happy to have the barest necessities. While the public space in Western metropolises is only suitable for quick passage any more, “transparency,” surveillance, and monitoring arrangements in the workplace ensure that disruptive conversations are prevented: “Even in offices, the taxpayer is now protected from wasting of time by wage earners, who are isolated in their collective.”[footnoteRef:135] The individualizing motto “Create yourself!” leads to pseudodifferentiation within the coordinate system of mass culture instead of to successful individuation: “Communication makes people conform by isolating them.”[footnoteRef:136] [135: 	Ibid., p. 183.]  [136: 	Ibid., p. 184.] 

Life is caught up in the rhythm of the production and consumption of goods: “Drive and feeling should not distract from seriously rational work; no shadow of duty should trouble relaxation.”[footnoteRef:137] Pleasure has become leisure-time work, the intensity of which is measured by the “fun factor.” The more scoffing at antihedonistic conservatism becomes obligatory, the greater the terrorism of opinion to which anyone is subject who says aloud that we are actually experiencing the expansion of Protestant Puritanism to what were formerly the realms of leisure: “Entertainment is the prolongation of work under late capitalism.”[footnoteRef:138] Fragile social ties are compensated for by emotionally charged relations to goods and “loyalty” toward brands. Switching within the culture industry’s sign system requires the acquisition of short-term signal knowledge: “Enjoyment is giving way to being there and being in the know, connoisseurship [is being replaced] by enhanced prestige.”[footnoteRef:139] Even a visit to a pub becomes an entry into the world of “philosophies of the gastronomic experience,” usually undergirded by pop music’s eternally identical rhythms.  [137: 	Adorno, “Aberglaube aus zweiter Hand,” p. 159.]  [138: 	Horkheimer and Adorno, op. cit., p. 109.]  [139: 	Ibid., p. 128.] 

Interdit de séjour! Adorno was still persona non grata at French universities in the late 1960s, the author is assured by R. Riesel, in 1968 a Situationist and a philosophy student in Nanterre and today a sheep farmer in the Lozère and a (militant) specialist in genetic-technology issues. The poststructuralists in fact stuck more to Heidegger. Derrida’s nonconcept of différance, a metaontological occurrence that makes identity and difference possible in the first place, has more in common with Heidegger’s late “Beyng” than his apologists would like to admit. Shortly before his death, Foucault declared that he would have done a lot of things differently if he had studied the Frankfurt School earlier.
Ahistorical tendencies, forced text immanence, sign fetishism, antimaterialism, one-sided exaggeration of difference—the well-known weaknesses of postmodernism were, indeed, to a certain extent anticipated and thematized by Adorno:

Confusion about identity tends to make thinking capitulate to the indissoluble. Such thinking turns the object’s indissolubility into a taboo for the subject. The subject is . . . not to touch whatever is unlike it.[footnoteRef:140] [140: 	Adorno, Negative Dialectics, p. 161.] 


Today it is already evident that immanent analysis, which was once a weapon of artistic experience against philistinism, is being misused as a slogan to hold social reflection at a distance from an absolutized art.[footnoteRef:141] [141: 	T. W. Adorno, Aesthetic Theory, Minneapolis 1997, p. 180.] 


Let this reactualizing reading of Adorno suffice. P. Pasolini shares his fate of being rather badly slandered under the conditions of the grand narrative of ambivalences and heterogeneities. T. Barfuss rebukes Pasolini’s “isolating turn to nonconformism,” which had already begun at the end of the 1950s. With Accattone, according to Barfuss, Pasolini aimed at “sacralizing life on the urban margins,” and his Scritti corsari of the 1970s were “furious roundhouse punches oscillating between blind anger and clairvoyant analysis.”[footnoteRef:142] [142: 	T. Barfuss, Konformität und bizarres Bewusstsein, Hamburg 2002, p. 125.] 

The red thread running through the Scritti corsari is the thesis that (after Catholicism) only consumerism and the mass media have managed to “unite” Italy. Now, this collection of essays and articles does not have to be treated as a memorial subject to historic-preservation regulations. However, there is no question that it is Pasolini’s “nonconformism” and hypersensitivity that enabled him to perceive, in the seemingly most insignificant changes, symptoms of a mutation in Italian society that paved the way for its later Berlusconization.[footnoteRef:143] Nor is Pasolini by any means the grumpy advocate of a one-sided rejection of the culture industry, as documented, for example, by his “Linguistic Analysis of a Slogan.”[footnoteRef:144] Pasolini probably owes his greatness not least to the fact that he did not (any longer) believe in Gramsci’s faith in modernization and productive forces and did not orient himself in accordance with formulas like “adjusting culture to the practical function.”[footnoteRef:145] The philosophy of the new middle class, the grand narrative of individualization, seems to fear the “dark” thinkers—this is also nothing new . . . [143: 	In the most concise form, e.g., P. P. Pasolini, “Acculturazione e acculturazione,” in Pasolini, Scritti corsari, Milan 1975, pp. 31–34. The Berlusconi phenomenon is not an "accident" but part of Italy’s journalistic and political culture (see recently the Neue Zürcher Zeitung, March 3, 2006). Pasolini identified the sociocultural and anthropological conditions that made Forza Italia (sic) possible in the 1970s. It is doubtful whether so-called “cultural studies” would have been able to do the same—or if so, then only after very belatedly.]  [144: 	P. P. Pasolini, “Linguistic Analysis of a Slogan,” L’anello che non tiene: Journal of Modern Italian Literature 8, no. 1–2 (Spring–Fall 1996): 79–83.]  [145: 	A. Gramsci, “Critical Notes on an Attempt at a Popular Presentation of Marxism by Bukharin,” in Gramsci, The Modern Prince and Other Writings, London 1957, p. 113. On the accusation of Gramsci’s “conservativism” see recently G. Scarpetta, “Pasolini, un réfractaire exemplaire,” Le monde diplomatique, February 2006, 24.] 

Adorno and Pasolini are also rather badly slandered as theorists in the school of so-called cultural studies,[footnoteRef:146] which is at times not exactly modest in outlining the importance of its own theoretical enterprise. The realization that today’s society is characterized by conflicts about gender, religion, and so on (and hence not only class conflicts) and that people’s identity is not just economically but also culturally shaped is, so D. Morley confidently proclaims, owed to cultural studies.[footnoteRef:147] [146: 	See for example Barfuss (op. cit.), who argues in the Gramscian manner, similar to the representatives of cultural studies.
S. Lash’s summary of the “modernist-discursive” (i.e., Adorno’s aesthetics in particular), of course, is not even a bad caricature anymore. Cf. R. Winter, Filmsoziologie, Munich 1992, pp. 92ff.]  [147: 	D. Morley, “So-Called Cultural Studies,” Cultural Studies 12, no. 4 (1998): 477.] 

The exponents of such a self-confident school, which defines itself somewhat cryptically as a “discursive formation from multiple discourses,”[footnoteRef:148] would do well to maneuver the older critical theory onto the side of the road with a little more sensitivity. Their own “open form of critique,” they claim, characterizes their deposition of the “one-dimensionally economistic”[footnoteRef:149] critique of the Frankfurt School. At the same time, the “materialistic component of cultural studies”[footnoteRef:150] is supposed to ensure their distinction from the Frankfurt School . . .  [148: 	A. Hepp and C. Winter, “Cultural Studies als Projekt,” in Hepp and Winter (eds.), Die Cultural Studies Kontroverse, Lüneburg 2003, p. 10.]  [149: 	Ibid., p. 21.]  [150: 	Ibid., p. 19.] 

It is certainly not our intention to issue a total condemnation of cultural studies, a multifaceted discipline that traces its origins to the United Kingdom in the early 1960s.[footnoteRef:151] We wish merely to cautiously voice the suspicion that cultural studies as a whole contributes to the further development of the grand narrative of pluralism and thus might be not only a discourse formation but something more like a pluralization discourse fortification. Admittedly, I. Ang rejects the accusation that cultural studies are part of the “liberal pluralist account” that denies or ignores determinations: “Indeterminacy is not grounded in freedom from . . . determinations, but is the consequence of too many, unpredictable ‘over-determinations.’”[footnoteRef:152] Ang alludes here to the originally Freudian concept of overdetermination, which was further developed in the discourse theory of E. Laclaus and C. Mouffe. [151: 	Especially not when it produces such self-ironic texts as that of M. Morris, “Banality in Cultural Studies,” Discourse 10, no. 2 (Spring–Summer 1988): 3–29. ]  [152: 	I. Ang, “In the Realm of Uncertainty,” in D. Crowley and D. Mitchell (eds.), Communication Theory Today, Stanford 1994, p. 203.] 

However, Ang’s formulations make clear that fixations, formatizations, and homogenizations are entirely secondary and only temporary, if they still occur at all. There would be no objection to Ang’s appropriation of chaos theory in itself. However, when he speaks of a “‘true realm of uncertainty,’”[footnoteRef:153] this raises a myriad of problems. First of all, we seem to have here the typical case of a scholastic, intellectualist fallacy (as Bourdieu would say). Derrida’s deconstruction is a way of dealing with texts (of course, he denies that it is a method or hermeneutics) that reveals the blind spots of “metaphysical” constructions (in Heidegger’s sense) as their secret enabling condition as metaphysically and conceptually indeterminable “differences.” Nevertheless, how are we now to understand that “the world” has become deconstructive? What a trajectory of deconstruction, which began with a small book by Derrida on E. Husserl’s theory of meaning and now already encompasses the whole world! This seems to be a fantasy world that a deconstructor has concocted so that it fits into his concept. [153: 	Ibid., p. 210.] 

If the world deconstructed itself incessantly, “sheer” chaos (not the version of chaos defined by the natural sciences) would prevail, in which nothing durable would exist at all.[footnoteRef:154] [154: 	If the world in, of, and for itself (in circumstances in which it would precisely no longer be possible to speak of a “for itself”) were exclusively deconstructing, it would lose itself in an all-pervading difference or dissemination. Because of the quantitatively infinite differential references, neither meaning nor consciousness would be generated. Cf. Frank, op. cit., 421–24.] 

Naturally, this is not how Ang wants to be understood. As he understands it, the world is an entirely uncontrollable back-and-forth of chaotic and ordering forces. Again, there is nothing wrong with that, but does it really say more than Heraclitus’s allegories? Granted, Ang is not concerned with cosmological speculation. Contrary to his own assertions, he takes the transformation of “pluralistic” deconstruction into the positive and realistic entirely seriously: “In postmodernity, heterogeneity is not based on foundational essences, but is a contingent articulation of the fluid and moving play of differences.”[footnoteRef:155] In other words, the kingdom of “an excess of desire”[footnoteRef:156]—of proliferating differences—has come into being with the globalization of capitalism! Ang proves this with the example of contemporary research into the television audience. According to our author, such research is a hopeless undertaking from the outset, because viewing habits have become irreducibly heterogeneous. Following this logic, the individual as a consumer should always already be smarter than consumer research. Capitalism has thus been defeated, as it were, by itself . . . [155: 	Ang, op. cit., p. 207.]  [156: 	Ibid., p. 208.] 

It is to be feared that the infinite number of available proofs for the falsity of this thesis will not cause Ang to waver, since his thesis is ultimately as little falsifiable as Gnostic cosmologies. For every proof of homogenization in the “global village,” Ang will find the counterevidence of some microdifference. The end result is pure dogmatism: however collective or collectivistic consumption may be, plurality always emerges from it in the end. Cultural studies behave here like the Mandelbrot set. Endless increases in magnification make the border of the set also endlessly long. 
Through this absolutism of difference, however, Ang’s version of cultural studies saws off the very diagnostic basis on which it feels secure: the all-deciding divorce of the postindustrial present from previous forms of civilization. There is simply no longer any criterion available for determining that the lifeworld of a medieval shoemaker is less different than that of his postindustrial “successor.” In the shoemaker’s lifeworld as well, if we just zoom in close enough, there will always be countless more differences to find. The “discourse formation” of cultural studies, which had set out to expel prejudices from the philosophy of culture, seems to always find under the microscope only what it decided to find a priori: differences.
A favorite term in the pluralization catechesis is “language game.” In Ang’s universe, it is evident not only that language games can no longer be explained by any “metadiscourse” but also that they multiply endlessly after the demise of modernity. Bauman phrases it in somewhat more moderate terms: “The main feature ascribed to ‘postmodernity’ is thus the permanent and irreducible pluralism of cultures . . . or ‘language games’ . . . or the awareness and recognition of such pluralism.”[footnoteRef:157] [157: 	Bauman, op. cit., p. 102; emphasis in the original.] 

The concept of the language game goes back to L. Wittgenstein. In the Philosophical Investigations, his earlier calculus of rules (in the Tractatus), within which meaningful sentences can be analyzed into truth-functional nexuses of elementary propositions, gives way to a conception of rule-following that is subordinate to the primacy of action. Linguistic rule-following is now blind mastery of a technique within the framework of a particular form of life, not implementation according to normative, deductive standards. On the one hand, language games are different contexts of action in which the words of natural language are used (greetings, prayers, thanks, etc.). According to Wittgenstein, there is only a “family resemblance” among such language acts—it is no longer possible to speak of a superordinate normal form of language. 
But Wittgenstein also calls “the whole, consisting of language and the actions into which it is woven, the ‘language-game.’”[footnoteRef:158] He means by this a “whole” language (German, English, etc.), and he also calls such a language, or the totality of the practices carried out in it, a “form of life.” What conclusions are to be drawn about “the multiplicity of language-games”[footnoteRef:159] from his miscellaneous writings is still a subject of debate in Wittgenstein studies. [158: 	L. Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, New York 1973, § 7, p. 5.]  [159: 	Ibid., § 24, p. 12.] 

J.-F. Lyotard’s epoch-making commissioned work The Postmodern Condition, in which a further developed concept of language games plays a prominent role, was originally published in 1979. For Lyotard, too, it is clear that “there is no reason to think that it would be possible to determine metaprescriptives common to all of these language games.”[footnoteRef:160] Lyotard conceives language games in a neo-Nietzschean, agonistic way and applies the concept both descriptively and normatively to society. Society itself is heterogeneous in composition, and the aim of debate must be dissent and “paralogy.” Against J. Habermas’s discourse-ethical formalism, Lyotard argues that it always already includes material prior decisions that are either not made explicit or not presented as formal. [160: 	J.-F. Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition, Minneapolis 1984, p. 65.] 

In The Differend (originally published in 1983), Lyotard (dissociating himself from Wittgenstein’s terminology) extends the ethical problem of plurally constituted forms of language and action. In this view, language is unjust not only in itself but also in each of its factual performances: every linguistic “linkage” requires a decision to the detriment of other “phrase regimes” or “genres of discourse.”
Lyotard’s decision to think society in analogy to the model of language was momentous for subsequent scholarly currents. It has contributed to the abstract—because ahistorical and oblivious to capitalism—a priori thesis of hypertrophic plurality.
On the other hand, it must be borne in mind that Lyotard is concerned with an ethics of language. The prevalence of a genre of discourse is not only treated as an intellectual problem or eventuality but also explicitly stated: when economic discourse becomes a universal idiom, “phrases can be commodities.”[footnoteRef:161] This discourse-philosophical warning of a threatening homogenization, which is still quite clearly expressed in Lyotard’s work (and which certainly places him in Habermas’s neighborhood), is completely lost in the grand narrative of ever-increasing heterogeneity. “The economic genre’s hegemony over the others can certainly put on the garb of an emancipatory philosophy of history.”[footnoteRef:162] Lyotard anticipates here nothing less than the promises of neoliberalism, which have been proclaimed since 1980s and reached a peak of public prominence in F. Fukuyama’s The End of History and the Last Man (1992). Neoliberalism is characterized precisely by the fact that it operates with words originally the province of the left or left liberalism in order to legitimize the rollback of the welfare state.[footnoteRef:163] From an economic point of view, it is based on highly contestable assumptions that nevertheless make astonishingly universal claims of validity.[footnoteRef:164] German-language cultural studies[footnoteRef:165] and the other branches of the grand narrative of differentiations and complexity has had scarcely anything to say about any of this—or if it has, then with surreal belatedness, so that certain great theoretical ventures could in practice be incorporated into historical scholarship without anyone noticing.  [161: 	J.-F. Lyotard, The Differend, Minneapolis 1988, p. 177.]  [162: 	Ibid., p. 178.]  [163: 	Cf., e.g., P. Bourdieu, Acts of Resistance, New York 1998, and Bourdieu, Firing Back, New York 2002.]  [164: 	Cf. M. R. Krätke, “Neoklassik als Weltreligion?,” in Loccumer Initiative kritischer Wissenschaftlerinnen und Wissenschaftler (ed.), Die Ilusion der neuen Freiheit, Hannover 1999, pp. 100–144.]  [165: 	The case is different in Great Britain; see, e.g., on Thatcherism S. Hall, “The Toad in the Garden,” in C. Nelson and L. Grossberg (eds.), Marxism and the Interpretation of Culture, Urbana 1988, pp. 35–73.] 

Inspired by Lyotard’s example, a few remarks come to mind on the relationship between the grand narrative of innumerable pluralities and French poststructuralism. The former adopts from the latter its motifs, concepts, and set pieces at will, but it is not identical with it. The French poststructuralists cannot be blamed for everything, even if they hardly provide any arguments against the grand narrative of pluralism. In general, we can say that the grand narrative transforms the function of poststructuralist set pieces into a platitudinously realistic euphemization of the existing. Deleuze and Guattari did go so far as to call the brain a “rhizome.”[footnoteRef:166] Yet the search for an individuality that would not be an example of a genre still persists as a motif, the search for an “identity” without negation, for an irreducible multiplicity and the unregulated floods of desires. “Deterritorializations” are repeatedly threatened by “reterritorializations.” The grand narratives of pluralization, on the other hand, always and as a matter of course stand rhetorically on the side of the former—it is just that they have perhaps themselves have become a de facto reterritorialization: “It is not enough to say, ‘Long live the multiple.’"[footnoteRef:167] If something is called “rhizomatic” in the texts of the grand narrative, we would appreciate it if the theoretical consequences of such a procedure were also consistently borne. [166: 	G. Deleuze and F. Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus, Minneapolis, p. 15.]  [167: 	Ibid, p. 6. ] 

The same is true of the inevitable and flourishing “deconstruction.” Rarely does it become clear whether the assumptions taken over from Heidegger’s “history of being” and history of metaphysics are shared; if so, what we should make of their plausibility; and if not, with which new version of deconstruction we are dealing.
Sometimes it is supposed that Wittgenstein’s “language games” in wild combination with Derrida’s différance can support the thesis that diagnoses contemporary society as characterized by uncontrollable and unsurveyable forms of life and language. However, neither Wittgenstein nor Derrida links his stubborn “language games” or his unfathomable multiplication of meaning through the movement of différance with a location in social history. Language games and the différance have always already existed and are therefore not suitable as models that could be descriptively imposed on post-Fordist society.
Foucault’s second and third volumes of his projected genealogy of sexuality, published in the 1980s, made quite a sensation as a “return to the subject.” In this work, Foucault described ancient sexual ethics as a sovereign manner of life that was indeed familiar with a system of ethics but that ascribed it only the character of a recommendation for the elaboration of a “work of art” in the individual’s sexual life. This ethics was transformed in Christianity into a morality that demanded obedience and that took the form of a binding code of rules.
Foucault denied on various occasions that he treated ancient ethics as a valid model for the present. At the same time, however, he expressed with many variations his reflections on the creation of a new, aestheticized relationship to the self: “But couldn’t everyone’s life become a work of art? . . . We should not have to refer the creative activity of somebody to the kind of relation he has to himself, but should relate the kind of relation one has to oneself to a creative activity.”[footnoteRef:168] [168: 	M. Foucault, “On the Genealogy of Ethics,” in Foucault, Ethics, New York 1997, pp. 261–62.] 

Foucault’s thoughts here revolve around the question of how a subject can constitute itself as sexual after the Christian code is no longer recognized. With explicit reference to F. Nietzsche (like J. Beuys), he pleads for an aestheticization of existence. To that end, we have to keep in mind the theory of power that Foucault developed in the 1970s, which starts from productive (instead of repressive) practices and from a difficult-to-understand network without a center (or an above and below) that extends throughout the whole of society. Without taking up again the much-debated question of whether Foucault was still a Marxian or not, it is surely correct to say that he remains until today an intellectual ancestor of decidedly local and thematically limited “struggles”—and that in these areas and “issues,” navel-gazing and failure to draw connections to political economy have sometimes resulted in theoretically and politically fruitless coffee klatches distinguished by the inflationary use of the word “discourse.” Nevertheless, it would go too far to charge Foucault with being a forerunner of an a priori assumption of plurality on account of his late philosophical aesthetics of existence, as J. Mischke depicts him, for example: “The media giants’ tendencies toward uniformization only appear to work against plurality. . . . In truth, the purchase of one and the same record by millions of buyers, for example, is merely something like a point of intersection in n-dimensional space, one that means something very different and is bound up with different lifestyles for the individual buyer. The uniformization of everyday taste leaves behind highly various traces over the long term—in the end, tesserae in an overall mosaic of differentiation and pluralization.”[footnoteRef:169] [169: 	J. Mischke, “Pluralismus der ästhetischen Erfahrung oder Wie postmodern ist populäre Musik?,” PopScriptum, no. 1 (1992): 89–95.] 

Foucault is also not to blame when Diederichsen, without batting an eyelash, transfers Nietzsche’s definition of art to consumer goods: “The fact that everything can be bought also means that everything that can be bought can just as well be everything else.”[footnoteRef:170] Nor is Foucault’s “aesthetics of existence” any more relevant when low-wage jobs are linked to blissful dreaming: “The night job places him [the employee] in the world of Douglas Copland or Bret Easten Ellis; gas stations and fast-food restaurants are sooner associated with Quentin Tarantino or David Lynch than with the reek of gasoline and a failed existence.”[footnoteRef:171] Marxians like R. Kurz have no need to speak with evident annoyance about “Foucault and Baudrillard positivists.”[footnoteRef:172] [170: 	Diederichsen, “Der Boden der Freundlichkeit.”]  [171: 	J. Goebel and C. Clermont, Die Tugend der Orientierungslosigkeit, Berlin 1997, p. 132.]  [172: 	As R. Kurz often repeats in his otherwise excellent Die Welt als Wille und Design, Berlin 1999 (here p. 107).] 

But let us turn once more to the “language game” and take a closer look. If we understand it as a “whole” natural language, then the descriptive finding (that is, not the lingual normativity à la Lyotard) of pluralism is pure cynicism. Languages are still dying out, and the extension of capitalist forms of production and consumption is hastening this process.
Reflecting on language games should be more fruitful if we take the term in its everyday meaning: the language game as a playful, varying, standard-evading engagement with language, as lingua ludens.
Here we should find an unsurveyable plethora of evidence for the pluralization thesis. The first generation to grow up entirely under the condition postmoderne has reached adulthood and is beginning to occupy leading positions. Even if this generation still carries old, “Fordist” elements of consciousness with it,[footnoteRef:173] it does feel itself to be like a fish in water amid the claimed multiplicity of the language games and will make an effort to reproduce this multiplicity. In the press, for example, there should be an unstoppable multiplication of products in which, as in the French satirical newspaper Le canard enchaîné, every title is a language game and every article is a style game. The titles indeed have to sell—but they could surely not survive if they entirely repressed the ubiquitous desire for language games.  [173: 	Barfuss’s view is that after the crisis of Fordism, no generalizable interpretive and behavioral model for a “competent” individual in the sense of the consensually neutralized (value-free) Gramscian conformismo has yet been developed. Barfuss is certain, on the other hand, that those individuals who have not found their way out of “outdated” conformity become “unpleasant and frustrated contemporaries full of resentments.” Barfuss, op. cit., p. 217ff.
		Horx, a sociologist and the most successful German futurologist, situates future humanity in directly ethnic terms, on the basis of a depiction along two axes. According to Horx, the British are “universalist” (but not particularist—sic!!!) and individualist. The French, on the other hand, are indeed “universalist” but also “group-oriented.” (Even flattered Britons with some knowledge of France would be surprised by such a Selektion.) The Germans, both particularist and group-oriented, come off worst. Horx, op. cit., p. 82. The responsibly acting individual of the future “attaches firm ‘bonds’ to the many ‘choices,’” the futurologist tells us. He calls this “adult emancipation.” Ibid., p. 113.] 

For confirmation, then, we will not look to newspapers with “traditional” readerships but to productions for the urban, dynamic, young and young-at-heart employed in the tertiary sector—reading material from post-Fordists for post-Fordists: youth and pop magazines, lifestyle and scene supplements, free newspapers and computer magazines. And what do we find? The tendency toward parataxis (“no dependent clauses”), also observable in “conventional” print media for decades, and toward the disappearance of nuance is not playfully undermined in the least but rather exacerbated to a sometimes grotesque degree. Above all, however, a compulsion toward the incessant repetition of English or Denglish slogans reigns. There is nothing playful here. Rather, “Anglotumbdeutsch” wields its scepter. An extended digression on Anglotumbdeutsch, that is, the really occurring end of the language game, is therefore unavoidable.
What is the basis for the German coinage “Anglotumbdeutsch”? Tumb resonates etymologically with stumm (“dumb,” in the sense of “without speech”) and taub (“deaf”). The tumb-ness of Anglotumbdeutsch is a cleverness that says ever less and hears no more. Täubele in Swiss German is the obstinate and uncomprehending insisting, complaining, and grousing that can no longer be gotten around with arguments. Many reactions seem to come near to this, in the author’s view, whenever Denglish is brought up in a context other than pseudourbane affirmation or sheer relativism.
For one thing, the term “Anglotumbdeutsch” is a response to the dogmatic rage that flares up whenever even a hint of a pertinent discussion of the terminology and rhetoric of the media, the economy, and the entertainment industry is at hand. It must at the same time incorporate and illuminate the sociocultural motives of this rage. Unfortunately, there is a widespread taboo precisely among scholars of German language and literature, whose task this should be, on moving beyond purely establishing and recounting linguistic evolution to pondering the epochal consequences that the rise of Anglotumbdeutsch as a dominant language brings with it. Because linguistic purism once existed, linguistic critique of any kind must be suppressed—notwithstanding the fact that Anglotumbdeutsch precisely does not disdain the purism that hunts for foreign loanwords but rather shares with it the drive to expel whatever threatens or potentially exceeds its identity with itself. Purism contrives the hermeticism of a vernacular language it constructs in the process. Anglotumbdeutsch is concerned with erecting a universe of fixed, frozen expressions and turns of phrase (which have a history in English but which in Anglotumbdeutsch no longer appear as created and are not permitted to be questioned). What purism wanted to achieve, mostly without success, happens “implicitly” and many times more effectively in Anglotumbdeutsch. Anglotumbdeutsch—compared to purism—comes about seemingly without a subject, “by itself.” This appearance of the absence of any kind of willed cooperation lends Anglotumbdeutsch its selfevidentness, its “naturalness.”
The author quite deliberately prefers the term “Anglotumbdeutsch” to the usual “Denglish.” The latter is somewhat compromised, insofar as at the time of its emergence, there was scarcely any reflection on what was happening linguistically, or else the spread of counterfactual diagnoses (diversity, slang, multiculti, etc.) even contributed to the strengthening of the fortification system that imposes the taboo. The term “New German” (Neudeutsch) is without doubt entirely unusable, as it suggests movement and dynamism where what is actually present is normalizing shrinkage and stasis. The supposed New German not only does not renew or generate anything, it pens language in the cage of the repetition of previously constructed phrases (overwhelmingly from the entertainment industry). If anything is new in “New German” phraseology, it is the tempo and the comprehensiveness that distinguish its permeation of all socioeconomic spheres. The violence of this process stands in equally unique contrast to the helpless or willed silence of the intellectuals.[footnoteRef:174] If “Anglotumbdeutsch” is to be assessed as a polemical term, then it is so to the extent that it arises out of the necessity of breaking a collective silence, an unholy consensus bound by agreement on polemic’s inadmissibility. [footnoteRef:175] [174: 	In view of the speed and scope of the process, there is comparatively little literature available. Worth recommending, nonetheless, is R. Muhr and B. Kettemann (eds.), Eurospeak, Frankfurt a. M. 2002.]  [175: 	If we had to summarize the consensus on this subject in three sentences, these three would do: “Frequently used Anglicisms are increasingly incorporated into the German language and are already no longer perceived as foreign by the next generation. Anglicisms that appear in isolation in the language of advertising but are not generally adopted disappear on their own after a certain period of time—they have fulfilled their advertising purpose and can be replaced by new words. In both cases, the German language is thereby enriched—whether lastingly or only for a brief time—and not supplanted.” D. Schütte, Das schöne Fremde, Opladen 1996, p. 362.] 

The ways in which linguistic consciousness in the German-speaking world has been crippled and made taboo are revealed by the measures imposed and positions taken by authorities and institutions among which such a consciousness should be most at home. Spelling reformers see progress and consistency in writing Portmonnee instead of Portemonnaie, Spagetti instead of Spaghetti, and Butike instead of Boutique. Their opponents, no less immune to what is needed in order to face the real challenge posed by the triumph of Anglotumbdeutsch, fear for the “future of the written language” in view of the reform. Among the “nonwords” (Unwörtern) that a group has chosen for several years are “human material” (Menschenmaterial), “prosperity garbage” (Wohlstandsmüll), “legacy personnel burdens” (Belegschaftsaltlasten), and “Me, Inc.” (Ich-AG)—all indices of objective relationships, whether intended or not. They at least express inhumanity without euphemism and truly “conceptualize” the age to which they belong. They expose themselves, unlike Anglotumbdeutsch’s plastic formulas, which come across as “sexy” but chiefly as euphemistic. Finally, it is utterly incomprehensible how “intelligent weapons system” could be a nonword—unless intelligence is permitted to be ascribed only to humanism. So we rack our brains in the German-speaking world about arts of linguistic seduction that scandalously imply intelligence in a weapons system. What touches us most closely, however, the spread of Anglotumbdeutsch, proceeding at incomparable speed, is scarcely considered.[footnoteRef:176] [176: 	Exceptions (notwithstanding a tilt in favor of linguistic purification) are H. Zabel (ed.), Denglisch, nein danke!, Paderborn 2001, and K. Gawlitta and F. Vilmar (eds.), Deutsch nix wichtig?, Paderborn 2002. The writer M. Politycki is also worth noting, especially his article “Der amerikanische Holzweg,” Frankfurter Rundschau, March 18, 2000.] 

One of the most accurate and pathbreaking descriptions of linguistic development in industrial and postindustrial societies (the term “late capitalist” comes across as rather folkloric from today’s perspective) is offered by H. Marcuse in One-Dimensional Man. The chapter on “The Closing of the Universe of Discourse” is the supplement to Adorno’s text on the most bombastic, rationalizing, compensatory “jargon of authenticity.”
Marcus’s report on the trends in American English after the Second World War reads like an almost complete prediction of the characteristics of Denglish as it exists and is spreading as a contemporary form of ruling language in the early twenty-first century: the decline in “the tension between appearance and reality”; the attack on “transcendent, critical notions”; the permeation of language by “magical, authoritarian and ritual elements”;[footnoteRef:177] the metamorphosis of the word into a “cliché”;[footnoteRef:178] the tautological propositions that by being hammered “into the recipient’s mind” enclose it “within the circle of the conditions prescribed by the formula”;[footnoteRef:179] the harmonizing “syntax of abridgment” and its hypnotic effect, even as it is “tinged with a false familiarity”;[footnoteRef:180] the personalization through hyphenated constructions and abridgments that fuse terms together; the “suppression of history”;[footnoteRef:181] the end of speech and discussion in favor of the pure enunciation of facts; the “false concreteness.”[footnoteRef:182] [177: 	H. Marcuse, One-Dimensional Man, Boston 1964, p. 85.]  [178: 	Ibid., p. 87.]  [179: 	Ibid., p. 88.]  [180: 	Ibid., pp. 89 and 91.]  [181: 	Ibid., p. 97.]  [182: 	Ibid., p. 107.] 

Is research into the form, function, and effects of Denglish then just a footnote to Marcuse’s findings about American English in the 1960s? Is what is happening to German today only a temporally displaced repetition of what already happened to American English? Not at all. However much American English may develop in the direction of a universe of verbal fetishes regulated by trends and by administrative norms—its development nevertheless takes place in its own medium, with its own means, and can be measured against the language’s earlier “state” and compared with the entire repertoire of past or still-existing linguistic nuances and turns of phrase. Adorno was plausibly able to convict the German-speaking jargon of authenticity of harmonizing bigotry, because he was able to compare it with the state of development of postwar German society and the reflection and linguistic characteristics that this state required. The jargon of authenticity was susceptible to analysis and criticism because it drew on the linguistic material that had been handed down, on sediments laid down over centuries. The hollowness of “encounter” and “dialogue” in the jargon of authenticity could be worked out because it could be revealed in view of the existing concepts of dialogue and encounter. In reality, Adorno pushed against what was already on the point of falling. “Dialogue” makes itself ridiculous when it sinks to the level of an entirely preformatted arrangement that makes anything unexpected impossible. The degradation of this kind of a “dialogue” becomes public, as it were, when it is brought into dialogue with its own concept.
In Anglotumbdeutsch, which puts language into a catatonic state, such “self-dialogues” are crushed by the absence of history and of conceptual content. The use of the English word “event” in the German-speaking world may serve as evidence. A pragmatic argument about connotations could find a somewhat reasonable place for the word: Anlass (“occasion”) might perhaps be perceived as too weak, Veranstaltung (“performance, arrangement, meeting”) as serious and severe, and Ereignis (“experience, occurrence”) as semantically inapt and too pregnant with meaning. In practice, however, Event has long been used for the most trivial occasion. It is not melded into the language through a lengthy process; it does not coexist with what is already present; it simply supplants it. It is entirely emptied of conceptual content, so that in the Anglotumbdeutsch context it cannot be critically compared with itself at all. From the beginning, it was a fixed, frozen thing, a verbal fetish, a “tough” parole. It is difficult to gain clarity about the fetishistic nature of words using verbal reifications as a medium. Where only slogans speak any more, the slogan can no longer be perceived and objectified.
Marcuse himself gives us a telling hint about why the development of American English does not converge with the present development of German. He observes for the American English of his day how “the popular language strikes with spiteful and defiant humor at the official and semi-official discourse. Slang and colloquial speech have rarely been so creative. It is as if the common man . . . would in his speech assert his humanity against the powers that be, as if the rejection and revolt, subdued in the political sphere, would burst out in the vocabulary that calls things by their names.”[footnoteRef:183] [183: 	Ibid., p. 86.] 

This is exactly where the difference lies that determines the whole: the Anglicization that is specific to Anglotumbdeutsch does feed the existing language with new words and turns of phrase, but it does not promote movement and innovation in doing so but rather a kind of calcification. Anglotumbdeutsch takes the place of former linguistic unpredictabilities. It belongs almost exclusively to what Marcuse calls “the official and semi-official discourse,”[footnoteRef:184] since it comes from advertising, the entertainment industry, and the vocabulary of management and public relations, but it also encompasses the space of “popular” language. It takes over the “function” of slang and popular language, but it is in practice neither slang nor a popular invention. To the extent that Anglotumbdeutsch prevails, the space for linguistic imponderabilities thereby disappears: displacements of meaning, metonymies, the emergence of new turns of phrase, abbreviations, expanding regionalisms, and so on, and so forth. Anglotumbdeutsch pronounces a sentence of death against slang, which lives from this space of the linguistically unpredictable, and it drive the “popular” language of the lifeworld into a sclerotic, static condition—a development that necessarily leads in the disappearance of the multifacetedness of “natural” language. [184: 	Ibid.] 

Hence the irreducible difference from American English. Anglotumbdeutsch is no longer a language in which something worth mentioning can still grow or happen, because in it, the mechanical, unilateral adoption and imitation of preformed models and formulas presses forward at the expense of anything created from its “own” reserves. Anglotumbdeutsch is linguistically amalgamated heteronomy. A prognosis of the shape(s) American English will have taken in fifty years is simply impossible. For Anglotumbdeutsch, on the other hand, such an attempt is quite feasible. It is sufficient to extrapolate the developments of past decades, taking the acceleration of Anglicization into account. The age of multilingual tidal currents that deposited hundreds of words from Arabic, French, Italian, Yiddish, Russian, and so on, and so forth is irretrievably giving way to a monolingual highway. With all the impetus of its noisy monotony, this one-way traffic reveals how threadbare postmodernist talk about a patchwork quilt of contingency has become.
It should be sufficiently clear by now from what has been said that neither “anti-Americanism” nor “Anglophobia” contaminates or even motivates this engagement with Anglotumbdeutsch. At most, we might speak of “anti-Europeanism.” Yet in the present context, all these are merely shibboleths intended to defame a taboo-free diagnosis of the present. Lately, self-proclaimed heirs and trustees of older critical theory make use of such deadly shibboleths often enough. These interpreters practice an engagement with Adorno that is perhaps worse than an uncomprehending rejection on principle. Adorno comes across as a kind of liberal philosopher who discovered democracy in the United States and was then primarily considered with its preservation in Germany. In this reading, negative dialectics is limited to an investigation into anti-Semitism or, from an aestheticizing perspective, a legitimizing discourse for the formation of reservations for aesthetic living, while its unattractive political and sociological parts are disposed of as diagnoses impossible to actualize, because bound to a past epoch. The disturbing reflections in the realm of cultural critique, for their part, are charged with a specific German cultural conservativism and made to disappear. At present, this twisting of older critical theory is reaching a peak. With the alibi of combating “anti-Americanism,” Adorno is reworked into a functionary of the status quo.
But back to our finding of the dissolution of slangy or “popular” linguistic movement in Anglotumbdeutsch. Neither beauty nor tough nor turntable nor cool is slang. Either a German word is replaced by an English one, without the slightest additional connotation being generated, or it is simply a matter of the adoption of English expressions that may have once had a slang character in Anglo-Saxon countries but have long belonged to the “popular” or standard repertoire.
Things are scarcely better when it comes to the imitation of frivolities like 2 for to, 4 for for, or the z ending on boyz or kidz. However exciting the invention and the form and rapidity of the spread of such novelties in the Anglo-Saxon linguistic world itself may be—their application in the German linguistic sphere is still just dull parroting and currying favor, the contemporary, pop- and advertising-inflected variant of the linguistic arts of Molière’s bourgeois gentilhomme, the paradigmatic figure for this phenomenon. Speaking Anglotumbdeutsch means adopting without resistance an entirely commercialized and streamlined jargon in the conviction that one is still something special. One plays the Anglo-Saxon and spends one’s life waiting for the next shipment of English words (mostly prefiltered by the entertainment industry) to repeat, but one is really just a poor wretch and ventriloquist.
Anglotumbdeutsch is the language of the codified nonoccurrence—for this reason it speaks of an Event even when it is only a matter of the presentation of the spring collection at an eyeglass boutique. Unlike many foreign words (to use the term in Adorno’s sense again), the Anglotumbdeutsch parole is scarcely any longer a “bearer of subjective content: of nuances.”[footnoteRef:185] What does remain from the conceptual universality of foreign words is the quantifiable globalist universality of being understood almost around the world. Someone who has to say poetry or singing pastor, using the English words, does not gain even a whiff of conceptual added value or nuance. The “foreignness” of Anglotumbdeutsch is, save for rare exceptions that could legitimately be considered foreign words in Adorno’s sense, only an abstract fact. The omnipresence of Anglotumbdeutsch is a consequence of the necessity of obtaining the greatest possible effect in a reified communication culture without taking the slightest social or cultural risk. [185: 	T. W. Adorno, “Über den Gebrauch von Fremdwörtern,” in Adorno, Gesammelte Schriften, vol. 11, Noten zur Literatur, Frankfurt am Main 1974, p. 641.] 

The term “Anglotumbdeutsch” takes an openly polemical stand against the silencing of an epochal process. At the same time, it implies the thesis that the prevalence of the proverbial and paradigmatic over linkage and construal, the syntagmatic, entails an erosion of the sense for nuance, for differentiation of any kind—an erosion that undermines not only aesthetic capacity (the “ear”) but also the ability to accurately describe states of affairs and ultimately foundational categorical and semantic operations. Even if the observation of this phenomenon is not new, and even if the trend in this direction did not require Anglicizing reinforcement, the exclusiveness of paradigmatic expression in Anglotumbdeutsch nonetheless adds a brutal shove to the game.
The author had an experience that documents this peculiarity of Denglish when he was in the gallery of a gym in Zürich, watching what was happening on the floor. A group of about ten participants, synchronized by music and an instructor, was practicing a type of dance that appeared to gradually cross over into pure fitness exercises. The leader called out his instructions exclusively in English, something understandable insofar as knowledge of German is required from asylum-seekers and naturalization candidates in German-speaking Switzerland but not necessarily from the future elite.
A brief pause for a change in music was announced, while most of the athletes continued marching in place—an image that even this passionate observer of athletic activities and dance movements will never forget.
After the CD change, the instructor called out (in English), “How are you?!” To which some of the recreational dancers replied (in English), “Yes! Yesss!” Not (in English), “Fine, how are you?,” for example, or (in German), “Thanks for asking, I can’t complain,” but “Yesssss!!!”
Reference to the elevated pulse rate and endorphin levels of the participants will not be a sufficient argument to raise doubts about the evident nature of a phenomenon that is notably underestimated—strikingly so in an epoch in which the shape of every pot handle becomes an occasion for aesthetically situating the self. In truth, the fetishism of the Anglotumbdeutsch word supplants the subject with such a degree of violence that even references to “popularity,” “youth,” or commercializability have become rationalizations. When perfume advertising uses the English word “fragrance” even though only a minority of consumers understand it, it is clear how fragile the “pragmatism” that is the favorite justification of Denglish’s enthusiastic partisans has long since become. So much the bitterer, so much the more dangerous for the coming Anglotumbdeutsch civilization if it can no longer even make itself understood in a reliable language internal to capitalism but instead receives every Anglo-Saxon crumb and sells to consumers as if it were a consecrated host.[footnoteRef:186] [186: 	Faced with the repeatedly demonstrated fact that many people simply do not understand advertising texts, representatives of the advertising industry have replied on various occasions that their practice will not change. Such “linguistic submissiveness,” as attentive Anglo-Saxons have long described it, can scarcely be explained any more within the framework of conventional linguistics or the academic study of culture. Advertising desires to fulfill its task, namely constructing a further aura around and increasing the brand fetishization of the fetish that is a consumer good, in a language that no longer even desires to be understood and so itself comes close to a magical or ritual incantation: the fetishization of the fetish that is a consumer good by means of a linguistic fetish. Further elucidation of this fact is probably soonest to be hoped for from ethnopsychoanalysis.] 

In 2000, the author spent several days in Hamburg, where he found a place to stay in the St. Georg neighborhood, near the train station. Not far from the pension, he came across a square where there were two restaurants, named Zum Frühaufsteher (“At the sign of the early riser”) and Zum Spätheimkehrer (“At the sign of the late home-goer”). Anyone taking a look around near the train station in Zürich that same year would have found two pubs named Stars and News. In the Hamburg case, the humorous names are elements of the overall impression that a city square makes on passers-by, together with the ambient noise, the shape of the street grid, the architecture of the houses, and so on. In the second case, it is no longer a matter of impressions in their noninterchangeability, of urban uniqueness. We must fear that the pubs could just as well be named Stripes and Top Story—hardly anyone would notice the difference, since names and a sense for linguistic ridiculousness are evidently not part of the constitution of the designed “personal” or “corporate identity.” On the contrary, new urbanism’s pride seems to consist precisely in the repetition of the usual two dozen Denglish paroles, which are reproduced over and over like sermons. 
The reductive effect of the mechanical adoption of Anglotumbdeutsch patterns can be seen in another example. In 2002, the Swiss ambassador in Berlin found himself in the headlines of a tabloid that published photos of an alleged extramarital affair. The responsible authorities in Bern recalled the ambassador, which gave rise to a cross-border debate about tabloid journalism and the role of ambassadors. On a Sunday “talk” (so called using the English word) on a privately owned Zürich television station, about half an hour was devoted to the subject. In this debate, the term “story” (in English) was insistently and almost compulsorily used. This led to the complete abolition of any differentiation of what might be understood under the term “story,” namely
· the newspaper’s revelatory article or articles
· the ambassador’s possible extramarital affair
· the subsequent “affair of state,” together with the interventions of influential politicians, bureaucrats, publishers, journalists, etc.
The “talkers” on that broadcast can hardly be accused of themselves being unclear about the distinctions among the three mentioned referents as a consequence of the compulsion to be “cool” by saying “story.” They were themselves fully informed. It is doubtful, however, whether it was always clear to them what each of their fellow “talkers” was talking about. In any event, the discussion had no value whatsoever for the viewer, whose head spun from the sheer multiplication of “stories.”[footnoteRef:187]  [187: 	It is for this reason that commentators who apply the tenets of economic liberalism (the “invisible hand”) to language or who focus on the functionality of words or “autopoiesis” are unable to make progress. For example: “If a word is not used, it disappears or is forgotten. We therefore do not even need to take out the garbage. It takes itself out.” B. Kettemann, “Anglizismen allgemein und konkret,” in Muhr and Kettemann (eds.), op. cit., p. 58. A more fruitful approach would draw on Bourdieu’s investigation of the sociocultural and socioeconomic generatedness (and “reality” generation) of “discourse” (taking into account its open or concealed magical and ritual character). See P. Bourdieu, Language and Symbolic Power, Cambridge, MA, 1991.] 

The double-edged nature of the “cool” term “story” made it possible for the discussants to adopt the all-encompassing attitude of a media manager, one that finds it unnecessary to consider the newspaper article’s language and content, for example, but unveils it in advance as a formatted “story” (Geschichte) written with not particularly noble intentions. However, this is precisely the problem. The use of journalistic jargon, in which texts are often referred to as “stories,” hinders what it claims to be,, namely the analysis of journalistic practices. The adoption of internal jargon, which is itself only a poor copy of “professional” language in Anglo-Saxon countries, is entirely unsuitable for the objectivization of production mechanisms and products. Adorno remarked on this in his writings on jazz (which all sides nonetheless consider utter failures) in connection with the language of jazz adepts.
The “story” stands paradigmatically for the antagonistic relationship in which an Anglotumbdeutsch word stands to a “foreign” word. Anglotumbdeutsch is an acquisitive form of linguistic behavior that mixes the cement with which to cover over the “places where a perceiving consciousness and an illuminated truth break in,” as Adorno emphatically characterized foreign words. In this idiom, there is nothing left to question—one commands or accepts. The tension between the sphere of the “lifeworld’s” language and that of foreign words, a tension for whose productive discharge Adorno still hoped, evaporates in favor of a synthesis of the worst, melding lifeless natural growth with conceptless artificiality. The heteronomy of the stiff, excited adoption of prescribed formulas produces a logos that is just as compulsory and leaves just as little remainder as a mathematical formula, but one that precisely for that reason can at any moment become senseless, alogical (or better, a-empirical), and incoherent.
A squash center, for example, advertises itself with the slogan “Fit, fun, and game with squash” (Fit, Fun und Spiel mit Squash). The “game” here turns into a tautological fool in connection with squash. What is more remarkable, however, is how the intuition that isolated adjectives or adverbs should not be mixed in with nouns has been lost. If the advertisement had just been formulated in Tumbdeutsch instead of Anglotumbdeutsch, the “contamination” would surely have been noticed: “Happy, beauty, and fun with a manure treatment” (Glücklich, Schönheit und Spass mit der Jauchekur)—that would have jumped out. We may suppose that the mentioned slogan was inspired by the English phrase “fit for fun”—an exemplary case of the decomposition of the flexible “operationalization” of linguistic material in Anglotumbdeutsch in favor of a rigid declamation of erratic blocks that are embedded neither in context nor in the world.
A weekend destination with discos, bars, and so on in a small, remote valley in the Swiss provinces, where the share of Anglophones (in the sense of “native speakers”) is not even one in a thousand is called (in English) Solutions of Escapology. It is worth noting the fact that in domains where an anti-intellectual distaste for foreign words is deeply rooted, such terms no long attract any notice as soon as they appear to be in English—the best evidence for Anglotumbdeutsch’s aerodynamic unproblematicness. The cult of the “tough” and the “cool,” from which Anglotumbdeutsch lives, among other things, is taken to grotesque extremes in the name of this party complex. Whether it is translated into German as Eskapologie-Lösungen or Lösungen der Weltfluchtlehre or in some other way is neither here nor there. We associate the name with a trade fair for computer technology or esoterica, never with a party. Anglotumbdeutsch presses forward to the point of losing all pragmatism. The compulsory nature of the code amalgamates arbitrarily.
When everything can only be said in a single way any more, in egoless, reflexive unconsciousness, it can also very well be said quite arbitrarily. Anglotumbdeutsch is like a game of billiards in which options and techniques that are what make the game interesting the first place (cushion combinations, breaks, etc.) are forbidden, but at the same time rules are changed arbitrarily in the middle of the game. The game is robbed of its complexity and polyvalence without thereby gaining anything in “rigor.” The game lacks the capacity to generate a third, new thing, something comparable to creole languages, for example.[footnoteRef:188] Bastardization and creolization are expressions of uncontrollable life. Anglotumbdeutsch, the medium of logocide, is applied purification and normification—dead grammaticality. [188: 	See on this L. Baier, Keine Zeit, Munich 2000, pp. 106ff.] 

English “kid” is separated from German Kind (“child”) by only a single sound or phoneme. So what is the explanation for the decline of Kinder (“children”)?
One significant advantage of “kid” is obvious, the fact that it extends beyond the childhood years. An eighteen-year-old is indeed his mother’s child, but he is no longer a child tout court. He is willing to be called a “kid” by the media and by his parents, but not a “child.” “Kid” has the ability to inhibit or at least absorb the distinction between “child” and “youth.” This has to do with how the word is understood within the Anglophone sphere and has advantages and disadvantages. Was this breadth of meaning alone what enabled the spread of “kid” in Anglotumbdeutsch? Hardly.
It may sometimes be accurate to explain a word’s success in Anglotumbdeutsch with an aspect, an advantage, an untranslatable connotation. Such explanations are often delivered in the tone of the worldly wise and enlightened. Most of the time, however, they are reductionist and as distant from actual practice as can be. As legitimations after the fact, they are at times true linguistic rationalizations and circular arguments. The English word “analyst” is supposed to be justified precisely because an “analyst” is active in other professional spheres than his potential German counterpart, the Analytiker.
We have to perceive and experience the nimbus, the aura that surrounds “kid”—but also what it loses when it is translated from English into Anglotumbdeutsch. It suffers a desedimentation. It loses its memory. Precisely the factual undertone, suggesting objectivity, of the terms “youth” (Jugend) and “young person” (Jugendliche) preserves (in the authentic sense) the unresolved, irreducible, never entirely articulable alterities and hopes of puberty. As a desedimentation of “child” (Kind), the use of “kid” is also an amputation of the social. Not much about the Anglotumbdeutsch “kid” recalls any longer the (real or constructed) history and reality of the really existing referent “child.” Even the idea that the civilization transmitted by Anglotumbdeutsch could be a true copy of the Anglo-Saxon one is an illusion, because Anglotumbdeutsch’s English words lack the imprint, the sedimentation of centuries of history.
The slang character of the term “cool” (in English) arose precisely at the moment that the word was stripped of its usual meaning and mutated into a positive evaluation applicable to all purposes. What is unique about it is the tension between its meaning in standard language and its meaning after this transformation, but also its reversal of “hot” (in English), a term more obviously appropriate for this purpose. Scarcely anything of this is to be felt any longer in the adoption of the term by “nonnative speakers.” It is essentially the imitation of sounds—which could just as well be other sounds. The metamorphosis of “cool” has a social and linguistic history in Anglo-Saxon countries. In the German-speaking world it has hardly more than the history of a secondary process, one that is already almost exhaustively described by reference to the rise and fall of faith in the entertainment industry. This is probably the source of the Anglotumbdeutsch word’s fascination: it makes it possible to transform what has been socially and historically determined into something effortlessly consumable.
From this it becomes understandable how it is that Anglotumbdeutsch arouses so little opposition and can even be dictatorially imposed without causing much of a stir. A certain bank employee was forced to experience this when he gauchely introduced himself to a group of visitors as a “bookkeeper” (Buchhalter). After the visitors departed, he reports, his supervisor rushed back to him as if he had been bitten by a tarantula and threatened him with discipline if he did not henceforward introduce himself as an Accounter.
The developments described urgently raise a whole series of questions. For example, how is up-to-date German literature possible?

Als sie checkte, dass er an der Chillout-Election nicht für sie gevotet hatte, wurde sie crazy, slamte ihr Bike an seinen Body und rief: “You Jackass!” Es konnte ihm nur noch darum gehen, sie zum Relaxen zu bringen, und er antwortete cool: “Easy, easy.”

Or in a translation that italicizes the English loanwords in the German original:

When she checked that he hadn’t voted for her in the chillout election, she became crazy, slammed her bike into his body, and shouted, “You jackass!” The only thing that was left to him was to get her to relax, and he answered cool, “Easy, easy.”

It might be alleged in reply that such an example is invalid: no one would write in that “Anglicized” a way, and certainly not a literary author. Where the degree of Anglicization is concerned, there is not the slightest grounds to disqualify this excerpt from a hypothetical narrative as impossible in principle, in view of Anglicization’s exponential progress. All the words in the passage are in common use (slamen as a nominalized verb from “slam” in “poetry slam”).
A further objection might be that good literary authors would under no circumstances write so banally; this kind of style will forever remain the preserve of airport thrillers and other low-status genres. Maybe, maybe not . . .
The appeasing response that Anglotumbdeutsch will just never press forward into certain cultural spheres, literature precisely among them, is entirely implausible. Such an argumentative narcotic, one that disdains all empirical evidence, is possible only within the framework of a coarse dualism, a two-language theory according to which certain specified academic and cultural discourse forms could almost autonomously preserve and further develop their linguistic qualities. On this view, the language of German literature would grow continually more distant from the “really existing” (namely ever more Anglotumbdeutsch) language, with subversively comical effects over the long term.
No appeasement, no strategy of reassurance gets around this question:
What “sense” does German literature still have, if not the only one that remains, namely that of aesthetically making present, creating consciousness about, and setting to work the alienating staging of the Anglotumbdeutsch catastrophe?[footnoteRef:189] [189: 	In his most recent book, Was wird Literatur? (Munich 2001), L. Baier speaks of “baby language” (p. 160). In his pessimistic elucidation of German literature, Baier shifts the focus away from Anglotumbdeutsch, however: “The only thing that disturbs me about the description of the situation,” he says in reference to Politycki’s article mentioned above, “is the singling out of Anglicisms as the source of the evil, because it is not in the first instance literature that stands out in the German-speaking world for the inflationary use of English vocabulary” (p. 156). This is certainly still true for the moment, but with this exclusion Baier weakens at least the prognosticatory relevance of his framing of the problem.] 

It is also appropriate to ask about the individual psychological function of Anglotumbdeutsch. It is plausible to suppose that for a subject that has been “liquified” on the model of floating capital, Anglotumbdeutsch is a kind of symbolic tool that participates in the construction of an individuality (however illusionary), an “individualism,” without producing the slightest friction with the stylistic and cultural mass consensus.
After acknowledging the depressing results of studies of linguistic mastery among young people, instead of engaging in a systematic search for defects in the educational system, it would perhaps be more fruitful to ask a more utilitarian question: what advantages does the practice of Anglotumbdeutsch offer to individuals? To what extent, where, and for whom or what do “dysfunctional” effects or risks result from the rejection of Anglotumbdeutsch? It can scarcely be seriously disputed any longer that young people who have laid claim to a degree of linguistic mutability and consequently perceive Anglotumbdeutsch as restricted are in danger of social marginalization. The number of media outlets that implicitly prescribe Anglotumbdeutsch is also multiplying. Media creators who do not make use of the dominant language can be placed under pressure, on grounds of “insufficient professionalism” for example. Amazement at Anglotumbdeutsch is becoming anomalous. The greatest repression is Anglotumbdeutsch.
The magical ease with which, thanks to Anglotumbdeutsch phraseology, even the cheapest propaganda scraps of Thatcherism were sold with stupendous belatedness as indispensable products of intellectual manufacture, precisely in tertiarized locations like Zürich that inscribe stability, sobriety, and pragmatism on their banners, seems with hindsight almost harmless in view of the euphoria of casino capitalism that immediately followed it, which the mediocracy no choice but to support, since assailing the phrases of this euphoric credulity would often have meant professional, social, and cultural exile to the margins of society. There could have been no better fit than Anglotumbdeutsch for that all-permeating capitalism in its various more or less totalitarian manifestations. The loss of the energy and the space needed both for the analytic and diagnostic objectivization of the conventions of the standard language and for poetically moving beyond them makes it appear doubtful whether language still has in itself the possibility of opposing future totalitarianisms. Jürgen Habermas poses the question of the conditions that are supposed to guarantee “domination-free discourse.” The constellation now gathering momentum, in contrast (or complementarily), demands a discussion of the substantial question regarding language’s “organic composition” and potential critical dynamism.
The pressing question that thought must pose, whether it calls itself dialectic, linguistic, social-scientific, or something else, is as follows: 
How is it possible, and what does it mean, that a civilization whose entire self-understanding is that of a movement (in particular, an aesthetic, “stylistic” movement) of separation from both real-socialist (state-capitalist) totalitarianisms (the satirical book SED: Schönes Einheitsdesign [SED: Beautiful unity design] published in 1990, whose title plays on the acronym for the official name of the East German ruling party, the Socialist Unity Party, is the most apt example) and postwar Fordism (“the philistine 1950s,” “the hideous 1970s”); how has it come about that precisely this civilization has brought forth—and built into a binding and directing code—a language whose sterility, banality, bourgeois respectability, monotony, and monoculturalism, whose barracks character infused with collectivism, far exceed (or sink far below) anything that the mentioned totalitarianisms and Fordist consumerism did to language? And before anything else: why was this question not even posed in a culture that does place uncommon value on form, shape, style, and aesthetics? W. Welsch assures us that “postmodern philosophy is extremely sensitive to the uniformization of language.”[footnoteRef:190] Then why has it been so silent? Because what should not exist cannot exist? [190: 	W. Welsch, Unsere postmoderne Moderne, Weinheim 1988, p. 220.] 

The newspaper informs us about the efforts of the German director of a movie filmed in Zürich to find actors who speak the typical dialect of the city’s Fourth District. Now, the author has never lived in this district. Nevertheless, he is quite familiar with it after sixteen years living in Zürich (and numerous moves). It would never have occurred to him that there was even a single turn of phrase, a single word, a movement or gesture, anything of the sort that could in any way be called “typical” of this neighborhood. Certainly, taking an ironically distanced attitude, we could see such phenomena as the reactualization of a past that to a greater or lesser degree actually existed and so as “musealization” in actu. It is just that this director was entirely serious in his endeavor, and the fact that no one was inclined to joke about it (or the joking did not become public) shows how dominant the grand narrative of pluralism and difference has become, in the center as on the periphery, on the left as on the right. Its dominance is attested by the appearance of surreal phenomena like this one: “languages” and different “forms of life” that are simply nonexistent are already being invoked. Adorno foretold the grand narrative of differences and its caprices in only a few words: “The word ‘pluralism’ lends support to the utopian belief that utopia already exists; it serves to mollify us.”[footnoteRef:191]  [191: 	Adorno, “Late Capitalism or Industrial Society?,” in Adorno, Can One Live after Auschwitz?, p. 113.] 

For his part, Candide would ask today, “Where are the language games, then? I’ve looked for them everywhere: at the Saint Vitus concert and in the techno disco, on the train and in the office, in the rafters and under the bed! I haven’t found them anywhere—where can they have gotten to?”
So much for the “episteme,” for the grand narrative of pluralism, individualizations, differences, and complexity. Thought that desires to find a way out of the slackening and stagnation in sociology, aesthetics, media analysis, and commentary on contemporary society has to be thought that finds a way out of the climate of the grand narrative, that twisted metaphysics and metaphysics of the twisted.
Heidegger was in the habit of quoting Hölderlin’s lines:

Wo aber Gefahr ist, wächst		But where danger threatens
Das Rettende auch.			That which saves from it also grows.[footnoteRef:192] [192: 	F. Hölderlin, Poems and Fragments, 4th bilingual ed., London 2004, pp. 550–551.] 


Perhaps hope is growing from an unsuspected direction. In the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries, MTV was the paradigmatic example of a formatted and formatting broadcaster, in music, in video aesthetics, in language, and even in gesture and movement. (One would be eager to know whether cultural studies might have found the opposite.) 
Since then, however, someone at the channel seems to have noticed that endless repetitiousness, as if on a loop, is not enough by itself. When on a recent comedy broadcast two actors dressed as knights run onto a football practice field, fight a duel there, and then disappear again just as quickly; when in a candid-camera sequence a man walks down the street and shouts (in English), “I’m so hungry. Please give me to eat!!!,” then searches through a garbage can, finds a diaper (prepared in advance with chocolate), and joyfully licks it as the passers-by look on in consternation; then it appears that a new, Dadaist style of humor, one that perhaps has the desire and the ability to build on the legacy of the great R. Crumb, is emerging from the most unexpected quarter, after a quarter century of tediously “humorous” pop music and deconstructive “language games” that reek of the university cafeteria.
Lübbe maliciously applied his concept of the “shrinking present” to the typical attitude of the artistic avant-garde, no favorite of his: “Anyone who wants today to be a man of tomorrow succeeds only in becoming a man of yesterday the day after tomorrow.”[footnoteRef:193] This law, valid in art and in fashion, seems to undergo a peculiar distortion in the media and academia under the conditions of the grand narrative of individualizations, pluralizations, and complexities. Namely, since the grand narrative was arthritic from the beginning but sees itself, if not as avant-garde, at least as the most reflexive and unmetaphysical of enterprises, able to handle complexity, it castigates anything that does not fit into its schema as old-fashioned. For this reason, marching under the banner of the eternal pluralization discourse is no place to move quickly.[footnoteRef:194] On the contrary, the man of today who looks ahead to tomorrow is considered a man of the day before yesterday.[footnoteRef:195] Whoever wants to be considered a man of today must therefore today be a man of yesterday. The grand narrative of pluralities exercises its tyranny in that it believes itself liberated from all a priori assumptions but does not see through this liberation as an overwhelmingly rhetorical one and so itself generates a kind of gelatinous ideology that never gets beyond its starting point in its a priori assumptions of difference. This explains the amalgamation and stagnation in its diagnosis of contemporary society. If it bears so little fruit and always limps behind events in domestic politics, geopolitics, media studies, religious studies, linguistics, and economics,[footnoteRef:196] apparently increasing “complexity” is not to blame. Rather, it is its own fault, namely as the consequence of neometaphysical prior assumptions like, for example, that of complexity. [193: 	Lübbe, “Gegenwartsschrumpfung,” p. 156.]  [194: 	G. Hocquenghem already recognized this two decades ago: “People believe . . . that what matters is to run more quickly, to get ahead of the event. Wrong. What is essential is to be just far enough behind to coincide with the general reaction.” G. Hocquenghem, Lettre ouverte à ceux qui sont passés du col Mao au Rotary, Paris 1986, p. 115.]  [195: 	Baier, for example, was forced to experience this with his book Was wird Literatur?, in which, among other things, he identifies the trends in German literature on the basis of considerations drawn from a linguistic critique, when a reviewer called on him to hand over the relay baton. See the review by B. Preisendörfer, Frankfurter Rundschau, March 28, 2002.]  [196: 	Reading Beck sometimes produces a sneaking suspicion that remnants of the 1970s radical left are still at work.] 

We do not escape metaphysics by asserting that we have escaped it. The grand narrative of pluralizations and differentiations presents itself as a postmetaphysical stage of reflection—and yet it has regressed behind dialectics. And contrary to its own assertions, it practices philosophy as an insurance business. Uncertainty is not the occasion, medium, and result of reflection but rather a term decided on in advance. This philosophy looks in the mirror and declares with relief, “Ah, how plural I really am, unpredictable, contingent, differentiated, released from metaphysics!” And with this philosophy is an entire civilization that secretly assures itself of its superiority by crediting itself with unceasing plurality and occurrentness. The strategic locations occupied in “classical” metaphysics by the archē, the eidos, substance, the cogito, and reason realized in history are now occupied by multifariousness and multiplicity, contingency, occurrentness, and chaos: twisted metaphysics—metaphysics of the twisted. The fact that it subsumes things that are fundamentally different (as well as enlightenment about the Enlightenment, Marx’s law of value, and the negative dialectics of enlightenment) under the grand narrative makes it into an over-grand narrative whose banished outside is monotony, homogenization, formatization, the compulsion to create surplus value, and monolingualism. Pluralism becomes a mythical law that cannot be doubted and a metaphysical invariant. The good conscience of the grand narrative of uncountable pluralisms is that, unlike metaphysics (in its relationship to chaos), it allows what is “of lesser value, wild, untamed,”[footnoteRef:197] to reclaim its rightful place. The intention is good; the premises and deductions are problematic. When the plural has become banal, as is the case today, and what is the same presents itself as what is different, thought must also direct its attention to this situation if it does not wish to become an echo chamber for conformist terminology. If the other, the nonidentical is to receive its due, this will only be by bringing to awareness how identical we have been made. But the pluralization discourse ends in the “sheer infinite” of counting up superficial differences that are given out to be real pluralism, or else it gives itself over to “the illusion of taking direct hold of the Many,”[footnoteRef:198] something that, as Adorno knew, turns into mythology. [197: 	E. Angehrn, Die Überwindung des Chaos, Frankfurt a. M. 1996, p. 412.]  [198: 	Adorno, Negative Dialectics, p. 158.] 

This is, more or less, how the grand history of pluralism, lasting for around the last quarter century, has maneuvered sociological and philosophical diagnosis of contemporary society into a stagnation of sameness and identity. The thesis of the “knowledge society” only apparently contradicts this verdict. What we have before us is an accelerated accumulation of abstract individual data points, not of knowledge. If reflective knowledge is to be generated, those data points must be brought into contact with synthesizing work by individuals, work that also cannot be produced with “teams.” The philosophy of pluralization, this much is certain, was incapable of the task. For this reason, we must hold fast today more than ever to Voltaire’s command: “Let us win back the lost time!”[footnoteRef:199] [199: 	Voltaire, Notebooks, Geneva 1952, 2: 422.] 
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A Look Back at a Quarter Century of Globalization:
Verifying the Thesis of Anglo-Americanization


Abstract
Economically and with regard to the possibilities of digital communications technology, commentators on contemporary affairs are largely united on the meaning of “globalization”: the increasing internationalization of capital, enormous economic interdependence, and the possibility of communicating around the world in real time. What globalization means culturally, on the other hand, is a far more disputed question.
In two essays that caused quite a stir,[footnoteRef:200] the sociologists Pierre Bourdieu and Loïc Wacquant traced American imperialism in parts of the scholarly world and in scientific and academic terms and concepts. This article is concerned with the question of whether Bourdieu and Wacquant’s thesis can also be verified outside the realm of scholarship, that is, in other cultural or sociocultural (in the broadest sense) fields or subsystems. As a rule, the dominant strand (as measured by the number of academics and publications) of globalization research rejects this possibility. [200: 	Originally published in 1998 and 2000. Translated as Pierre Bourdieu and Loïc Wacquant, “On the Cunning of Imperialist Reason,” Theory, Culture and Society 16, no. 1 (February 1999): 41–58, and Bourdieu and Wacquant, “NewLiberalSpeak,” Radical Philosophy, no. 105 (January/February 2001): 2–5.] 

The phenomenon of Anglo-Americanization[footnoteRef:201] is indeed scarcely denied by globalization research, but the tendency is to underestimate its status, extent, and effects. It is conceded that alongside heterogeneity, homogenization also exists, but attention is preferentially focused on “pluralization,” “hyperculture,” “hybridity,” “transnationalism,” “contingency,” and so on, and so forth. This article’s thesis is that large portions of globalization research assess the relationship between homogenization and heterogenization incorrectly and that homogenization in the sense of Anglo-Americanization is largely overwhelming the pluralism enabled by the possibilities of communications technology, for example, and to a great extent annulling it again. [201: 	Astoundingly, globalization research now as in the past remains focused on the problem of Americanization and leaves the rest of the English-speaking world out of consideration. In this text, “Anglo-American” is a synonym of “Anglo-Saxon” and takes into account the fact that “globalization” implies the continuously growing influence not only of the United States but of the entire Anglosphere.] 

The first part of the article will examine the degree of Anglo-Americanization in various areas of sociocultural life. The second part will compare three paradigmatic concepts of globalization with the empirical findings previously presented. The question of language will be addressed only in a footnote.

Part One: The Extent of Anglo-Americanization

Literature
While it was still a matter of course in the 1980s for a German-speaking scholar of German literature to have at least a basic knowledge of French and Italian literature, for example, globalization stands for an end to internationalism here also, even where “serious” literature is concerned. An evolution is underway in the direction of the developments in commercial or popular literature, where Anglo-Saxon authors are massively dominant.
It is indeed possible that the decrease in interest in foreign literature within Europe is compensated for to a certain extent by an increase in the reading of (non-Anglo-Saxon) literature from beyond Europe, but this remains a hypothesis lacking empirical verification.
In any event, it is a noteworthy fact that ever more authors from Scandinavia or Israel, for example, but also from Japan, no longer write in their native language but in “World English.”[footnoteRef:202] We likewise observe that non-Anglo-Saxon writers set their novels in American locations, even when they are not familiar with those locations themselves. [202: 	Cf. George Steiner, “On an Exact Art (Again),” Kenyon Review, n.s., 4, no. 2 (Spring 1982): 13–15. A brief note here on the question of Anglicisms in German: The leading strand of research into Anglicisms legitimates them by ascribing them a semantically specific function. Each Anglicism is justified, according to this way of thinking, because it brings semantic added value with it. More and more as time goes on, however, these reasons have to be seen as post festum rationalizations. When “bacon” replaces Speck, “beach” replaces Strand, or “family” replaces Familie, the semantic differences come in homeopathic doses. Anglicization here is not a response to a semantic lack but rather is solely conditioned by the symbolic and social power of English. Nevertheless, critical analysis of Anglicisms is still too quickly condemned as “purism,” as is decidedly the case in Jürgen Spitzmüller, Metasprachdiskurse, Berlin 2005. A somewhat different approach is found in, e.g., Kurt Gawlitta and Fritz Vilmar (eds.), Deutsch nix wichtig?, Paderborn 2002.] 


Film Consumption in the United States
Exact numbers for the current viewing share of non-American or non-Anglo-Saxon films in US movie theaters are difficult to find and not really reliable. A particular difficulty is that foreign-financed films are not infrequently American productions in practice. The one certainty is that the share of foreign or non-English-language films has long been infinitesimal and that a shift in this tendency is scarcely imaginable—something that was not always the case, given that in the 1970s, the US share of French films alone reached as high as 8 percent.[footnoteRef:203] It should be added that 60 percent of tickets for French films today are sold in Manhattan. Once we deduct French speakers and speakers of other languages from the viewers here, there is not much of an audience left: in practice, non-American films are simply nonexistent in American movie theaters. [203: 	Cf. François Lagarde, Français aux Etats-Unis (1990–2005), Paris 2007, pp. 167ff.] 


Film Consumption in the German-Speaking World
Still in the 1980s, it was not unusual even in provincial areas to go to see a non-American film (alongside German-language domestic productions)—an activity that has since become tinged with the exotic. Much as in the United States itself, the possibility of seeing a non-American film in a movie theater scarcely exists any more in the periurban or provincial areas of Europe.
In the provinces, it is only culturally ambitious small cities that still offer non-Anglo-Saxon films in publicly supported venues, Where this possibility does not exist, it is almost exclusively Hollywood films (and within the spectrum of Hollywood productions, the blockbusters) that are shown in commercial move theaters. According to the website Box Office Mojo, the hundred most successful films as measured by box-office receipts are American without exception. A whole series of them are Anglo-Saxon coproductions. Germany appears twice as a coproducing country.
As in numerous other areas, it has thus paradoxically become the case that the provinces are more “Americanized” or “glocalized” than the metropoles: the promotion of local and regional customs, which have become newly important, coexists with a “global American” film consumption.[footnoteRef:204] An opponent might respond that with Netflix and similar offerings, movie theaters and television broadcasts are losing importance and film consumption is becoming “deterritorialized,” as it were. It is undoubtedly too early to permit a definitive judgment in this regard, but the reply in turn could well be “so much the worse.” Up to now, there is scarcely any evidence that the potential of the World Wide Web in the area of film is leading to a real internationalization or reinternationalization of interest. [204: 	This has long not only been true of film. It has also been possible to observe for some time that in the cultural sections of regional newspapers without national distribution, only Anglo-Saxon authors and artists are sometimes still received.] 

In large cities and metropoles, “art house” theaters, subsidized municipal theaters, and independent theaters see to it that films from around the world can still be seen in projection rooms. Nonetheless, we see an evolution here also in film critics’ criteria of evaluation, conditioned by the decline of education and culture as central to the identity of the professional classes. For today’s generation of film critics, Hollywood sets the standard for all practical purposes, and art-house films are ever more frequently devalued for the “un-Hollywood” stylistic means (for example, long sequences) for which they were once judged positively.

Television
In German-language television (abstracting as always from German-language production), the quantitative dominance of Anglo-Saxon feature films and series is likewise striking, even if it is less evident than in movie theaters. Nonetheless, we have to make a distinction between public and private broadcasters in that the former also broadcast non-Anglo-Saxon films, mostly French productions. The German-French broadcaster Arte plays a special role.
An additional development that has only taken place very recently is the fact that thematic segments of the programming or specific “features” are almost exclusively Anglo-Saxon. On the theme of cars, for example, we see Top Gear from Great Britain and Pimp My Car from the United States. Historical documentaries have the title “History” (in English, which is highly revealing in itself) and are almost exclusively Anglo-Saxon. It is a remarkable situation when Germans get their knowledge of East German history or Swiss get their knowledge of banking secrecy from US documentaries or BBC productions. In addition, the only foreign cook on German-language television is the Briton Jamie Oliver.
There is no rational basis for this development, which is not even questioned any more by the “globalization” generation. Even the financial argument does not hold up, since production costs have fallen massively as a consequence of digitalization—something that also applies to the integration of German voice-overs or subtitles. In short, a cooking show from Argentina, a historical documentary from Sweden, or a car program from Japan should have become a matter of course in times of “globalization” and yet have the air of something utterly exotic, even impossible.

Popular Music[footnoteRef:205] [205: 	In order to forestall possible accusations of Anglophobia or anti-Americanism, let it be noted that the author of these lines is the proud owner of around four hundred records and CDs of popular or “light” music, an estimated 80 percent of which are of Anglo-Saxon provenance. Granted, the accusation of anti-Americanism is difficult to avoid these days, since it has become a suitcase of a word, into which anything and everything can be packed. Cf. on this Lothar Baier, “Totschlagwort Antiamerikanismus,” Wochenzeitung (Zürich), January 10, 2002; also excellent is Régis Debray, Civilization, London 2019, pp. 109–11.] 

The ever more elastic term of “popular music” is used here in the absence of a better alternative.
The 1960s and 1970s were probably the last time there was widespread readiness in the German-speaking world to listen to popular music (leaving aside domestic production) that was not sung in English. The massive quantitative superiority of Anglo-Saxon music that began to come into being after this period is often explained by the fact that jazz, blues, rock’n’roll, beat, and rock are rhythmically, harmonically, and in other ways indigenous musical forms that were unknown in Continental Europe. From the point in time in which non-Anglo-Saxon musicians made the distinctive characteristics of rock (in the broadest sense) their own (just as styles and trends in early and classical music arose in a specific area but quickly became “European”), at the latest, this explanation can no longer suffice.
This development becomes striking when compared to the opera culture of the nineteenth century. Although this culture is linked to the struggle for distinction among the haute bourgeoisie and the educated professional classes and to the rise of nationalism, there were nonetheless multiple recognized national languages in which operas were staged in Europe and North America—that is, there existed in vocal music a multilingualism that was opposed only by fanatical cultural and linguistic chauvinists.
Today, in contrast, the ten best-selling albums worldwide include not a single product of non-Anglo-Saxon artists. Moreover, we observe that even the producers and directors of “mid-size” film nations like Italy, France, and Spain have since made up their minds in favor of internationally known soundtracks sung in English. To note this cannot be to find fault with such decisions, but they do take away from artists or groups that sing in a language other than English yet another opportunity to become known abroad.

Law[footnoteRef:206] [206: 	See on this in detail Jens Drolshammer, A Timely Turn to the Lawyer?, Zürich 2009.] 

In contrast to the developments in cultural fields with claims to artistic status, there is no debate about the fact of the Americanization of law. It is only the value judgments about this evolution that diverge.
In Germany, for example, the influence of the American system of compensating lawyers is a subject of dispute.[footnoteRef:207] Among the subjects under discussion, for example, is a moderate liberalization of the system in exceptional instances, such that lawyers would receive additional compensation for bringing successful cases. Individual voices engage in favor of a radical, “no win, no fee” solution, such that lawyers would not receive any compensation at all in the event of a loss. Critics warn that this would mean the end of the German system of compensation in its entirety. [207: 	Cf. Corinna Budras, “‘Es droht eine Amerikanisierung des Rechts,’” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, March 13, 2007.] 

Escorted by the European Union and Japan, the United States has imposed its interests internationally within the framework of the Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS). Pharmaceutical patents, for example, now enjoy twenty years of patent protection. Countries like India and Brazil, which previously had more liberal patent rules or no patent protection at all for pharmaceutical products, fought bitterly against this provision.
The extent of the extraterritorial application of American commercial and contract law has also noticeably increased. For example, every shipper who wants to unload his cargo in an American port has to transmit a detailed account of his entire cargo to the American authorities twenty-four hours before unloading his ship. 

Francophobia
Francophobia in the Anglo-Saxon countries is an old phenomenon that has received new fodder with the worldwide success of the Murdoch media empire in particular.[footnoteRef:208] “Arrogance,” “nationalism,” “chauvinism,” “deviousness,” “cowardice,” and “protectionism” belong to the structure of prejudices of the Francophobe psychology of nations. This “specialty” also seems to be being “globalized,” as shown by an October 29, 2013, article in the Tageszeitung, a Berlin newspaper, with the title “An Exclusive Club” (“Ein exklusiver Klub”). The article castigates German criticism of the methods of the US National Security Agency (NSA) on the grounds that the agency traces its origins to the time of the Second World War and is legitimated by the fact that it leads a group of five Anglo-Saxon partners. This is in contrast to France, which the article says has a highly developed culture of unconstrained security agencies and is moving in the direction of “isolation.” Criticism of the NSA could “unintentionally lead to a twilight society.” [208: 	On the Murdoch media empire see Roy Greenslade, “Their Master’s Voice,” Guardian, February 17, 2003. More generally, see Jean-Philippe Mathy, “The System of Francophobia,” French Politics, Culture and Society 21, no. 2 (Summer 2003): 24–32; Justin Vaïsse, “Anonymous Sources,” Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C., July 1, 2003. For the German-speaking world, see Stefan Zenklusen, “Frankophober Globalismus,” in Zenklusen, Im Archipel Coolag, Berlin 2006, pp. 83ff.] 

One might take this text with a sense of humor and ask the author how it is that he knows that the French security agencies would like to “isolate” themselves. Has he called them up on the phone?
Even in the 1980s, the author of such a Manichean text, in which the NSA is supported with the primary argument that it is Anglo-Saxon, France is depicted as a protectionist power engaged in intrigue, and critics of the NSA are denounced as potential fascists, would be reprimanded. In the age of “globalization,” the author of the article, which no longer provokes reactions of any kind, is the foreign bureau chief of a German newspaper that understands itself to be on the left. 

Gastronomy
Gastronomy is perhaps the one sector to which the pluralization theories of the globalization researchers who dominate the discourse apply. Who could deny the worldwide opening to the cuisines of China, Italy, Japan, Turkey, Greece, and more? Yet even this indisputable fact has to be relativized.
For one thing, there is the continued unrestrained global spread of American gastro-enterprises that have scarcely any non-Anglo-Saxon counterparts. For another, the Anglo-Saxon structure of the working day has spread worldwide, replacing lunch in the cafeteria or the pub with the rapid intake of fast food.
In bar culture, a focus on a large selection of whiskies has been observable at least since the beginning of the twenty-first century, in what is already a very long-lasting “trend.” In an average Central European or Western European bar, whiskies have not infrequently come to make up a third of the selection of hard liquor, which very often (although not necessarily) leads to regional, national, and international specialties being crowded out.

Wine
Wine appears at first glance to be a success story of globalization in the sense of pluralization. The orientation toward France and Italy that was still dominant among German-speaking wine lovers in the 1980s was shattered with the dynamization of free trade: not only did wines from elsewhere in Europe crowd into the market, but the offerings from the United States, South America, South Africa, Australia, and New Zealand proliferated. On a superficial view, we seem to have here a paradigmatic case of globalization in the sense of “pluralism” or “transnationalization.”
Minimal familiarity with the subject brings something quite different to light here also, however. Already in the 1980s the Wine Advocate newsletter published by the wine critic Robert Parker began to wield significant influence over Bordeaux prices and sales. By now it is not exaggerated to say that the prosperity or ruin of vineyards around the world depends to a large extent on the Wine Advocate’s ratings.
In addition, it should be emphasized that this newsletter’s influence over the decades has contributed to a homogenization of the style of wine. Parker and his colleagues preferred densely textured, heavily oaked wines with high alcohol concentrations—a style that is the opposite of finesse and complexity. This led not only mass-produced wines but also the most renowned vintages in Bordeaux, Piedmont, Tuscany, and elsewhere to orient themselves to this style in order to obtain good ratings. What is more, Parker’s highly debatable hundred-point rating scale has become the dominant one, putting an end to the pragmatic twenty-point method.
Since then, the dominance of this style of wine has weakened. Nevertheless, wine ratings by domestic or non-Anglo-Saxon media have become more irrelevant than other. Wine producers and wine merchants promote their wines using the ratings of the Wine Advocate or the Wine Spectator, both published in the United States. It is Anglo-Saxon “multipliers” that determine the future of the world of wine.

“Westernization”
It is worth stressing that the term “Westernization” applied to Asian or African countries is increasingly synonymous with “Anglo-Americanization.” In fact, the severe relativization of book culture by audiovisual media and the digitalization or partial replacement of serious music by popular music, such that pop groups and pop artists have been elevated from their position of marginality to a higher status in the cultural domain, is leading to a clear dominance of Anglo-Saxon cultural products. Outside of a cultural elite, which is itself often economically “dominated” and increasingly considered a group of “nerds,” it is scarcely customary any more to study or consume Western culture in its multiplicity. To put it more concretely: a Nigerian engineer is hardly going to consume Italian literature or Spanish music, and a Thai lawyer is hardly likely to watch Czech or Austrian films.

Part Two: Problematizing Prominent Concepts of Globalization[footnoteRef:209] [209: 	For the sake of conciseness, we limit ourselves here to three paradigmatic theories of globalization and Americanization. It may be noted, however, that the assumptions about plurality made by Ulrich Beck or in the field of cultural studies have found wide agreement at least in German-language globalization research. See, e.g., as an exemplary case, Ute Bechdolf, Reinhard Johler, and Horst Tonn (eds.), Amerikanisierung—Globalisierung, Trier 2007.] 


Cultural Studies and Ubiquitous Pluralism
The schools of cultural theory that are least able to grapple with the thesis of Anglo-Americanization undoubtedly include cultural studies. This is not least due to the strong Gramscian influence on the field’s theoretical superstructure. Gramsci seeks in his writings on Fordism to free americanismo and conformismo from the negative connotations they had acquired at the hands of supposedly conservative critics.[footnoteRef:210] Consciously opposed to the “Old Europe” critique of massification, the concept of conformismo in Gramsci is extended “also in the direction of complex and contradictory cultural processes of elucidation, delimitation, and unification.”[footnoteRef:211] [210: 	Cf. Thomas Barfuss, Konformität und bizarres Bewusstsein, Hamburg 2002, pp. 25ff.]  [211: 	Ibid., p. 33.] 

Texts on the culture industry written by theorists of cultural studies read as if Americanization is synonymous with the unfolding of uncontrollable differences and pluralizations. In a volume of collected studies with the title Global America?, Rainer Winter lays great stress on the hybridity and complexity of the consumption of the entertainment industry’s products: hip-hop, in his view, serves the construction of identity, since it documents the limits of mainstream taste;[footnoteRef:212] oppressed minorities are “using, and at the same time enjoying, mainstream music”;[footnoteRef:213] the youth subculture is only apparently trivial and is consciously opening “postcolonial spaces”;[footnoteRef:214] the globalization of culture leads to the formation of new identities that are based on ambivalence and hybridity and will bring about the end of essentialist identities;[footnoteRef:215] the consumption of mass media will promote more resistance, irony, and active agency;[footnoteRef:216] Hollywood films, soap operas, and Coke advertisements are global and cosmopolitan alternatives to locally available identities;[footnoteRef:217] the global flows of symbols and images are determined by difference and plurality and will create a realm of uncertainty.[footnoteRef:218] [212: 	Rainer Winter, “Global Media, Cultural Change and the Transformation of the Local,” in Ulrich Beck, Natan Sznaider, and Rainer Winter (eds.), Global America?, Liverpool 2003, p. 212.]  [213: 	Ibid., p. 214.]  [214: 	Ibid., p. 215.]  [215: 	Ibid.]  [216: 	Ibid., p. 216.]  [217: 	Ibid., p. 217.]  [218: 	Ibid., p. 218.] 

With all due regard for the “internal” diversity of cultural studies, the following problems can be identified in this strain of thought:

· Diagnosing culture, like all thinking, is not only a matter of differentiating but also of generalizing. Where there is only dividing and differentiating, the result is a tyranny of the individual phenomenon and the individual fact. Cultural studies cannot make a plausible case for why globalized civilization is supposed to really be more plural than a nonglobalized or premodern society, since the latter can likewise be effortlessly split into countless differences.
· When certain passages in cultural-studies texts sound like press releases from the public-relations departments of Walt Disney or Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer, this raises a fundamental question about scholarly and reflexive distance relative to the entertainment industry’s products. 
· Despite claims otherwise, cultural studies promotes an illusion of individual freedom that is strongly reminiscent of classical liberal theory. Instead of critically analyzing economic liberalism or neoliberalism, it affirmatively reproduces their framing of the problem.
· All findings that point to the massifying, deindividualizing, homogenizing consequences of Anglo-Americanization are rejected by cultural studies in advance and condemned as undifferentiated.
· Neoliberalism, which became hegemonic in the 1990s, has scarcely been analyzed by Continental European cultural studies. This is due to the fact that just about any immanent, that is, specifically economic problematization of the dominant capitalist formation is rejected as a “metadiscourse.”
· It was already clear in the early 1990s that despite the unforeseen potential of communications technology, globalization was precisely not going to lead to a mixture of cultures but rather to Anglo-Americanization in almost all spheres. The possibilities of pluralism, hybridity, and so on are drastically weakened as a consequence, and a form of monoculture can already be observed in certain subsystems. Since cultural studies approaches these phenomena with an all-encompassing, almost mythological a priori assumption of pluralism, they overlook phenomena that should be precisely their sovereign domain.
· Cultural studies is distinguished by a strong tendency to cite rather wildly poststructuralist authors to support its own positions. What is forgotten every time is that neither Foucault nor Deleuze nor Lyotard would have spoken in favor of such an affirmative enterprise.
· It is not only the case that there is an extremely thin empirical basis for the general thesis that the consumption of commercial cultural products of American provenance brings about subversive strategies of pluralization, hybridization, and so on. Rather, the basic tendency in the German-speaking world (leaving aside the former East Germany, which is a special case) is quite different: we observe that it is precisely in those areas, usually in the provinces, where only a few cinematic alternatives to Hollywood exist, where the selection of foreign-language courses (other than English) is limited, and where the largest number of music lovers who listen only to Anglo-Saxon chart-toppers is to be found that social Darwinism, racism, and right-wing populism are celebrating great ideological success. Of course, Americanization may be overwhelmed by other processes here. Nevertheless, these correlations pose a serious problem for cultural studies.

Ulrich Beck’s Cosmopolitanism
Thanks to a semantic displacement, Ulrich Beck manages to depict Anglo-Americanization as an integral component of “cosmopolitanism.” In Beck’s view, nationality and internationality as concepts belong to the past and stand in contrast to transnationality[footnoteRef:219] and cosmopolitanism. The “first modern,” on this account, was characterized by the national exclusion of the “Other,” while today’s second modern is characterized by transnationality and glocalization. It is notable here that the thesis of Americanization is seen as belonging to national thinking and Americanization in practice is seen as part of cosmopolitanism: “Hasn’t Americanization as a strategy transformed itself into an uncoordinated and unconscious self-cosmopolitanization of the world?”[footnoteRef:220] What this means, paradoxically, is that Anglo-Americanization is not taking place and anyone who claims otherwise is stuck in nationalist thinking; Americanization is nonetheless taking place, but it has nothing to do with the nation-state the United States but is rather entirely a “both-and,” “pluralist” and “multiethnic,” “hybrid,” and so on. Beck thus carries out a retreat toward the front: he not only asserts that globalization is not Americanization but also postulates, above and beyond this, that all Americanization is eo ipso “globalization.” The following aspects of Beck’s theses are ultimately problematic or even counterfactual: [219: 	The concept of transnationality plays a prominent role in the work of a number of globalization researchers. However, it is highly opaque. If it is meant to indicate that with digital communications technologies, languages and cultures no longer spread over “national” land routes, it is accurate, but it does not contradict in any way the finding of Anglo-Americanization. On the other hand, if it is meant to insinuate that national origin no longer plays a role in cultural globalization, and so that a wild “hybridity” rules, it is simply false, because all the developments since the beginning of globalization speak another language and the countries of the Anglophone world are not only nation-states, now as in the past, but function as nation-states to a higher degree than the countries of the European Union, for example. ]  [220: 	Ulrich Beck, “Rooted Cosmopolitanism,” in Beck, Sznaider, and Winter (eds.), op. cit., p. 20.] 


· As he already did in his writings on individualization, Beck mixes permanently normative and descriptive elements in whatever way is convenient to his argument. It remains unclear to the last whether cosmopolitanism really exists or is merely wished for.
· Beck denies de facto that the United States is a nation-state—in his view, it is a kind of supranational construction. Americanization is a priori hybrid and transnational. This perspective contradicts the empirical findings and developments since the early 1990s.
· Instead of investigating and thinking Anglo-Americanization, he thinks from the perspective of apologetic Anglo-Americanization itself and so presents something particular as global and pluralist. Beck hence tends, contrary to his own assertions, to the praise of imperialism in the transcendent sense of the universalization of the particular.[footnoteRef:221] [221: 	It would be interesting to know what scholars influenced by Beck make of the fact that modern and avant-garde art received scant recognition in the United States until well into the 1940s, because it was classified as inauthentic by the art dealers, who mostly worked from Paris. (See on this subject Serge Guilbaut, How New York Stole the Idea of Modern Art, Chicago 1983, pp. 42–45.) Is this for Beck an example of French cultural imperialism? If so, that would mean that Beck himself is a nationalist and an ethnic chauvinist, since he apparently postulates that there is no American cultural imperialism but there certainly is non-American cultural imperialism. If he does not see this as imperialism, on the other hand, that would mean that something like cultural imperialism simply does not exist for Beck. ] 

· Beck celebrates the phenomenon of glocalization with a complete absence of critique. He forgets that glocalization can present a conjunction of local and regional identity thinking and global Anglo-Saxon patterns that is not at all a priori progressive but rather can promote tribalistic thinking.
· It follows from Beck’s statements that a film club, for example, that makes a point of varying the films’ countries of origin is to be classified as thinking nationally. Commercial, monocultural, monolingual movie theaters, on the other hand, belong to the cosmopolitan sphere—a fantastical result, to put it mildly.

Hyperculturality in Byung-Chul Han
In 2005, the philosopher Byung-Chul Han published a volume on “hyperculturality,” as he calls today’s cultural constellation.[footnoteRef:222] The book is made up of twenty relatively short essays. With the concept of hyperculturality, Han tightens the screw one more revolution by taking his leave of “transnationalism,” “transculturality,” or “multiculturality.” [222: 	Byung-Chul Han, Hyperkulturalität, Berlin 2005.] 

Hyperculture differs from multiculturality in being almost without any memory of geographical or ethnic origin, making it placeless. In contrast to transculturality, the hypercultural takes place in the here and now: “Hyperculture is the coexistence alongside one another, without distance, of different cultural forms. . . . The cultures between which an ‘inter’ or a ‘trans’ would take place are un-bounded, de-localized, dis-tanced into the hyperculture.”[footnoteRef:223] [223: 	Ibid., p. 59.] 

Han shares Ted Nelson’s view that the world is hypertextual: “Everything is entangled and networked with everything else.” The hypertext promises a “freedom from constraints.”[footnoteRef:224] Like Beck and cultural studies, Han focuses on the heterogeneous aspect of globalization: “The globalization process is accumulative and has the effect of creating greater density. Heterogeneous cultural contents jostle one another side by side. Cultural spaces overlap and permeate one another.”[footnoteRef:225] [224: 	Ibid., p. 15.]  [225: 	Ibid., p. 17.] 

Han’s concept gives rise to the following problems:

· The foundation on which Han’s view is based is the illusion of a communism of cultural content. An empirically based view of globalization unambiguously contradicts this understanding. The fact that the chance that a cultural work not originating in the Anglosphere will become internationally known is in many sectors approaching zero fully refutes Han’s position.
· For this reason, we also cannot speak in any way about a “delocalization” or an absence of origin of cultural signifieds. It is equally not the case that cultural globalization functions according to the schema of the wild “and . . . and . . . and.”[footnoteRef:226] [226: 	Ibid., p. 35] 

· It is quite telling in this regard that in his highly impressionistic volume of essays, Han mentions only gastronomy as empirical proof of his theses, because gastronomy is an entirely atypical sphere of globalization, in which transnationalization and hyperculturality are in fact being generated in many places. What other sectors are there that could provide evidence for Han’s findings? 
· A picture based on Deleuze and Guattari’s rhizome and on deterritorialization does not seem to be an accurate depiction of the first quarter century of cultural globalization.[footnoteRef:227] On the contrary, we must speak of reterritorialization, a process that Han does not acknowledge, although Deleuze and Guattari describe it. [227: 	Cf. ibid., pp. 32ff.] 


Conclusion and Outlook
An empirically guided consideration of sociocultural (in the broadest sense) sectors in the context of globalization in the German-speaking world and in Europe more broadly has revealed that the dominant and prominent strands of globalization research treat the fact of increasing Anglo-Americanization euphemistically or even deny it. In view of the overwhelming empirical factual situation, the question arises of why pluralization theses hold such striking sway in the media and in scholarship. This question cannot be conclusively answered within the framework of the current text.
The thesis of cultural pluralization is certainly not to be seen in isolation but rather as part of an entire rhetorical system of fortification formed by other shibboleths like “free world,” “individualization,” “open society,” and so on. The West would be shaken to its foundations by the demonstration that culture is not in any way developing pluralistically but rather is moving in certain areas in the direction of a form of monoculturalism, precisely in view of the exploding productive forces that could enable the immense possibilities of cultural diversification. The West assures itself of its superiority by unceasingly predicating pluralism and occurrentness of itself.
The strategic locations occupied in the “grand narrative” or in metaphysics by the archē, the eidos, substance, the cogito, and reason realized in history are now occupied by multifariousness and multiplicity, contingency, and occurrentness—we are faced a kind of twisted metaphysics. A metaphysics that likewise knows an “outside” that is expelled, namely monotony, homogenization, formatization, the compulsion to create surplus value, and monolingualism.
When the plural has become banal, as is the case today, and what is the same presents itself as what is different, thought must also direct its attention to this situation if it does not wish to become an echo chamber for conformist terminology. If the other, the nonidentical is to receive its due, this will only be by bringing to awareness how identical we have been made. But the pluralization discourse ends in the “sheer infinite” of counting up superficial differences that are given out to be real pluralism, or else it gives itself over to “the illusion of taking direct hold of the Many,”[footnoteRef:228] something that, as Adorno knew, turns into mythology. [228: 	Theodor W. Adorno, Negative Dialectics, New York 1973, p. 158.] 
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