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Introduction
Thomas McCarthy

“In the philosophical discourse of modernity,” writes Haber-
mas, “we are still contemporaries of the Young Hegelians.”
Distancing themselves from Hegel’s attempt to replace the sub-
ject-centered reason of the Enlightenment with Absolute
Knowledge, Marx and the other Left Hegelians already an-
nounced the “desublimation of the spirit” and a consequent
“disempowering of philosophy.” Since that time, these tenden-
ctes have continued apace. The overwhelming “impurity” of
reason, its unavoidable entanglement in history and tradition,
society and power, practice and interest, body and desire, has
prompted, among others, Nietzsche’s heroic proclamation of
the end of philosophy, Wittgenstein’s therapeutic farewell, and
Heidegger’s dramatic overcoming. The current end-of-philos-
ophy debates are largely echoes of and variations upon themes
developed in these earlier rounds. For French poststructural-
ism, which serves as the point of departure for these lectures,
1t is above all Nietzsche and Heidegger who furnish the inspi-
ration and set the agenda. Habermas is concerned here to
respond to the challenge posed by the radical critique of reason
In contemporary French thought by reexamining “the philo-
sophical discourse of modernity” from which it issues. His
strategy is to return to those historical “crossroads™ at which
Hegel and the Young Hegelians, Nietzsche, and Heidegger
made the fateful decisions that led to this outcome; his aim is
to identify and clearly mark out a road indicated but not taken:
the determinate negation of subject-centered reason by reason
understood as communicative action.
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That strategy and aim define the focus and compass of .thc
lectures. The/\; deal with modernity as a theme of /)/u{nso.p{urul,
not aesthetic, discourse. 'There are, h()Wp\'Cl“, some significant
overlappings, for the aesthetic critique of m()dcrnn): ha's played
4 crucial role in the philosophical critque — .fr()m Sclnllgr and
Romanticism to Nietzsche and p()ststrucl.ura.llsm. In p‘arucglar,
the realm of radical experience — of experience sct [1‘.CC from
the constraints of morality and utility, religl()n.and science —
opencd up by avant-gardc art ha.s hgurccll pr()}nlnemly m more
recent attacks on the egocentric, d()l.nmc::ermg, olz]ectlfymg,
and repressing “sovereign rational subject.” From Nl@tlehG t()
Bataille, it has seemed to provide access to the ()ul,l.a\\'C(.l '()Ihel
of reason, which typically furnishes, il often .only 1111p11(z1t'ly, the
criteria for that critique. Habermas also discusses carlier ac-
counts of art’s potential to reconcile the fragmcmed.mf)ments
of reason, as well as Nietzsche’s and Heidegger’s variations on
the theme of an aesthetically renewed mythology (Dionysus as
the absent god who is coming). o

But the enhanced significance of the aestheﬁc 1s f)nly one
facet of the philosophical discourse of mo.dermt.y, whlch turns
centrally on the critique of subjectivistic rationalism. I'he
strong conceptions of reason and of the autonomous I”fltl()Il'dl
subject developed from Descartes to Kant have, despite the
constant pounding given them in the last one hundred and
fifty vears, continued to exercise a broad and deep — often
subterrancan — influence. The conception of “man” they de-
fine is, according to the radical critics of enlightcrm?cnt., at thc
core of Western humanism, which accounts in their view f‘().r
its long complicity with terror. In proclaiming tbc en.d of phi-
losophy — whether in the name of negative dialectics or ge-
nealogy, the destruction of metaphysics or (lec011§[ruc[1()n —
they are in fact targeting the self-assertive and self—aggra'ndlz,—’
ing notion of reason that underlies Western “logocentrism.
The critique of subject-centered reason is thus a prologue to
the critique of a bankrupt culture. _

To the necessity that characterizes reason in the (Jartesu%n—
Kantian view, the radical critics typically oppose the contin-
gency and conventionality of the rules, criteria, and .pr()dl.lCLS
of what counts as rational speech and action at any given tume
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and place; to its universality, they oppose an irreducible plu-
rality of incommensurable lifeworlds and forms of life, the
irrcmediably “local” character of all truth, argument, and va-
lidity; to the apriori, the empirical; to certainty, fallibility; to
unity, heterogeneity; to homogeneity, the fragmentary; to self-
evident givenness (“presence”), universal mediation by differ-
ential systems of signs (Saussure); to the unconditioned, a re-
jection of ultimate foundations in any form. Interwoven with
this critique of reason is a critique of the sovereign rational
subject — atomistic and autonomous, discngaged and disem-
bodied, potentially and ideally self-transparent. It is no longer
possible, the critics argue, to overlook the influence of the
unconscious on the conscious, the role of the preconceptual
and nonconceptual in the conceptual, the presence of the ir-
rational — the economy of desire, the will to power — at the
very core of the rational. Nor is it possible to ignore the intrins-
ically social character of “structures of consciousness,” the his-
torical and cultural variability of categories of thought and
principles of action, their interdependence with the changing
forms of social and material reproduction. And it is equally
evident that “mind” will be misconceived if it is opposed to
“body,” as will theory if 1t is opposed to practice: Subjects of
knowledge are embodied and practically engaged with the

world, and the products of their thought bear ineradicable

traces of their purposes and projects, passions and interests.

In short, the epistemological and moral subject has been defin-

itively decentered and the conception of reason linked to it

irrevocably desublimated. Subjectivity and intentionality are

not prior to, but a function of, forms of life and systems of
language; they do not “constitute” the world but are themselves
elements of a linguistically disclosed world.

Another important strand in the radical critique of reason
can be traced back to Nictzsche’s emphasis on the rhetorical
and aesthetic dimensions of language. Thus, a number of crit-
ics seek to undercut philosophy’s traditional self-delimitation
from rhetoric and poetics as reflected in the standard opposi-
tions between logos and mythos, logic and rhetoric, literal and
hgurative, concept and metaphor, argument and narrative, and
the like. Pursuing Nietzsche’s idea that philosophical texts are
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rhetorical constructs, they take aim at Phil()spphy’s self—nn.der—
standing of its discourse In pnrely logical, hteral. — that. is ui
say, nonrhetorical — terms. They argue that this 1s ‘a’chlev’c(
only at the cost of ignoring or suppressing thci rhe{tqncal stfmt-
egies and elements of metaphor an(.l o_thcr‘ figurative devices
that are nevertheless always at work in its discourse. And t}‘lcy
seek actively to dispel the illusion of pure reason by npplymg
modes of literary analysis to phil()sophical'tcnts, exploiting the
tensions between reason and rhetoric wn}nn them so as to
undermine their logocentric self—unders'tandmg. ‘ .

In reconstructing the philosophical discourse of moderm.ty,
Habermas addresses himself to all thgse t}lqnle's; he re”adlly
agrecs with Foucault that reason 1s a ‘.‘tlnng. of this world.” But
for him this does not obviate the distinctions between 'truth
and falsity, right and wrong; nor does it makg thern stmply
equivalent to what is de facto acccp}ab!e at a given time dn‘d
place. The undeniable “immanence” of the standzn‘ds we use
to draw these distinctions — their embeddedness in concrete
languages, cultures, practices — shonyld not l.)lind us to tne
equally undeniable “transcendence” of th.e. claims they.' repre-
sent — their openness to critique and revision and their nter-
nal relation to intersubjective recognition brought :abou[ by the
“force” of reasons. The ideas of reason, truth, justice also serve
as ideals with reference to which we can criticize the tra.dltlons;
we nherit; though never divorced from soci.al practmgrs of
Justification, they can never be reduced to any given set\of such
practices. The challenge, then, is to rethink the idea o.i reason
in line with our essential finitude — that is, with the lnswncal,
social, embodied, practical, desirous, assertive nature ol the
knowing and acting subject — and to recast accordingly our
received humanistic ideals. ’

The key to Habermas's approach is his rejection of the “p‘ara—
digm of consciousness” and its associated “pllilosoplly. ()f.t}.le
subject” in favor of the through-and-through intersubjectivist
paradigm of “communicative action.” This is what he sees as
the road open but not taken at the crucial \jlll'l(ﬁ[kll‘?s in the
philosophical discourse of modernity. At one such juncture,
Hegel chosc mstcad 1o overtrump the subjectivism <.)I mn(‘lcrn
philosophy with a notion of Absolute Knowledge, itsell” fash-
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1ned after the model of self-consciousness. Feeling the need
to grasp “reason” in more modest terms, the Left and Right
Hegelians also chose paths still marked by the philosophy of
the subject — with, as Habermas shows, consequences that
continue to reverberate in contemporary praxis philosophy, on
the one hand, and in recent vintages of neoconservatism, on
the other. While it is his intention in these lectures to resume
and rencw the “counterdiscourse” that, as a critique of subjec-
tivism and its consequences, has accompanied modernity from
the start, his immediate focus is on the “counter-Enlighten-
ment” path hewn by Nietzsche — or, rather, on the two paths
that lead out of Nietzsche into the present, one running
through Heidegger to Derrida, the other through Bataille to
Foucault.

At the heart of Habermas’s disagreement with Heidegger
and his followers is the putative “ontological difference” be-
tween Being and beings, between world-view structures and
what appears within these worlds. In Habermas’s view, this
distinction is deployed so as to uproot propositional truth and
devalue discursive, argumentative thought. After hypostatizing
the world-disclosive aspect of language and disconnecting it
from mnerworldly learning processes, Heidegger lcaves us
with a kind of linguistic historicism, outfitted with the quasi-
religious trappings of a “truth-occurrence,” a “destining of
Being,” to which we can only submit in an attitude of “expec-
tant ndeterminacy.” Habermas argues that this construal
misses the dialectical interdependence between a historically
shaped understanding of the world and the experience and
practice possible within its horizon. Innerworldly practice is
indeced informed by general, pregiven structures of world-
understanding; but these structures are in turn affected and
changed by the cumulative results of experiencing and acting
within the world. Social practice submits the background
knowledge of the lifeworld to an “ongoing test” across the
entire spectrum of validity claims. Meaning cannot be sepa-
rated from validity; and it is preciscly the orientation of actors
to validity claims that makes learning processes possible —
learning processes that may well cast doubt on the adequacy
ol the world views informing social practice. Because Heideg-
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ger ignores this reciprocal connection between propositional
(truth and truth-as-disclosure and reduces the former to the
latter, his “overcoming of metaphysics” amounts in the end to
a “temporalized superfoundationalism.” ' . .
This has broader implications for the Heldeggerlap reading
of modernity. The “palpable distortions” of a One-51defil.y ra-
tionalized world get enciphered into an “impalpable Seinsge-
schick administered by philosophers.” This cuts off' ‘ the
possibility of deciphering the pathologie§ of modern ll?e in
social-theoretical terms and frees their critique from the rigors
of concrete historical analysis. “Essential thinking” consigns
questions that can be decided by empiric:dl investigatlpn or
theoretical construction — by any form of argumentative or
discursive thought — to the devalued realm of the ont‘ic and
leaves us instead with the “empty, formulaic avowal of some
indeterminate authority.” . . ‘
In a long excursus on the literary-theoretical reception of
Derrida in the United States, Habermas deploys the same views
of language and practice to resist the leveling of the genre
distinction between philosophy and literature and t.he rev'crsa}l
of the traditional primacy of logic over rhetoric with whlch it
is linked. Once the impossibility of a Platonic conception of
logos is acknowledged and the omnipresence of the rhetorical
dimensions of language is recognized, the argument goes,
philosophical discourse can no longer be (mis)conc?lved as
logical rather than literary, literal rather than ﬁgurat1v§ — In
short, it can no longer be conceived as philosophicgl In any
emphatic sense of the term. The strategies of rhetorlcal‘anal-
ysis, which is concerned with the qualities and effects Qf te.xts
in general, extend to the would-be independent realm of philo-
sophical texts as well. As Habermas reconstructs it, the heart
of this argument is whether or not it is possible to draw a viable
distinction betwcen everyday speech (as it functions within con-
texts ol communicative action) and poetic discourse. If not,
then the aestheticizing of language proposed by Derrida car-
ries, with the consequence that any given discourse can
properly be analyzed by rhetorical-literary means. Habermas
defends a position that, while not denying the omnipresence
and ineradicability of rhetorical and poetic elements in every-
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day discourse, insists on distinguishing those contexts in which
the poetic function predominates, and thus structurally deter-
mines discourse, from thosc in which it plays a subordinate
and supplementary role. We are dealing here with a contin-
uum, no doubt. Toward one end of the spectrum, we find the
ordinary communicative uses of language in which illocution-
ary force serves to coordinate the actions of different partici-
pants: normal speech as part of everyday social practice.
Toward the other end, we find those uses in which the fictional,
narrative, metaphorical elements that pervade ordinary lan-
guage take on a life of their own; illocutionary force is “brack-
eted” and language is disengaged from everyday practical
routines. In the communicative practice of everyday life, lan-
guage functions as a medium for dealing with problems that
arise within the world. It is thus subject to an ongoing test and
tied to processes of learning. In poetic discourse, by contrast,
the everyday pressure to decide and to act is lifted, and the
way is free for displaying the world-disclosive power of inno-
vative language. In Derrida and his followers, Habermas ar-
gues, language’s capacity to solve problems disappears behind
its world-creating capacity. Thus, they fail to recognize the
unique status of specialized discourses differentiated out from
communicative action to deal with specific types of problems
and validity claims: science and technology, law and morality,
economics and political science, and so forth. In these dis-
courses, as in the philosophy that mediates between them and
the everyday world, the invariably present rhetorical elements
of speech are “bridled,” “enlisted for special purposes of prob-
lem solving,” and “subordinated to distinct forms of
argumentation.” '

Along the other main path leading from Nietzsche to the
contemporary critique of reason, the key points at issue are
somewhat different. The critique of metaphysics is not given
pride of place in this more “anarchist” strain; there is no “mys-
ticism of Being” conjured up here. The target is still subject-
centered reason and the domination of nature, society, and the
self that it promotes. But the guiding thread is now Nietzsche’s
theory of power, and the fundamental premise is that modern
reason is nothing more than a perverted and disguised will to
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power. The aim of critique 1s, then, to strip away thg veil Qf
reason and to reveal naked the power it serves. In inl,zillle, this
takes the form of an invocation and investlgatl()p of “the other
of reason” — of what is expelled and excluded from thg world
of the useful, calculable, and manipulable. In Foucault, it takps
the form of a genealogical unmasking that reveals the essential
intrication of knowledge with power. Habf?rmas devotes two
lectures to Foucault, and readers might_just%hably conclud_e that
in his dialogue with French poststructuralls‘m, F()uc%iult 1s.t.hc
preferred partner. More than any othc.r of thc r.adlcal critics
of reason, Foucault opens up a field of investigation f(.)r social
research; there is in his work no “mystiﬁcation”. of sogal path-
ologies into the “destinings” of this or that. prlm()r(llal force.
Like Horkheimer and Adorno, he 1s sensiuve to the power
claims lurking in theoretical and practical reason; and also like
them, he attaches to the concept of power both a transcenden-
tal-historical and a social-theoretical signiﬁcange.

Genealogy 1s, on the one hand, a kind o'f t'ranscendental
historiography. Its aim, as Foucault ()pce.p}lF 11,”15 tf) con'stru.ct
a “history of the objectification of objectvities,” a nomu.lahst
critique,” by way of historical analysis, of the fupdamental 1flcas
in terms of which we constitute ourselves as subjects and ob]e.cts
of knowledge. It treats any such constitution as a historical
event, constructing an indefinite number of internal qnd exte.r—
nal relations of intelligibility around it. The “theoretical-polit-
ical” point of this “analytic decomposition,” Foucault tells”us,
is to “show that things weren’t as necessary as all that,. to
replace the unitary, necessary, and invariant with the multiple,
contingent, and arbitrary. In particular, Foucault wgnts to
break the hold on our minds of the modern “sciences of man,”
behind whose facade of universality and objectivity 1s copcealeq
the ever-spreading operation of modern techniques of domi-

nation and of the self. This points to the second aspect of

genealogy: It serves also as a historically oriented, more or lgss
functionalist, critical sociology of knowledge, aimed 1n part}c—
ular at types of knowledge that, incorporated into th@raples
and social technologies, serve as the main conduits for the
normalizing and disciplinary effects of “truth.”

XV
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Habermas’s disagreements with Foucault certainly do not
amount to a blanket rejection of this critical perspective on
power-knowledge configurations. It is the “totalization” of cri-
tique that he objects to, the transformation of the critique of
reason by reason — which from Kant to Marx had taken on
the sociohistorical form of a critique of ideology — into a
critique of reason tout court in the name of a “rhetorically
atfirmed other of recason.” On his view, the real problem is too
little rather than too much enlightenment, a deficiency rather
than an excess of reason. And he supports this view with a
double-edged critique of Foucault's “totalization,” one edge
applying to the transcendental-historiographic aspect of ge-
nealogy, the other to its social-theoretical aspect. Briefly, he
argues that Foucault cannot escape the “performative contra-
diction” involved in using the tools of reason to criticize reason;
this has the serious consequence of landing his genealogical
investigations in a situation embarrassingly similar to that of
the “sciences of man” he so tellingly criticized. The ideas of
meaning, validity, and value that were to be eliminated by
genealogical critique come back to hauntitin the spectral forms
of “presentism,” “relativisin,” and “cryptonormativism.” On the
other hand, the social-theoretical reading of modernity in-
spired by the theory of power turns out to be simply an inver-
sion of the standard humanist reading it is meant to replace.
Lt is, argues Habermas, no less one-sided: The essentially am-
biguous phenomena of modern culture and society are “flat-
tened down” onto the plane of power. Thus, for example, the
internal development of law and morality, which on his view
bears effects of emancipation as well as of domination, disap-
pears from Foucault’s account of their normalizing functions.
It is precisely the ambiguity of rationalization processes that
has to be captured, the undeniable achievements as well as the
palpable distortions; and this calls for a reconstructed dialectic
ol enlightenment rather than a totalized critique of it.

As I mentioned at the outset, Habermas’s strategy is to return
to the counterdiscourse of modernity — neglected by Nietzsche
and his followers — in which the principle of a self-sufficient,
self-assertive subjectivity was exposed to telling criticism and a
“counterreckoning” of the cost of modernity was drawn up.
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Examining the main crossroads in this counterdiscourse, he
points to indications of a path opened but not pursued: the
construal of reason in terms of a noncoercive intersubjectivity
of mutual understanding and reciprocal recognition. Return-
ing to the first major crossroad, he uses this notion to recon-
struct Hegel’s idea of ethical life and to argue that the other
of reason invoked by the post-Nietzscheans is not adequately
rendered in their “model of exclusion”; it is better seen as a
divided and destroyed ethical totality. Habermas follows Hegel
also in viewing reason as a healing power of unification and
reconciliation; however, it is not the Absolute that he has in
mind, but the unforced intersubjectivity of rational agreement.
+ At the second major crossroad, he follows Marx’s indication
that philosophy must become practical, that its rational content
has to be mobilized in practice. This yields a counterposition
to the post-Nietzschean privileging of “the extraordinary” —
limit experiences of aesthetic, mystical, or archaic provenance.
If situated rcason is viewed as social interaction, the potential
of reason has to be realized in the communicative practice of
ordinary, everyday life. The social practice Habermas has in
mind cannot, however, be identified with Marx’s conception of
labor; in his view, productive activity is too specific and too
restricted a notion to serve as a paradigm of rational practice.
Furthermore, it harbors an idealist residue — labor as consti-
tutive of a world in alienated form that has to be reappro-
priated — that needs to be overcome if we are to get definitively
beyond the paradigm of subjectivity. The solution he opposes
to the simple elimination of the subject is a kind of “determi-
nate negation”: If communicative action is our paradigm, the
decentered subject remains as a participant in social interaction
mediated by language. On this account, there is an internal
relation of communicative practice to reason, for language use
is oriented to validity claims, and validity claims can in the end
be redcemed only through intersubjective recognition brought
about by the unforced force of reason. The internal relation
of meaning to validity means that communication is not only
always “immanent” — that 15, situated, conditioned — but also
always “transcendent” — that is, geared to validity claims that
are meant to hold beyond any local context and thus can be

i
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indefinitely criticized, defended, revised: “Validity claims have
a Janus face. As claims, they transcend any local context; at
the same time, they have to be raised here and now and be de
tacto recognized . .. . The transcendent moment of universal
validity bursts every provinciality asunder; the obligatory mo-
ment of accepted validity claims renders them carriers of a
context-bound everyday practice. . . . a moment of unconditionalily
is built into factual processes of mutual understanding — the
validity laid claim to is distinguished from the social currency
of a de facto established practice and yet serves it as the foun-
dation of an existing consensus.” This orientation of commu-

nicative action to validity claims admitting of argument and -

counterargument is precisely what makes possible the learning
processes that lead to transformations of our world views and
thus of the very conditions and standards of rationality.

In sum, then, Habermas agrees with the radical critics of
enlightenment that the paradigm of consciousness is ex-
hausted. Like them, he views rcason as inescapably situated, as
concretized in history, society, body, and language. Unlike
them, however, he holds that the defects of the Enlightenment
can only be made good by further enlightenment. The totalized
critique of reason undercuts the capacity of reason o be criti-

cal. It refuses to acknowledge that modernization bears devel-,

opments as well as distortions of reason. Among the former,
he mentions the “unthawing” and “reflective refraction” of
cultural traditions, the universalization of norms and general-
ization of values, and the growing individuation of personal
identities — all prerequisites for that effectively democratic
organization of society through which alone reason can, in the
end, become practical.



Preface

“Modernity — an Unfinished Project” was the title of a speech
I gave in September 1980 upon accepting the Adorno Prize.!
This theme, disputed and mulafaceted as it is, never lost 1ts
hold on me. Its philosophical aspects have moved even more
starkly into public consciousness in the wake of the reception
of French neostructuralism — as has the key term “postmod-
ernity,” in connection with a publication by Jean-Francois Ly-
otard.?> The challenge from the neostructuralist critique of
reason defines the perspective from which I seek to reconstruct
here, step by step, the philosophical discourse of modernity.
Since the late eighteenth century modernity has been elevated
to a philosophical theme in this discourse. The philosophical
discourse of modernity touches upon and overlaps with the
acsthetic discourse 1n manifold ways. Nevertheless, [ have had
to limit the theme; these lectures do not treat modernisni in
art and literature.®

After my return to the University of Frankfurt, I held lecture
courses on this subject in the summer semester of 1983 and
the winter semester of 1983—1984. Added afterwards, and so
fictitious in this sense, are the fifth lecture, which adopts an
already published text," as well as the last lecture, only recently
worked out. 1 delivered the first four lectures at the College
de France in Paris in March 1983. T used other portions for
the Messenger Lectures at Cornell University in September
1984, I also dealt with the most important theses in seminars
at Boston College. I have received more inspirations from the
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lively discussions I was able to hold with colleagues and stu-
(1@11(5 on these occasions than could be acknowledged retro-
specti\'ely n notes. . ‘ .

Supplements to the philosophical discourse of m()derr.n'ty,
with a political accent, are contained m a volume of edition
suhrkamp being published simultancously.”

.

I

Modernity’s Consciousness of
Time and Its Need for Self-
Reassurance

In his famous introduction to the collection of his studies on
the sociology of religion, Max Weber takes up the “problem of
universal history” to which his scholarly life was dedicated,
namely, the question why, outside Europe, “the scientific, the
artistic, the political, or the economic development . . . did not
enter upon that path of rationalization which is peculiar to the
Occident?”! For Weber, the intrinsic (that is, not merely con-
tingent) relationship between modernity and what he called
“QOccidental rationalism” was still self-evident.? He described as
“rational” the process of disenchantment which led in Europe
to a disintegration of religious world views that issued in a
sccular culture. With the modern empirical sciences, autono-
mous arts, and theories of morality and law grounded on prin-
ciples, cultural spheres of value took shape which made
possible learning processes in accord with the respective inner
logics of theoretical, aesthetic, and moral-practical problems.
What Weber depicted was not only the secularization of
Western cullure, but also and especially the development of
modern societies from the viewpoint of rationalization. The new
structures of society were marked by the differentiation of the
two functionally intermeshing systems that had taken shape
around the organizational cores of the capitalist enterprise and
the bureaucratic state apparatus. Weber understood this pro-
cess as the institutionalization of purposive-rational economic
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and administrative action. To the degree that everyday lifc was
affected by this cultural and socletal rationalization, traditional
forms of life — which in the early modern period werce differ-
entiated primarily according to one’s trade — were dissolved.
The modernization of the lifeworld is not determined only by
structures of purposive rationality. Emile Durkheim and
George Herbert Mead saw rationalized lifeworlds as characte.r-
ized by the reflective treatment of traditions that have lqst Lhelr
quasinatural status; by the universalization of norms of action
and the generalization of values, which set communicative ac-
tion free from narrowly restricted contexts and enlarge the
ficld of options; and finally, by patterns of socialization that
are oriented to the formation of abstract ego-identities and
force the individuation of the growing child. This is, in broad
strokes, how the classical social theorists drew the picture of
modernity.

Today Max Weber’s theme appears in another light; this is
as much the result of the labors of those who invoke him as of
the work of his critics. “Modernization” was introduced as a
technical term only in the 1950s. 1t is the mark of a theoretical
approach that takes up Weber’s problem but elaborates it with
the tools of social-scientific functionalism. The concept of mod-
ernization refers to a bundle of processes that are cumulative
and mutually reinforcing: to the formation of capital and the
mobilization of resources; to the development of the forces of
production and the increase in the productivity of labor; to
the establishment of centralized political power and the for-
mation of national identities; to the proliferation of rights of
political participation, of urban forms of life, and of formal
schooling; to the secularization of values and norms; and so
on. The theory of modernization performs two abstractions on
Weber’s concept of “modernity.” It dissociates “modernity”
from its modern European origins and stylizes it into a spatio-
temporally neutral model for processes of social development
in general. Furthermore, it breaks the internal connections
between modernity and the historical context of Western ra-
tionalism, so that processes of modernization can no longer be
conceived of as rationalization, as the historical objectification
of rational structures. James Coleman sees in this the advantage
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that a concept of modernization generalized in terms of a
theory of evolution is no longer burdened with the idea of a
completion of modernity, that is to say, of a goal state after
which “postmodern” developments would have to set in.3
Indeed it is precisely modernization research that has con-
tributed to the currency of the expression “postmodern” even
among social scientists. For in view of an evolutionarily auton-
omous, self-promoting modernization, social-scientific observ-
ers can all the more easily take leave of the conceptual horizon
of Western rationalism in which modernity arose. But as soon
as the internal links between the concept of modernity and the
self-understanding of modernity gained within the horizon of
Western reason have been dissolved, we can relativize the, as
1t were, automatically continuing processes of modernization
from the distantiated standpoint of a postmodern observer.
Arnold Gehlen brought this down to the formula: The prem-
ises of the Enlightenment are dead; only their consequences
continue on. From this perspective, a self-sufficiently advanc-
ing modernization of society has separated itself froni the im-
pulses of a cultural modernity that has seemingly become
obsolete in the meantime; it only carries out the functional laws
of economy and state, technology and science, which are sup-
posed to have amalgamated into a system that cannot be influ-
enced. The relentless acceleration of social processes appears
as the reverse side of a culture that is exhausted and has passed
into a crystalline state. Gehlen calls modern culture “crystal-
lized” because “the possibilities implanted in it have all been
developed in their basic elements. Even the counterpossibilities
and antitheses have been uncovered and assimilated, so that
henceforth changes in the premises have become increasingly
unlikely. ... If you have this impression, you will perceive
crystallization . . . even in a realm as astonishingly dynamic and
full of variety as that of modern painting.”* Because “the his-
tory of ideas has concluded,” Gehlen can observe with a sigh
of relief that “we have arrived at posthistoire.” With Gottfried
Benn he imparts the advice: “Count up your supplies.” This
neoconservative leave-taking from modernity is directed, then,
not to the unchecked dynamism of societal modernization but



1
Lecture |

to the husk of a cultural self-understanding of modernity that
appears to have been overtaken.? .

In a completely different political form, namely an anarchist
one, the idea of postmodernity appears among theoreticians
who do not see that any uncoupling of modernity and ration-
ality has set in. They, too, advertse the end of the Enlighten-
ment; they, too, move beyond the horizon of the tradition of
reason in which European modernity once understood itself;
and they plant their feet in posthistoire. But unlike the neocon-
servative, the anarchist farewell to modernity is meant for so-
ciety and culture in the same degree. As that continent of basic
con/(:epts bearing Weber’s Occidental rationalism sinks down,
reason makes known its true identity — it becomes unmasked
as the subordinating and at the same time itself subjugated
subjectivity, as the will to instrumental mastery. The subversive
force of this critique, which pulls away the veil of reason from
betore the sheer will to power, is at the same time supposed to
shake the iron cage in which the spirit of modernity has been
objectified in societal form. From this point of view, the mod-
ernization of society cannot survive the end of the cultural
modernity from which it arose. It cannot hold its own against
the “primordial” anarchism under whose sign postmodernity
marches.

However distinct these two readings of the theory of post-
modernity are, both reject the basic conceptual horizon within
which the self-understanding of European modernity has been
formed. Both theories of postmodernity pretend to have gone
beyond this horizon, to have left it behind as the horizon of a
past epoch. Hegel was the first philosopher to develop a clear
concept of modernity. We have to go back to him if we want
to understand the internal relationship between modernity and
rationahty, which, until Max Weber, remained self-evident and
which today is being called into question. We have to get clear
on the Hegclhian concept of modernity to be able to judge
whether the claim of those who base their analyses on other
premuses is legitimate. At any rate, we cannot disiniss a priori
the suspicion that postmodern thought merely claims a tran-
scendent status, while it remains in fact dependent on presup-
positions of the modern self-understanding that were brought
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to light by Hegel. We cannot exclude from the outset the
possibility that neoconservatism and aesthetically inspired an-
archism, in the name of a farewell to modernity, are merely
trying to revolt against it once again. It could be that they are
merely cloaking their complicity with the venerable tradition
of counter-Enlightenment in the garb of post-Enlightenment.

I

Hegel used the concept of modernity first of all in historical
contexts, as an epochal concept: The “new age” is the “modern
age.” This corresponded to contemporary usage in English and
French: “modern times” or temps moderns denoted around 1800
the three centuries just preceding. The discovery of the “new
world,” the Renaissance, and the Reformation — these three
monumental events around the year 1500 constituted the epo-
chal threshold between modern times and the middle ages. In
his Lectures on the Philosophy of History, Hegel used these ex-
pressions to classify the German Christian world that had is-
sued from Roman and Greek antiquity. The division still usual
today (e.g., for the designation of chairs in history depart-
ments) into the Modern Period, the Middle Ages, and Antig-
uity (or modern, medicval, and ancient history) could take
shape only after the expression “new” or “modern” age (“new”
or “modern” world) lost its merely chronological meaning and
took on the oppositional significance of an emphatically “new”
age. Whereas in the Christian West the “new world” had meant
the still-to-come age of the world of the future, which was to
dawn only on the last day — and it still retains this meaning
in Schelling’s Philosophy of the Ages of the World — the secular
concept of modernity expresses the conviction that the future
has already begun: It is the epoch that lives for the future, that
opens itself up to the novelty of the future. In this way, the
cacsura defined by the new beginning has been shifted into
the past, precisely to the start of modern times. Only in the
course of the eighteenth century did the epochal threshold
around 1500 become conceptualized as this beginning. To test
this, Reinhart Koselleck uses the question of when nostrum
aevunt, our own age, was renamed nova aetas, the new age.b
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Koselleck shows how the historical consciousness that ex-
pressed itself in the concept of the “quern age” or the “nefv
age” constituted a historical—philosophlcal. perspective: Qngs
own standpoint was to be brought to reflective awareness within
the horizon of history as a whole. Even the collective singular
Geschichie [history], which Hegel already uses in a way that is
taken for granted, was a coinage of the eighteenth century:
“The ‘new age’ lent the whole of the past a wqud—hwtoncal
quality. . . . Diagnosis of the new age and analysis Qf the past
ages corresponded to each other.”” The new experience of an
advancing and accelerating of historical events Correspoqu to
this, as does the insight into the chronological simultaneity of
historically nonsynchronous developments.® At this time the
image of history as a uniform process that generates problems
is formed, and time becomes experienced as a scarce resource
for the mastery of problems that arise — that is, as the pressure
of time. The Zeitgeist, or spirit of the age, one of the new w.().rds
that inspired Hegel, characterizes the present as a transition
that is consumed in the consciousness of a speeding up and in
the expectation of the differentness of the future. As Hegel
puts it in the preface to the Phenomenology of Mind:

It is surely not difficult to see that our time is a birth and transition
to a new period. The Spirit has broken with what was hitherto the
world of its existence and imagination and is about to submerge all
this in the past; it is at work giving itself a new form. . .. [Flrivolity
as well as the boredom that open up in the establishment an.d the
indeterminate apprehension of something unknown are harbingers
of a forthcoming change. This gradual crumbling . . . is mterrupted
by the break of day, that like lightning, all at once reveals the edifice
of the new world.?

Because the new, the modern world is distinguished from
the old by the fact that it opens itself to the {uture, the epochal
new beginning is rendered constant with each moment that
gives birth to the new. Thus, it is characteristic of the historical
consciousness of modernity to set off “the most recent [neuesten)
period” from the modern [neu] age: Within the horizon of the
modern age, the present enjoys a prominent position as con-
temporary history. Even Hegel understands “our age” as “the
most recent period.” He dates the beginning of the present
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from the break that the Enlightenment and the French Revo-
lution signified for the more thoughtful contemporaries at the
close of the eighteenth and the start of the nineteenth century.
With this “glorious sunrise” we come, as the old Hegel sull
thought, “to the last stage in History, our world, our own
time.”!'" A present that understands itself from the horizon of
the modern age as the actuality of the most recent period has
to recapitulate the break brought about with the past as a
continuous renewal.

The dynamic concepts that either emerged together with the
expression “modern age” or “new age” in the eighteenth cen-
tury or acquired then a new meaning that remains valid down
to our day are adapted to this — words such as revolution,
progress, emancipation, development, crisis, and Zeitgeist.!!
These expressions also became key terms for Hegelian philos-
ophy. They cast conceptual-historical light on the problem
posed for the modern historical consciousness of Western cul-
ture that had developed in connection with the oppositional
concept of a “new age”™: Modernity can and will no longer
borrow the criteria by which it takes its orientation from the
models supplied by another epoch; it has to create its normativity
out of itself. Modernity sees itself cast back upon itselt without
any posstbility of escape. This explains the sensitiveness of its
self—understanding, the dynamism of the attempt, carried for-
ward incessantly down to our time, to “pin itself down.” Just a
few years ago, Hans Blumenberg felt himself obliged to defend
with a grand historical display the legitimacy or the proper right
of modernity against constructions that tried to make a case
for its cultural debt to the testators of Christianity and antiq-
uity. “It is not self-evident that an epoch poses itself the prob-
lem of its historical legitimacy; just as little is it self-evident that
it understands itself as an epoch at all. For modernity, the
problem is latent in the claim of accomplishing, and of being
able to accomplish, a radical break, and in the incongruity of
this claim with the reality of history, which is never capable of
starting anew from the ground up.”'? Blumenberg adduces as
evidence a statement by the young Hegel: “Apart from some
earlier attempts, it has been reserved in the main for our cpoch
to vindicate, at least in theory, the human ownership of trea-
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sures formerly squandered on hea\jen; but. what age will 'have‘
the strength to validate this right in practice and make itself
their possessor?”13 . . e
‘The problem of grounding modernity oat ()f.lt.seli , 1r§t‘
comes to consciousness in the realm of aesthetlc Crmcmm‘; This
becomes clear when one traces the history of the concept m.od-
ern.”'* The process of detachment from the models of ancient
art was set going in the early eighteemh century }‘)y the fam()us‘
querelle des anciens et des modernes.' .F he p\a\rty of the ra(?der}l;s
rebelled against the self—understand‘mg Qf I*.rench classicism by
assimilating the aesthetic concept of perfeemqn to that of“prog-
ress as it was suggested by modern natural science. The med-
erns,” using historical-critical arguments, called mnto q.ue.st,lon
the meaning of imitating the ancient models; in opposition to
the norms of an apparently tmeless and al)solute.beauty, they
elaborated the criteria of a relative or time-conditioned beaal.y
and thus articulated the self-understanding of the French kn-
lightenment as an epochal new begin'ning. Altheugh the aub—
stantive modernitas, along with the pair of adjectival opposites,
antiqui/moderni, had already been used since late antiquity n a
chronological sense, in the European languages oi' the modern
age the adjective “modern™ only came to be used in a substan-
tive form in the middle of the nineteenth century, once again
at first in the realm of the fine arts. This explains why Moderne
and Modernitit, modernité and modernity have untl our own day
a core acsthetic meaning fashioned by the self-understanding
of avant-garde art.' o
For Baudelaire, the aesthetic experience of modernity hlses
with the historical. In the fundamental experience of aesthetic
modernity, the problem of self-grounding becomes acute, be-
cause here the horizon of temporal experience contracts o the
decentered subjectivity that splits away from the convenuons
of everyday life. For this reason, he assigns to the modern work
of art a strange place at the interscction of the axes ()f't,he
actual and the cternal: “Modernity is the transient, the fleeting,
the contingent; it is one-halt of art, the other being the e‘l,eltrl'al
and immovable.”'7 A sclf-consuming actuality, which for{elts
the extension of a transiuon peri()d, of a most recent period
constituted at the center of the new age (and lasting several
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decades), becomes the reterence point of modernity. The ac-
tual present can no longer gain its self-consciousness from
opposition to an epoch rejected and surpassed, to a shape of
the past. Actuality can be constituted only as the point where
time and eternity intersect. In this way, modernity is rescued,
not from its infirmity surely, but from triviality; in Baudelaire’s
understanding, it is so disposed that the transitory moment will
find confirmation as the authentic past of a future present.'®
It proves its worth as that which one day will be classic: “Classic”
is henceforth the “flash” at the dawning of a new world —
which will of course have no duration, for its collapse is already
sealed with its appearance. This understanding of time, radi-
calized yet again in surrealism, grounds the kinship of modernity
with mode (or fashion).

Baudelaire picks up on the outcome of the famous debate
between the ancients and the moderns, but he shifts the weight
between the absolutely beautiful and the relatively beautiful in
a characteristic manner: “Beauty is made up, on the one hand,
of an element that is eternal and invariable ... and, on the
other, of a relative, circumstantial element, which we may like
to call . . . contemporaneity, fashion, morality, passion. Without
this second element, which is like the amusing, teasing, appe-
tite-whetting coating of the divine cake, the first element would
be indigestible, tasteless, unadapted, and inappropriate to hu-
man nature.”!” Baudelaire the art critic emphasizes an aspect
of modern painting: “the cphemeral, the fleeting forms of
beauty in the life of our day, the characteristic traits of what,
with our reader’s permission, we have called ‘modernity.””?* He
puts the word “modernity” in quotation marks; he is conscious
of his novel, terminologically peculiar use of the term. On this
account, the authentic work is radically bound to the moment
of its emergence; precisely because it consumes itself in ac-
tuality, it can bring the steady flow of trivialities to a standsull,
break through normality, and satisfy for a moment the im-
mortal longing tor beauty — a moment in which the eternal
comes nto fleeting contact with the actual.

Eternal beauty shows itself only in the guise of the costume
of the times. (Benjamin later adopted this feature under the
rubric of the dialectical image.) The modern work of art is
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marked by a union of the real or true with the ephemeral.
This charécter of the present is also at the basis of the kinship
of art with fashion, with the new, with the optics of the idlcr,‘
the genius, and the child, who, lacking the antlstlmulz.mt of
conventionally inculcated modes of perception, are delivered
up defenceless to the attacks of beauty, to the transcendent
stimuli hidden in the most ordinary matters. The role of the
dandy, then, consists in turning this type of passively experi-
en(:ed extraordinariness to the offensive, in demonstrating the
extraordinary by provocative means.?! The dandy combipes
the indolent and the fashionable with the pleasure of causing
surprise in others while never showing any himseltf. He s Flle
expert on the fleeting pleasure of the moment, out of which
the novel wells up: “He is looking for that indefinable some-
thing we may be allowed to call ‘modernity,’ f()r.want ()f. a
better term to express the idea in question. The aim for him
is to extract from fashion the poetry that resides in its historical
envelope, to distill the eternal from the transitory.”‘j’2

Walter Benjamin took up this motif in order to {md.a solu-
tion to the paradoxical task of obtaining standards of 1t§ own
for the contingency of a modernity that had become simply
transitory. Whereas Baudelaire had contented himself with the
idea that the constellation of time and eternity comes to pass
in the authentic work of art, Benjamin wanted to translate this
basic acsthetic experience back into a historical relationship.
He fashioned for this purpose the concept of a “now-uime”
|Jetztzeit], which is shot through with fragments of messianic or
completed time; and in doing so he made use of the “imitation”
motif, which having become merely skin deep, so to speak, was
now to be ferreted out in the appearances of fashion.

The French Revolution viewed itself as Rome reincarnate. It evoked
ancient Rome the way fashion evokes costumes of the past. Fashion
has a Hair for the topical, no matter where it stirs in the thickets of
long ago; it is a tiger’s leap into the past. ... The same leap in the
open air of history is the dialectical one, which is how Marx under-
stood the revolution.?

Benjamin is not only rebelling against the borrowed norma-
tivity of an understanding of history taken from the imitation
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of models; he is struggling just as much against two conceptions
which, on the basis of the modern understanding of history,
intercept and neutralize the provocation of the new and of the
entirely unexpected: on the one hand, the idea of a homoge-
ncous and empty time that is filled in by “the stubborn belief
in progress” of evolutionism and the philosophy of history; on
the other hand, the neutralization of all standards fostered by
historicism when it imprisons history in the museum and “tell[s]
the sequence of events like the beads ot a rosary.”* The model
here is Robespierre who, in citing ancient Rome, provided
himself with a corresponding past charged with “now-time” in
order to burst the inert continuum of history. Just as he at-
tempts to bring the sluggish flow of history to a stop, as if by
a surrealistically produced shock, so must a modernity that has
been evaporated into what is actual at any given time [Aktu-
alitdt], as soon as it attains the authenticity of a now-time,
constantly take its normativity from mirror images of pasts
whose services are enlisted for this purpose. They are no longer
perceived from the outset as exemplary pasts. We should look
rather to Baudelaire’s model of the creator of fashion to ap-
preciate the creativity that sets the act of clear-sightedly de-
tecting such correspondences in contrast with the aesthetic
ideal of imitating classical models.

Excursus on Benjamin’s Theses on the Philosophy of
History

The consciousness of time expressed in Benjamin’s “Theses on
the Philosophy of History” is not easy to classify. A singular
mixture of surrealist experiences and motifs from Jewish mys-
ticism enter unmistakably into his notion of “now-time.” This
ldea — that the authentic moment of an innovative present
interrupts the continuum of history and breaks away from its
homogeneous flow — is fed from both sources. The profane
lumination caused by shock, like the mystical union with the
appearance of the Messiah, forces a cessation, a crystallization,
of the momentary event. Benjamin is not concerned only with
an emphatic renewal of the consciousness for which “every
second of time [is] the strait gate through which the Messiah
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might enter” (Thesis XVIII). He twists the radical future-ori-
entcdness that is characteristic of modern times in gencral so
far back around the axis of the now-time that it gets transposed
mto a yet more radical orientation toward the past. The antic-
ipation of what is new in the future is realized only through
remembering [Eingedenken] a past that has been suppressed.
Benjamin understands the sign of such a messianic cessation
ol events as “a revolutionary chance in the fight for the op-
pressed past” (Thesis XVII).

In the {ramcwork of his investigations into conceptual his-
tory, Reinhart Koselleck has characterized modern time-con-
sciousness, among other ways, in terms of the increasing
difference between the “space of experience” and the “horizon
of expectation”: “My thesis is that in modern times the differ-
ence between experience and expectation has increasingly ex-
panded; more precisely, that modernity is first understood as
a new age from the time that expectations have distanced
themselves evermore from all previous experience.”? Modern-
ity’s specific oricntation toward the future is shaped precisely
to the extent that societal modernization tears apart the old
European experiential space of the peasant’s and craftsman’s
lifeworlds, mobilizes it, and devalues it into directives guiding
expectations. These traditional experiences of previous gen-
erations arc then replaced by the kind of experience of prog-
ress that lends to our horizon of expectation (till then anchored
fixedly in the past) a “historically new quality, constantly subject
o being overlaid with utopian conceptions.”?¢

Yet Koselleck overlooks the fact that the notion of progress
served not only to render eschatological hopes profane and
open up the horizon of expectation in a utopian fashion, but
also to close off the future as a source of disruption with the
aid of teleological constructions of history. Benjamin’s polemic
against the social-cvolutionary leveling off of the historical ma-
tc.rialist conception of history is aimed at just such a degener-
aton of modernity’s consciousness of time open toward the
'future. Wherever progress becomes a historical norm, the qual-
ity of novelty and the emphasis upon predictable beginnings
are climinated from the present’s relationship to the future.
In Benjamin’s view, historicism is merely a functional equiva-
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lent for the philosophy of history in this regard. The historian
who practices empathy and comprehends everything assembles
a mass of facts, which means that he places the objectified
course of history into an ideal simultaneity in order to fill up
“empty and homogeneous time.” He thereby strips the pres-
ent’s relationship to the future of any relevance for under-
standing the past: “A historical materialist cannot do without
the notion of a present which is not a transition, but in which
time stands still and has come to a stop. For this notion defines
the present in which he himself is writing history. Historicism
gives the ‘eternal’ image of the past; historical materialism
supplies a unique experience with the past” (Thesis XVI).

We shall see that to the degree that it has been articulated
in literary documents, modern time-consciousness has repeat-
edly slackened and that its vitality has had to be constantly
renewed by radical historical thinking: from the Young He-
gelians via Nietzsche and Yorck von Warthenburg right down
to Heidegger. The same impulse inspires Benjamin’s “Theses”;
they serve to renew modern time-consciousness. However,
Benjamin was still not satisfied with the variations of historical
thinking considered radical up to his time. Radical historical
thinking ¢an be characterized by the idea of etfective history
[Wirkungsgeschichte]. Nietzsche called it critical history. The
Marx of the Eighteenth Brumaire practiced this type of historical
thinking; the Heidegger of Being and Time ontologized it. Even
in the congealed structure of the “existentiale of historicality,”
one thing remains clear: The horizon open to the future, which
1s determined by expectations in the present, guides our access
to the past. Inasmuch as we appropriate past experiences with
an orientation to the future, the authentic present is preserved
as the locus of continuing tradition and of innovation at once;
the one 1s not possible without the other, and both merge into
the objectivity proper to a context of effective history.

Now there are different ways of reading this idea of effective
history, according to the degree of continuity or discontinuity
to be secured or brought about. One can have conservative
(Gadamer), conservative-revolutionary (Freyer), and revolu-
tionary (Korsch) interpretations. Always, however, the future-
oriented gaze is directed from the present into a past that is
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connected as prehistory with our present, as b).’ the Chalp of a
continual destiny. Two moments are constitutive for this conr—
sciousness: on the one hand, the eff.ectlve.-hlstorlcal bond of a
continuous happening of tradition in which even the‘ re\;ol;:-)
tionary deed is embedded; on the ot'her,ﬂth.e d()’lnlnancef) the
horizon of expectation over a potential of historical experiences
ropriated. . ‘
* Ili):n?gr}:linpdoes not exphcitly come o terms with‘ this effe’c-
tive-historical consciousness. But 1t 1s clear from. his text that
he distrusts both: both the treasure of transmlttgd cultural
goods that are supposed to pass Into .Lhe possession Qf the
present, and the asymmetric relationship between the appr}(})—
priating activities of a present orlente’d to the fut\ure an? the
objects of the past that are mad@ one’s own. Hepce 'Be(iljaml‘n
proposes a drastic reversal of horizon of expectation anc spauef
of experience. To all past epochs ‘he ascrlbes a h()rlzon}(;
unfulfilled expectations, and to the future-orl.ented present ﬁ
assigns the task of experiencing a correspon(‘im.g past thO}lg
remembering, in such a way that we can fulfill 1t§ expgctdtlons
with our weak messianic power. In accordanc.e with this rever-
sal, two ideas can be interwoven: the conviction that.the con-
tinuity of the context of tradition can l?e established by
barbarism as well as by culture,?” and the 1dez.1 .tl‘lat each re-
spective present generation bears the respons‘lblht}_f not only
for the fate of future generations but also for the mnocer'ltly
suffered fate of past generations. This need f(.)r redemppon
on the part of past epochs who have directeq their expectations
to us is reminiscent of the figure familiar in both JQWISh afld
Protestant mysticism of man’s respnsibility for the f:dte ot a
God who, in the act of creation, relinquished his omnipotence
in favor of human freedom, putting us on an equal footing
with himself. . ‘
But such imputations from intellectpal hlstory do not explain
very much. What Benjamin has in mind is the supremely pro-
fane insight that ethical universalism also has to ta‘ke serl(')us.lyr
the injustice that has already happened and‘that 15 scemingly
irreversible; that there exists a solidarity of those born latpr
with those who have preceded them, with all those whose bodily
or personal integrity has been violated at the hands of other
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human beings; and that this solidarity can only be engendered
and made effective by remembering. Here the liberating power
of memory is supposed not to foster a dissolution of the power
of the past over the present, as it was from Hegel down to
Freud, but to contribute 10 the dissolution of a guilt on the
part of the present with respect to the past: “For every image
of the past that is not recognized by the present as one of its
own concerns threatens to disappear irretrievably” (Thesis V).
In the context of this first lecture, this excursus is meant to
show how Benjamin interweaves motifs of completely diverse
provenance in order to radicalize yet again the effective-his-
torical consciousness. The disengagement of the horizon of
expectation from the handed-down potenuals for experience
1s, as Koselleck shows, what first makes possible the opposition
of a new age living in its own right o those past epochs from
which modernity dissociated itself. Thus, the constellation of
the present in relation to the past and future has undergone a
specific change. On the one hand, under the pressure of urgent
problems from the future, a present that is Challcnged to his-
torically responsible activity gains ascendancy over a past that
18 to be appropriated for its own interests: on the other hand,
a purely transitory present sees itself brought to account before
the future for its interventions and omissions. Because Benja-
min extends this {future-oriented responsibility to past epochs,
the constellation shifts once again: 'The tension-laden relation-
ship to basically open alternatives in the future now touches
directly the relationship to a past mobilized in turn by expec-
tauous. The pressure of the future is multiplied by that of the
past (and unfulfilled) future. But at the same time, the secret
narcissism of effective-historical consciousness is corrected by
this rotation of the axis. it is no longer only future generations,
but past gencrations as well, that have a claim on the weak
messianic power of the present.

The anamnestic redemption
of

an mjustice, which cannot of course be undone but can at
least be virtually reconciled through remembering, ties up the
present with the communicative context of a universal histor-
ical solidarity. ‘This ananmesis constitutes the decentering coun-
terpoise to the dangerous concentration of responsibility that
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modern time-consclousness, oriented cxclusnﬂy toward the

future, has laid on the shoulders of a problematic present that
. SO o

has, as it were, been tied 1n knots.

111

Hegel was the first to raise to the levcl' ofva philosophlca}l
problem the process of detaching mg.dermty from ‘the sugges-
tion of norms lying outside of itself in the past. Certainly, n
the course of a critique of tradition that 1ptegrate(i the expe-
riences of the Reformation and the Repalssance and reaqed
to the beginnings of modern na‘t,ural science, modern phl‘lo)s(i
ophy from late scholasticism until Kam had already expressc
the sclf-understanding of modernity. But only at the' e,nd of
the cighteenth century did the problem of quermtys self-
reassurance [Selbstvergewisserung] come to a he'c.1d n SL}cll a way
that Hegel could grasp this question as a phllqsophlczll prpb—
lem, and indced as the jun,damental problem of his own pbll()so—
phy. The anxicty caused by the fact that a modernlty w.'lthout
mo/dels had to stabilize itself on the basis of the very diremp-
tions [or divisions: Entzweiungen] 1t had.wrought”(hs scen by
Hegel as “the source of the need for phll()S()phy. 29 As Vmod-
crntit,v awakens to consciousness of itself, a nced for self—regs—
surarll(:c arises, which Hegel understands as a need for
philosophy. He sces philosophy confronted with the task of
grasping ils own time — and for him that means the mod'ern
age — in thought. Hegel is convinced t}.lal, he cannot p0§51bly'
obtain philosophy’s concept of itself independently of the
philosophical concept of modernity. .

Hegel sces the modern age as marked universally b\ a struc-
ture of self-relation that he calls subjectivity: “The principle of
the modern world is freedom of subjectivity, the principle that
all the essential factors present in the intelleg“tual. whole are
now coming into their right n the course of their ‘devel()p—
ment.”* When Hegel delineates the physi()gn()my.of .the 7r’1€w
age (or of the modern world), he elucidates “subjectlvn){ by
n;Cans of “freedom” and “reflection” “The greatness of our
time rests in the fact that freedom, the peculiar possession of
mind whereby it is at home with itself in itself, is recognized.™!
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In this context, the term “subjectivity” carries primarily four
connotations: (a) imdividualism: in the modern world, singularity
particularized without limit can make good its pretensions;®?
(b) the right to criticism: the principle of the modern world
requires that what anyone is to recognize shall reveal itself to
him as something entitled to recognition;* (c) autonomy of ac-
tion: our responsibility for what we do is a characteristic of
modern times;* (d) finally, idealistic philosophy itself: Hegel con-
siders it the work of modern times that philosophy grasps the
self-conscious (or self-knowing) Idea.*®
The key historical events in establishing the principle of

subjectivity are the Reformation, the Enlightenment, and the
French Revolution. With Luther, religious faith became reflec-
tive; the world of the divine was changed in the solitude of
subjectivity into something posited by ourselves.*® Against faith
in the authority of preaching and tradition, Protestantism as-
serted the authority of the subject relying upon his own insight:
The host was simply dough, the relics of the saints mere
bones.*” Then, too, the Declaration of the Rights of Man and
the Napoleonic Code validated the principle of freedom of will
against historically preexisting law as the substantive basis of
the state: “Right and [social] morality came to be looked upon
as having their foundation in the actually present will of man,
whereas formerly it was referred only to the command of God

enjoined ab extra, written in the Old and New Testament, or
appearing in the form of particular right ... in old parch-
ments, as privilegia, or in international compacts.”®

Furthermore, the principle of subjectivity determines the

forms of modern culture. This holds true first of all for objec-

tifying science, which disenchants nature at the same time that

it liberates the knowing subject: “Thus, all miracles were dis-

allowed: for nature is a now system of known and recognized

laws; man is at home in it, and only that remains standing in

which he is at home; he is free through the acquaintance he

has gained with nature.”* The moral concepts of modern times

follow from the recognition of the subjective freedom of in-
dividuals. On the one hand, they are founded upon the right
of individuals to perceive what they are supposed to do as
valid; and on the other hand, they are founded on the demand
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that each person may pursue t}}e ends of hisr partic‘ularr l\/lvelf;ul‘)e
only in harmony with the welfare of.evcry()ne clse. F e lsu' -
ject/ive will gains autonomy under umvers;}l la“s, buF E)nl))/ 1r;‘
the will as subjective can freedom or th.e implicit princip c( o
the will be actual.”® Modern art reveals.lts essence In Roman-
ticism; and absolute inwardness deterqnnes the form a{lr} icolr)l-
tent of Romantic art. The divipe irony conep[ual‘uc( );
Friedrich Schlegel mirrors the self—experlencelof a de(.en.ilere(
self “for which all bonds are broken, and t’vhlch only wi 611}—
dure to live in the bliss of self-enjoyment.”! .Expresswe se ;
realization becomes the principle of art appearing as a form 0
life: “But according to the principle be#()r‘e us, I live as art;lsf
when all my action and utterance ... 1S tor me'onl.y‘ onhtnc
level of mere semblance, and assumes a shape \.~'h.1ch 15 wholly
in my power.”#? Reality attains Fhe status of artistic .expressll(f
only through the subjective refractlor}’ 9f the sensitive sou
it is “a mere appearance due to t.he L. .4:” ) ‘
In modernity, therefore, religious life, st‘ate, an(‘i soqety as
well as science, morality, and art are t‘ransf.orr_ne‘d i?to just so
many embodiments of the principle of subjectivity. It’s strulc-
ture is grasped as such in philosophy, njimely, as abstr;cht su )-f
jectivity in Descartes’s “cogito ergo sum and in the erm of
absolute self-consciousness in Kant. It is the structure Of‘ a self-
relating, knowing subject, which ben(.ls bac'k upon 1ts.elf als1 qb-
ject, in order to grasp itself as in a mirror image — litera y;ln
a “speculative” way. Kant carried out tbl.s ap{zroach of li é
philosophy of reflection in his three “Critiques ;.he mstalle
reason in the supreme seat of judgment befgre which anything
that made a claim to validity had to be justlﬁed. )
Along with an analysis of the foundations of kno.w.rledge,‘ kalu,)
Critique of Pure Reason also takes on [h.e task of a critique of t cl
misuse of our cognitive faculties, which are dqmgned to dealC
with appearances. In the place of the substantialist HOFIOH of
reason of the metaphysical tradition, Kant puts th§ concept o
a reason that divides up into its moments, the unity of v'vhlch‘
now has only a formal character. He separates thq faculues. of
practical reason and of judgment from .that of ‘theoret.lcal
knowledge, and he places each of therp on its own toundatlor’li
In thus grounding the possibility of objective knowledge, mora
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nsight, and aesthetic evaluation, critical reason not only assures
itself of its own subjective capacity, not only makes perspicuous
the architectonic of reason, but also takes over the role of a
supreme judge, even in relation to culture. As Emil Lask will
later put it, philosophy delimits from one another the cultural
spheres of value — science and technology, law and morality,
art and art criticismm — under exclusively formal viewpoints,
and 1t legitimates them within these limits.?>
By the end of the eighteenth century, science, morality, and
art were even institutionally differentiated as realms of activity
in which questions of truth, of justice, and of taste were auton-
omously elaborated, that is, each under its own specific aspect
of validity. And these spheres of knowing were separated off from
the spheres of belief, on the one hand, and from those of both
legally organized and everyday life, on the other. Here we
recognize precisely those spheres that Hegel later conceives of
as expressions of the principle of subjectivity. Because tran-
scendental reflection — in which the same principle of subjec-
tivity appears without any covering, so to speak — assumed a
Judicial competence in relation to those spheres, Hegel sees the
essence of the modern world gathered into its focal point in
Kantian philosophy.

Iv

Expressing the modern world in an edifice of thought means
of course only reflecting the essential features of the age as in
a mirror — which is not the same as conceiving [begreifen] it.
From a retrospective point of view, Hegel can understand
Kant’s philosophy as the standard (or authoritative) self-inter-
pretation of modernity; he thinks he sees what also remains
unconceptualized in this most highly reflective expression of
the age: Kant does not perceive as diremptions the differen-
tiations within reason, the formal divisions within culture, and
in general the fissures among all those spheres. Hence he
Ignores the need for unification that emerges with the sepa-
rations evoked by the principle of subjectivity. Such a need is
torced on philosophy as soon as modernity conceives itself
historically, in other words, as soon as it becomes conscious of
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the dissolution of the exemplary past, aqd of th.e ne.cessny of
creating all that is normative out of 1tseliv, as a historical prob-
lem. Then, that is to say, the question arises as Lo whc'ther the
principle of subjectivity and the structure ()f.self-cgnsc1ggsgess
residing in it suffice as the source of n()l:m.atlve‘ OrlCl]l.:dtl()I’}s —
whether they suffice not only for “providing foundatl('n‘ls. for
science, morality, and art in general but also for stal)l.hzm.g a
historical formation that has been sct loose from all hl.st()‘rlcal
obligations. The guestion now 1S whe.the.r one can obtain fvr()m
subjectivity and self-consciousness crlterla.that are takep frgm
the modern world and are at the same tme fit f()r. grlcntlr}g
onesell within it — and this also means fit for the crlthue.()f.a
modernity that is at variance with itsel{: How can an ntrinsic
ideal form be constructed from the spirit of modermt‘y, one
that neither just imitates the historica.l f'({rrns of modernity nor
is imposed upon them from thg outside? o
If the question is posed in this way, subjectivity proves to be
a one-sided principle. It docs possess, to be sure, an upexafnpl.ed
power to bring about the formation [Bl{dung] (.)f. subjective
freedom and reflection and to undermine rellglqn, which
heretofore had appeared as an absolutely unifying force. But
the principle of subjectivity is not p().werful engugh to regen-
erate the unifying power of religion in the 1ned1um of reason.
The Enlightenment’s proud culture of reﬂ'ectlon h‘as .dlv1ded
itself off from religion “and . . . Cstablishc'd '1t alongside itself or
itself alongside it.”*5 The demotion of religion leads to a split
between faith and knowledge which the Enlightenment cannot
overcome by its own power. For this reason, the latter appears
in the Phenomenology of Mind under the title of a world of spirit
in self-estrangement.’” “The further the culture advances and
the more manifold becomes the development of the expres-
sions of life within which the diremption can entwine itself,
the greater becomes the power of diremption . . . and the more
meaningless and alien to the whole of culture be(:(.)me 'the
strivings of life (once sublimated in religion) to again give birth
to itself in harmony.”*" '
This statcment is taken from a polemic against Remhf)ld, the
so-called Differenzschrift of 1801, in which Hegel conceives the
sundered harmony of life as the practical challenge to, and the
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need tor, philosophy.* That the consciousness of time has
stepped out of the totality, that the spirit has estranged itself,
is for Hegel an axiomatic presupposition of contemporary phi-
losophizing. He treats the concept of the absolute (which was
taken over from Schelling to begin with) as a further presup-
position under which alone philosophy can resume its business.
With it, philosophy can make sure of its goal from the outset
— the goal of exhibiting reason as the power of unification.
Reason indeed is supposed to overcome the state of diremption
into which the principle of subjectivity has plunged both reason
itselt and “the entire system of living conditions.” With his own
critique, which is directed immediately at the philosophical
systems of Kant and Fichte, Hegel wants at the same time to
cngage the self-understanding of modernity that is expressed
in them. By criticizing the philosophical oppositions — nature
and spirit, sensibility and understanding, understanding and
reason, theoretical and practical reason, judgment and imagi-
nation, I and non-I, finite and infinite, knowledge and faith —
he wants to respond to the crisis of the diremption of life itself.
Otherwise philosophical critique could not hold out the pros-
pect of satistying the need by which it is objectively called torth.
The critique ot subjective idealism is at the same time a critique
of modernity; only in this way can the latter secure its concept
and thereby assure its own stability. In carrying out this project,
critique can and should make use of no instrument other than
that reflection which it encounters as the purest expression of
the principle of modern times.®® If modernity is to ground
iself, Hegel has to develop the critical concept of modernity
through a dialectic residing in the principle of the Enlighten-
ment itself.

We shall see how Hegel carries out this program and, in
doing so, becomes ensnared in the following dilemma: Once
he has carried through the dialectic of the Enlightenment, the
very impulse toward a critique of the present age, which first
set the whole project in motion, is exhausted. We shall have to
show first of all what lies hidden in that “vestibule of philoso-
phy” in which Hegel accommodates “the presupposition of the
absolute.” The motives for a philosophy of unification can be
traced back to crisis experiences of the young Hegel. They
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stand behind the conviction that reason must.b.e brought f()r;
ward as the reconciling power against. the p(.)smve‘elements (l)
an age torn asunder. The myth()pgetlc version Qf a reﬂconci.l-
ation of modernity which Hegel first shareq with Holderlin
and Schelling still remained tied to model.s frox'n the past —
from primitive Christianity and from ancient times. Only in
the course of the Jena period, with hlS own concept of gbsolute
knowledge, does Hegel secure a posm()n that allows llnm. t‘,o‘ go
beyond the products of the Enllght.enmem — Romantic ar{t,
rational religion, and bourgeois society — without being ori-
ented to alien models. With this concept pf the absolute., Hcgel)
regresses back behind the intuitions’o'f his y()gthful period. He
conceives the overcoming of subjecuvity Wlthlll' th§ boufldarles
of a philosophy of the subject. In the end, this gives Ilsert()da
dilemma: Hegel has ultimately tovdeny‘r to the self—undctrs;tanh-
ing of modernity the possibilit‘y of a critique of modernity. The
critique of a subjectivity puffed up into an absol{ute. pow;ir
ironically turns into a reproach of the philosopher against the
limitation of subjects who have not yet understood either him
or the course of history.

I1
Hegel’s Concept of Modernity

In 1802, when Hegel decalt with the systems of Kant, Jacobi,
and Fichte from the standpoint of the antithesis between faith
and knowledge, his aim was to burst the philosophy of subjec-
tivity from within; nevertheless he did not proceed in a rigor-
ously immanent fashion. He was tacitly relying on a diagnosis
of the Age of Enlightenment; this alone entitled him to pre-
suppose the absolute — that is, to pose reason (in a way dif-
ferent from the philosophy of reflection) as the power of
unification:

Civilization has raised this latest era [!] so far above the ancient
anuthesis of . .. philosophy and positive religion, that this opposition
of faith and knowledge has ... now been transferred into the ficld
of philosophy itself ... . The question arises. however, whether vie-
torious Reason has not suffered the same fate that the barbarous
nauons in their victorious strength have usually suffered at the hands
of civilized nations that weakly succumbed to them. As rulers the
barbarians may have held the upper hand outwardly, but they sur-
rendered to the defeated spiritually. Enlightened Reason won a glo-
rious victory over what it believed, in its limited concepuon ol
religion, to be faith as opposed 10 Reason. Yet seen in this clear light
the victory comes 10 no more than this: the posttive element with
which Reason busied itself to do battle, is no longer religion, and
victorious Reason is 1o longer Reason.!

Hegel was convinced that the age of the Enlightenment cul-
minating in Kant and Fichte had erected merely an idol in
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reason. It had falsely put understanding [Verstand] or r.eﬂec:ti'()n
in place of reason [Vernunft] and th'us‘ellcvated someth‘lng hmt'e
to the status of an absolute. The infinite element of the phi-
losophy of reflection was in truth merely posite(.l by ‘t}.le un-
derstanding, a rational element that exhausts. itself 1n'th.e
negation of the finite: “In that the understanding ‘ﬁ>.<es i, 1t
posits [the infinite] as absolutely opposed to the fmlte: and
reflection, which had elevated itself to Reason in that it sublate'd
the finite, has again degraded itself to the understand.mg n
fixing the activity of reason in opposition. Moreover, it now
makes the pretension of being rational even mn this relapse.™
However, as the unqualified talk about “relapse’.’ shows, Hegel
surreptitiously slips in here what he is attemptmg to demon-
strate: He ought first to demonstrate, and not simply to p're:m])-
pose, that a kind of reason which 1s more than. an absolutized
understanding can convincingly reunify the antitheses that rea-
son hes o unfold discursively. What encourage Hegel to pre-
suppose an absolute power of uniﬁcati().n, therefore, are not so
much arguments as biographical experiences — namcly, those
crisis experiences of contemporary history that he garhered
and worked through in Tubingen, Bern, and Frankfurt and
then brought along with him to Jena. o

As we know, Hegel and his young contemporaries the
Tibingen seminary were partisans of the {reedom movements
of their dav. Thev lived immediately in the tensions of the
religious Elilighl,cﬁmcnl’, and engaged in debate especially with
the brand of Protestant Orthodoxy represented by the the(')~
logian Gotdich Christian Storr. Philosophically, they took their
bearings from the Kantian view of morality and religion; po-
litically, from the ideas set loose by the French Revolution. Ip
this context, the strictly regimented order of life in the semi-
nary also set them off: “The theology of Storr, the rule of the
seminary, and the constitution of the government that lent its
protection to both of the former, scemed to be worth a revo-
lution o most [of the seminarians].” Within the [‘rame\\'(,)rk. of
the theological studies that Hegel and Schelling were pursuing
at the time, this rebellious impulse took the restrained {().rm of
a reformative proclivity for primitive Christianity. The inten-
tion they attributed to Jesus — “introducing morality into the
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religious life of his people™ — was made their own. Thus, they
turned against both the party of the Enlightenment and that
ol Orthodoxy. Both sides made use of the historical-critical
tools of biblical excgesis, though they pursued contrary goals
— that 1s, either to Jjustify the religion of reason, as it had been
called since Lessing, or to defend strict Lutheran doctrines
against it. Orthodoxy had gone on the defensive and had to
make use of the critical methods of its opponents.’

Hegel’s position stands at odds with both these fronts. With
Kant, he treats religion as “the power to act upon and to
establish the rights which reason has bestowed.”® But the idea
of God can only attain such power when religion penetrates
the spirit and morals of a people, when it is present in the
mstitutions of the state and in the practices of the society, when
it makes the modes of thought and the motivations of people
sensitive to the commands of practical reason and imprints
them upon their minds. Religion can give practical efficacy to
reason only as an element of public life. Hegel takes his inspi-
ration from Rousseau when he sets up three requirements for
genuine popular religion [Volksreligion): “Their doctrines must
be grounded on universal reason. Imagination, heart, sensibil-
ity must not go away empty. They must be so constituted that
the public actions of the government are joined to all needs of
life.”” Unmistakable, too, are the resonances with the cult of
reason from the days of the French Revoluton. This vision
explains the twofold line of attack in the theological writings
ol the young Hegel: against Orthodoxy and against the religion
of reason. They both appeared to be complementary and one-
sided products of a dynamism of the Enlightenment that ulti-
mately strove to get beyond the confines of the Enlightenment.

As it seemed to the young Hegel, a positivity of ethical life was
the signature of the age. Hegel applied the term “positive” to
religions that are based on authority alone and that do not
ncorporate the value of human beings into their morality.
“Positive™ applies to prescriptions according to which the faith-
ful are supposed to be able to earn God’s benevolence through
works instead of moral action; to the hope for compensation
in the beyond; to the divorce of a doctrine in the hands of a
few from the life and possession of all; to the detachment of
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priestly knowledge from the fetishized belief of the.massesv, as
well as to the detour that supposedly leads to morahty only by
way of the authority and miraculous decds of one person; to
the assurances and threats aimed at the sheer legallty (?f action,;
finally, and above all, the separation of private religion from
lic life is “positive.”
puIbf all this ispcharacteristic of the positive faith defended by
the Orthodox party, the philosophical part'y nght to ha\fe’an
easy game of it. The latter insists on the prmqple that rcfllglo’n
has nothing positive about it at all but is authorized by universal
human reason in such a way that “each and every person
understands and feels its bindingness, if they b-ecomG clearly
aware of it.”® But Hegel contends against the enhghteners that
the pure religion of reason is no less ap.abstrac.tlon than the
fetishized beliefs, for it is incapable of interesting the heart
and of having an influence upon feeling§ qnd needs.‘ It, too,
comes down to a private religion because 1t 1s cut‘off from th.ey
institutions of public life and arouses no eqt'husmsn.l. iny if
the religion of reason were to present itself in .publlc in cele-
brations and cults, only if it connected up with mth§ and
addressed the heart and the imagination, could it, as religiously
mediated morality, “be woven into the entire fabric of state.”!?
The reason in religion gains an objective shape only gnder t'he
conditions of political freedom — “the popular rehglop which
engenders and nourishes great convictions goes hand in hand
with freedom.”!} _
For these reasons, the Enlightenment is only the obv.e‘rs.e 51de‘
of Orthodoxy. Just as the latter adheres to the positivity ot
doctrine, so the former does to the objectivity of rational com-
mands; both employ the same means of biblical critic?sm; both
solidify the condition of diremption and are equally.mcapa'ble
of shaping religion into the ethical totality of an entire nation
and of mspiring a life of political freedom. ihe rellglon' of
reason proceeds, like the positive religion, from something
antithetical — “from something that we are not and that we
ought to be.”!? o
Hegel also criticizes the same sort of diremptlon'm connec-
tion with the political conditions and governmental mstltutl().ns
of his day — especially in connection with the rule of the city
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government ol Bern over Waadtland, the constitution of the
magistracy of Wiirttemberg, and the constitution of the Ger-
man Empire.' Just as the living spirit of primitive Christanity
had vanished from the religion (become positive) of contem-
porary Orthodoxy, so too in the political sphere “these laws
have lost their former life and so [too] the vitality of the prescent
day has not known how to concentrate itself in laws.”™ Juridical
and political forms rigidified into positivity turned into an alien
force. In these years around 1800, Hegel made a case for the
verdict that both — religion and state — had degencrated into
sheer mechanisms, into a clockwork, into a machine.'

These, then, are the motives stemming from contemporary
history that moved Hegel to project reason, in an a priori
fashion, as a force that not only differentiates and breaks apart
the system of life-conditions, but also reunites them again. In
the conflict between Orthodoxy and Enlightenment, the prin-
ciple of subjectivity engenders positivity, which, however, calls
forth the objective need for its own overcoming. Before Hegel
can carry out this dialectic of enlightenment, he at least has to
demonstrate how the elimination of the positivity is to be ex-
plained from the same principle that is responsible for it.

11

[n his early writings, Hegel operates with the reconciling power
of a reason that cannot be derived without any discontinuity
from subjectivity.

He always emphasizes the authoritarian side of self-con-
sciousness when he has in mind the division brought about by
reflection. The modern manifestations of the “positive” un-
mask the principle of subjectivity as one of domination. So it
is that the positivity of contemporary religion — which is pro-
voked by the Enlightenment at the same time as it is strength-
cened by it — and the positivism of morality in general represent
the “need of the times” — and “in need, either man is made
an object and is oppressed or else must make nature an object
and oppress it.”!% This repressive character of reason is uni-
versally grounded in the structure of self-relationship, that is,
in the relationship of a subject that makes itself an object. To
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be sure, Christianity had already rid itself of some of t_he.pos-‘
itivity of the Jewish faith; Protestantism l‘lz.x(l already I‘ld. itself
of solme of the positivity of the Catholic f'al.th. But even in the‘
Kantian philosophy of morality and rcllglor_l, an element of
positivity turns up again — this umc as the enllghtened dcment
of reasdn itself. In this connection, Hegel sees the (llffCl"Cr'lCC
between the “wild Moguls,” who are subject 1o l)lind authority,
and the children of modernity, who only obey their dut.y, not
in the difference between slavery and freedom, but only in the
fact

that the former has his lord outside himself, while the latter (‘;arried
his lord inside himself, yet at the same time is his own slave: For the
parvcular — impulses, in(‘.lingtiuns, palhologica! love, sensuous ex-
perience, or whatever else 1L 1s (tal.le(l_— l'h‘c umversal 1S llC(i?SSZl[lly
and always something alien and objecuve. 'l here remains a residuum
of indestructible positivity which [inally shocks us because the content
which the universal demand of duty acquires, a specific duty, contains
the contradiction of being restricted and universal at the same time
and makes the most stubborn claims for its onesidedness.!”

In the same essay on the “Spirit of Christianity and Its Fate,”
Hegel works out the concept of a reconciling reason, which
does cradicate positivity in more than a pro forma way. Just
how this reason makes itself felt by subjects as a power of
unification, he explains, for example, in connection with the
model of punishment experienced as fate.!® Hegel now calls a
social condition in which all members receive their due and
satisfy their needs without injuring the interests of oth.crs,
“ethical” [sittlich] in contrast to “moral” [moralisch]. A criminal
who disturbs such ethical relationships by encroaching upon
and oppressing the life of another experiences the power.of
the life alienated by his deed as a hostile fate. He must perceive
as the historical necessity of fate what is actually only the re-
active force of a life that has been suppressed and separated
off. This force causes the one at fault to suffer until he rec-
ognizes in the annihilation of the life of the other the lack in
his own self, and in the act of repudiating another’s life the
estrangement from himself. In this causality of fate .the rup-
tured bond of the ethical totality is brought to consciousness.
"This dirempted totality can become reconciled only when there
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arises from the experience of the negativity of divided life a
longing for the life that has been lost — and when this expe-
ricnce forces those involved to recognize the denial of their
own nature in the split-off existence of the other. Then both
parties sce through their hardened positions in relation to one
another as the result of detachment, of abstraction from their
common life-context — and in this context they recognize the
basis of their existence.

Hegel, therefore, contrasts the abstract laws of morality with
the totally different lawfulness of a concrete context of guilt
that comes about through the division of a presupposed ethical
totality. But these proceedings of a just fate cannot be derived
from the principle of subjectivity by way of the concept of an
autonomous will, as can the laws of practical reason. The dy-
namism of fate results instead from the disruption of the con-
ditions of symmetry and of the reciprocal dependencies of an
ntersubjectively constituted life-context, where one part iso-
lates itself and hence also alicnates all other parts from itself
and their common life. This act of tearing loose from an in-
tersubjectively shared lifeworld is what first generates a subject-
object relationship. It is introduced as an alien element, or at
least subsequently, into relationships that by nature follow the
structure of mutual understanding among subjects — and not
the logic of an objectification by a subject. Even the “positive
clement” thereby takes on a different significance. The abso-
lutizing elevation of something conditioned to the status of the
unconditional is traced back no longer to an overblown subjec-
tivity that overextends its claims, but rather to an alienated
subjectivity that has broken with the common life. And the
repression that results from this goes back to the disturbance
of an intersubjective equilibrium, instead of to the subjugation
of a subject transformed into an object.

Hegel cannot obtain the aspect of reconciliation — that is,
the reestablishment of the disintegrated totality — from self-
consciousness or the reflective relationship of the knowing sub-
Ject o itself. By having recourse to the intersubjectivity of
relationships based on mutual understanding, he fails to
achieve the goal essential to the self-grounding of modernity:
thinking the positive element in such a way that it can be
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overcome by the same principle from which it proceeds —
precisely by subjectivity. . .

This outcome is not so astonishing when one considers that
the young Hegel elucidated the conditions of life that haq
congealed to positivity by evoking the C(?rrespor}dence of hls
own present day to the decadent cra ot H'ellenlsm. He mir-
rored his own present in an epoch characterized by the })reak-
down of classical models. For the fateful reconciliation of
modernity in its state of disintegration, he thu.s pfesupp()s.ed
an ethical totality that did not grow from the soil of .nlloderm'ty
but was borrowed from the idealized past of the primitive Chris-
tian communal religiosity and the Greek polis. .

Against the authoritarian embodiments of a subJe.ct—cente.red
reason, Hegel summons the unifying power of an 1‘r}Fer5}’1chc-
tivity that appears under the titles of “love” apd life. The
place of the reflective relationship between sgbjgct and (')b].ect
is taken by a (in the-broadest sense) commumcatlve mediation
of subjects. The living spirit is the medium that'founds a com-
munality of the sort that one subject can kpow itself to be one
with another subject while still remaining itself. The ¥solat10n
of subjects then sets in motion the dynamism of a dlsrupted‘
communication whose inherent telos is the reestabhshmen't of
the ethical relationship. This way of construing things might
have given impetus to a communication-theoretic retrieval and
transformation of the reflective concept of reason déveloped
in the philosophy of the subject. Hegel did not take this patf'l,”’
because up to this point he had developed the idea of an CthI'Cal
totality along the guidelines of a popular religion 1n Wh'ICh
communicative reason assumed the idealized form of historical
communities, such as the primitive Christian community and
the Greek polis. As popular religion, it is bound up with the
ideal features of these classical epochs, not only by way of
illustration but ndissolubly. .

The modern age, however, had attained its self-conscious-
ness by way of a reflection that prohibited any systematic re-
course to such exemplary pasts. As was to be gleaned from ic
conflict between Jacobi and Kant and from Fichte’s reaction
thercto, the opposition of faith and knowledge was disp]gced
into philosophy itself. Hegel starts off his essay on the issue
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with just this consideration. It forces him to part with the idea
that positive religion and reason could be reconciled by way of
a reformative rencwal of the spirit of primitive Christianity.
During the same period, Hegel became familiar with political
economy. Here, too, he had to see that the capitalist form of
cconomic commerce had produced a modern society which,
under the traditional name of “avil society,” represented a
completely novel reality, incomparable with the classical forms
of the societas civilis or the polis. Despite certain continuities
with the tradition ot Roman Law, Hegel could not appeal to
the social condition of the declining Roman Empire for a com-
parison with the commerce under civil law proper to modern
“civil society.” Hence, the foil against which the late Roman
Empire was first perceived as an instance of decline — that is,
the vaunted political freedom of the Athenian city-state — also
lost its character as a modcl for the modern age. In short, the
ethical quality of the polis and of primitive Christianity, how-
cver powerfully interpreted, could no longer supply the crite-
rion for what was to be demanded of a modernity divided
within itself.

This may be the reason why Hegel did not pursue any fur-
ther the traces of communicative reason that are clearly to be
found in his early writings; and why, in his Jena period, he
developed a concept of the absolute that allowed him to break
away from the Christian-ancient models, while remaining
within the bounds of a philosophy of the subject — at the cost,
to be sure, of a different dilemma.

111

Before I sketch the philosophical solution for the self-ground-
ing of modernity that Hegel offered, it would make sense to
glance backwards at the oldest Systemprogramm, which was
passed down in his handwriting and which conveys the com-
mon conviction of the friends gathered in Frankfurt — Hold-
erlin, Schelling, and Hegel*" — for here an additional element
is brought into play: art as a power of reconciliation indicative
of the tuture. The religion of recason is supposed to deliver
itselt up to art in order to be shaped into popular religion. The
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monotheism of reason and of the heart is supposed to join
itself to the polytheism of the imagination and to fashi.on a
mythology in the service of ideas: “Belore we makg the 1deas
aesthetical, i.c. mythological, they have no interest fo.r the peo-
ple; and on the other hand, before mytholf)gy 18 r.atlonal, Fhe
philosophcr must be ashamed of it.”?! ”Ih.e ethical totality,
which suppresses no power and makes p()§51ble the equa'l de-
velopment of every power, will be insplred by a religion
founded poetically. The sepsibility of this mythopf)etry can
then take hold of both the people at large and the philosopher,
to the same extent.** . .

This program recalls Schiller’s Ideas Concermng t.he Aesth'etzc
Education of Humankind of 1794;* it guided Schelling during
the elaboration of his System of Transcendental Idealism of 1800;
and it occupied Holderlin’s thought until the cnd..24 Hos«‘zever,
Hegel begins to doubt the acsthetic utopia alr'nost‘lmmedlately.
In the Differenzschrift of 1801 he no longer gives it any chance
whatsoever, because in the formation of the self-estranged
spirit, “the deeper, serious reference of living ‘art” could no
longer get consideration.?” In Jena the poetry of early Roman-
ticism was springing up right before Hegel’s eyes, as 1t were.
He recognized immediately that romantic art was go.ngemal to
the spirit of the age — in its subjectivism, the spirit ()f.mod—
ernity was expressed. But as a poetry of diremption 1t was
hardly called to be the “schoolmistress of mankind”; it did not
lead to the sort of religion of art by which Hegel, together with
Holderlin and Schelling, had sworn in Frankfurt. Philosophy
could not subordinate itself to it. Rather, philosophy had to
understand itsclf as the place where reason, as the absolute
power of unification, entered upon the scene. And since this
had assumed the form of a philosophy of reflection in Kant
and Fichte, Hegel, following in the footsteps of Schelling‘ to
begin with, had to try to develop a notion of reason starting
from the philosophy of reflection, that is, from the relation ot
the subject to itself — a notion with which he might work
through his expericnce of crisis and carry out his critique of a
divided modernity.

The point of the intuitions from the days of his youth that
Hegel wanted to conceptualize was that in the modern world
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emancipation became transformed into unfreedom because the
unshackling power of reflection had become autonomous and
now achieved unification only through the violence of a sub-
jugating subjectivity. The modern world suftered from false
identities because in day-to-day lite as well as in philosophy it
posited as absolute something that was conditioned. The dog-
matism of Kantian philosophy matched the positivity of faith and
of political institutions, and a biturcated ethical life in general.
It absolutized the self-consciousness of intelligent human
beings, which gave to the manifold of a world falling apart
“objective coherence and support, substantiality, multiplicity,
even actuality and possibility — an objective determinacy that
men look to and project.” And what holds true for the unity
of the subjective and the objective in knowledge, holds equally
true for the identity of the finite and the infinite, of the indi-
vidual and the universal, of freedom and necessity in religion,
state, and morality; all these are false identities — “the unifi-
cation 1s a violent one; the one subsumes the other under itself
... [T]he identity which should be absolute is incomplete.”?”
The demand for an unforced identity, the need for a unifi-
cation other than the merely positive one fixed in relations of
force, was for Hegel, as we have seen, confirmed by vivid
cxperiences of crisis. If the true identity 1s in turn supposed to
be developed from the approach of the philosophy of reflec-
ton, reason does have to be thought of as the relation-to-itself
of a subject, but now as a reflection that does not merely impose
iself upon another as the absolute power of subjectivity; rather,
it iinds its existence and movement in nothing else but resisting
all absolutizing, that is, in doing away again with every positive
clement that it brings forth. In place of the abstract antithesis
of finite and infinite, therefore, Hegel puts the absolute self-
relation of a subject that attains self-consciousness from its own
substance and has its unity within itself as the difference be-
tween the finite and the infinite. As against Holderlin and
Schelling, this absolute subject should not precede the world
process either as being or as intellectual intuition; rather, it
constitutes itself only in the process of the relating of finite and
mmfmite to one another and, hence, in the consuming activity
of coming-to-itself. The absolute comes to be neither as sub-
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stance nor as subject; it is apprehended oply as the rpediaung
process of a relation-to-self that produce.s itself free from con-
ditions.*® This figurc of thought, peculiar to Hegel, uses the‘
means of the philosophy of the subject for the purpose of
overcoming a subject-centered reason. By means Qf it, the ma-
ture Hegel can convict modernity of its offeqces W'lphout. hd\mg
recourse to anything other than the principle of subjfzctl\’lty
immanent within it. His aesthetics provides a suggestive ex-
ample of this. ' _ '

The Frankfurt friends were not alone in setting their hopes
on the reconciling power of art. For just as bef0r§ in France,
so now in Germany the problem of the self—groundmg of mod-
ernity came to consciousness in the battle concerning Lf}f} nor-
mative status of classical art. H. R. Jauss has §hown2~’ EIOW
Friedrich Schlegel and Friedrich Schiller (in their wor'ks On
the Study of Greek Philosophy” (1797) and “On Naive and
Sentimental Poctry” (1796)) brought into currency the prob-
lematic of the French querelle, elaborated the speqal character
of modern poetry, and took a position on the d{lemma that
arose out of the need to bring the normativity of ancient art
(recognized by classicists) into harmony with.the superiority of
modernity. The two authors describe the differences in style
in a similar manner — as an opposition between natural and
artificial cultivation, between the naive and the se‘ntimen'tal.
They oppose modern art as an act of freedom and of reflection
to the classical imitation of nature. Schlegel enlarges the bound-
aries of the beautiful even to the extent of referring to an
aesthetics of the ugly that makes room for the piqugnt and the
adventurous, the striking and the novel, the shocking and'the
loathsome. But whereas Schlegel hesitates to part unamblgu—
ously with the classical ideal of art, Schiller produces a ranking
of antiquity and modernity on the basis of a philosophy of
history. The perfection of naive poetry has indeed l?ecome
unattainable for the reflective poet of modernity; but .mste.ad
of this, modern art strives for the ideal of a mediated unity with
nature — and this is to be “infinitely preferred” to the goat
that ancient art reached through the beauty of imitated nature.

Schiller had conceptualized the reflective art of Romanticism
even before it came into being. Hegel had it right before his
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eyes when he integrated Schiller’s interpretation of modern art
through the philosophy of history into his concept of the ab-
solute spirit.** In art in general the spirit is said to catch sight
of 1tself as the simultaneous occurrence of self-externalization
and return-to-self. Art is the sensuous form in which the ab-
solute is grasped intuitively, whereas religion and philosophy
afford higher forms in which the absolute already represents
[vorstellt] and conceives [begreift] itself. Art therefore discovers
an inner limit in the sensible character of its medium and finally
points beyond the boundaries of its mode of presentation to
the absolute. There is an “after” of art.?! From this perspective,
Hegel can displace that ideal of art which, according to Schiller,
modern art can only strive for but not attain, into a sphere
beyond art where it can be realized as Idea; but then he has
to interpret the art of his day as a stage at which, with the
romantic form of art, art itself disintegrates.

In this manner, the aesthetic conflict between the ancients
and the moderns finds an elegant resolution: Romanticism is
the “completion” [Vollendung] of art — both in the sense of a
subjectivistic disintegration of art into reflection and in the
scnse of a reflective penetration of a form of presentation of
the absolute still tied down to the symbolic. Thus, the question
mockingly posed again and again since Hegel — “whether
(therefore] such productions in general are still to be called
works of art™? — can be answered with an intentional ambiv-
alence. As a matter of fact, modern art is decadent, but pre-
cisely on this account it has also advanced along the path
toward absolute knowledge, whereas classical art maintains its
normativity and yet has quite rightly been superseded: “The
classical art form has attained the pinnacle of what illustration
by art could achieve;”3 nevertheless, the reflection on the Hm-
itation of the sphere of art as such — a limitation that emerged
so visibly in the disintegrative tendencies of Romanticism —
lacks the naiveté of the classical form.

Hegel takes his leave of the Christian religion in accord with
the same model. The parallels between the disintegrative ten-
dencies of art and of religion are clear. Religion reached its
absolute inwardness in Protestantism; finally, in the epoch of
the Enlightenment, it divided itself off from worldly conscious-
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ness: “It no longer gives our age any concern that it knows
nothing of God; on the contrary, it is regarded as a mark of
the highest intelligence to hold that such knowledge is not even
possible.” " Just as in art, so also in religion, reflection has
broken in; substantive faith has collapsed either into indifter-
ence or into hypocritical sentimentality. Philosophy salvages the
content of faith from this atheism by destroying the religious
form. Philosophy has no content other than religion, but inas-
much as it transforms this content into conceptual knowledge,
“nothing 1s [any longer] justified by faith.™?

If we pause now for a moment and look back at the course
of our thought, it seems that Hegel has reached his goal with
this concept of an absolute that overpowers every absolutization
and retains as unconditional only the 1nfinite processing of the
relation-to-self that swallows up everything finite within itself.
Hegel can conceive modernity in terms of its own principle.
And in doing this, he establishes philosophy as the power of
unification that overcomes all the positivities that have issued
from reflectuion itsclf — and thercby heals the modern mani-
festations of  disintegration. But this sleck impression is
decciving.

If, that 1s to say, one compares what Hegel had in mind
carlier in his idea of a popular religion with what is left over
after the sublation of art into religion and of faith into philos-
ophy, one understands the resignation that comes over Hegel
at the end of his philosophy of religion. What philosophical
rcason is capable of accomplishing is at best a partial reconcil-
lation, without the external universality of the kind of public
religion that was supposed to make the pcople rational and
philosophy sensible. Instcad, the people find themselves aban-
doned more than cver by their now philosophical priests: “In
this respect, philosophy is an isolated sanctuary,” as he puts it
at this point, “and its ministers form an isolated order of
priests, [who] are untroubled by how it goes with the world.
However the temporal, empirical present may find its way out
of its estrangement, however it may form itself is to be left to
it and is not an immediate practical affair and concern of
philosophy.”3¢
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The dialectic of enlightenment, once it had attained its goal,
had exhausted the impulse toward a critique of the age that
originally set it in motion. This negative result can be seen even
more clearly in the construction of the “sublation” of civil
society in the state.

Iv

In the Aristotelian tradition, the old European concept of pol-
itics as a sphere encompassing state and society was carried on
without interruption into the nineteenth century. On this view,
the economy of “the entire household,” a subsistence economy
based on agrarian and handicraft production and expanded
through local markets, forms the foundation for a comprehen-
sive political order. Social stratification and differential partic-
ipation in (or exclusion from) political power go hand in hand
— the constitution of political authority integrates the society
as a whole. This conceptual framework no longer fits modern
societies, in which the commodity exchange (organized under
civil law) of the capitalist economy has detached itself from the
order of political rule. Through the media of exchange value
and power, two systems of action that are functionally comple-
mentary have been differentiated out. The social system has
been separated from the politcal, a depoliticized economic
society has been separated from a bureaucratized state. This
development has put too great a strain upon the classical doc-
trine of politics. Since the end of the eighteenth century, it has
sphit apart into a social theory grounded in political economy
on the one hand and a theory of the state inspired by modern
natural right on the other.

Hegel stands in the middle of this scientific development.
He 1s the first to bring to expression a conceptual framework
that is cven terminologically adequate to modern society, in
that he separates the political sphere of the state from “civil
society.” He integrates, as it were, the opposition between mod-
ernity and antiquity found in the theory of art into the theory
of society. “In civil society each member is his own end, every-
thing else is nothing to him. But except in contact with others
he cannot attain the whole compass of his ends, and therefore
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these others are means to the end of the particular member.
A particular end, however, assumes the form of gnive.rsality
through this relation to other people, and it is attained in the
simultaneous attainment of the welfare of others.” Hegel
describes market commerce as an cthically neutralized realm
for the strategic pursuit of private, “selfish” interests, whereby
this realm grounds a “system of complete interdependence.”
Under this description, civil socicty has to appear as an “ethical
life split into its extremes and lost,” as “an ally of destruction.”?®
On the other hand, civil society, “the creation of the modern
world,”® finds its legitimation in the emancipation of the n-
dividual to formal freedom: Unfettering the arbitrariness of
needs and of labor is a necessary moment along the way “in
order to educale subjectivity 1n 1ts particularity.”*"

Although the term “civil society” comes up only in the late
Hegel, in the Philosophy of Right, Hegel had already worked out
this new concept in his Jena period. In the essay “On the
Scientific Mode of Treating Natural Right” (1802), he takes up
the topic of political economy in order to analyze “the system
of universal and reciprocal depedendency in relation to phys-
ical needs and to the labor and the accumulation for these” as
a “system of property and right.”*! Already here he confronts
the problem of how civil socicty can be conceived not just as a
sphere of the disintegration of the substantively ethical dimension,
but at the same time, in its negativity, as a necessary moment
within the ethical dimension. Hegel begins with the fact that the
ancient ideal of the state cannot be restored under the condi-
tions of modern, depoliticized society. On the other hand, he
steadfastly maintains the idea of the kind of ethical totality that
he first dealt with under the name of popular religion. He thus
has to mediate the ethical ideal of the ancients, in the respect
in which it is superior to the individualism of the modern age,
with the realities of social modernity. With the differentiation
between state and society — which Hegel in essence already
anticipated at that time — he takes his leave of restorative
political philosophy as well as of rational natural right. Whereas
the former does not get beyond ideas of the substantively
ethical dimension, and conceives of the state as an enlarged
family relationship, individualistic natural right does not even
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raise itself up to the idea of the ethical and identfies the
emergency state and rational state with the private-law rela-
tionships proper to civil society. The peculiar character of the
modern state first comes into view, however, when the principle
of civil society is conceived as a principle of marketlike — and
that means nonstatelike — association. For “the principle of
modern states has prodigious strength and depth because it
allows the principle of subjectivity to progress to its culmination
in the extreme of self-subsistent personal particularity, and yet
at the same time brings it back to the substantive unity and so
maintains this unity in the principle of subjectivity itself.”*

This formulation depicts the problem of the mediation of
state and society; but it also makes clear enough the tenden-
tious solution Hegel suggests. In itself it is not evident that the
sphere of the cthical — which i1s comprised of family, society,
the formation of political will, and the governmental apparatus,
taken altogether — should concentrate itself, that is, come into
its own, only in the state (or, strictly speaking, in the regime and
in its monarchical pinnacle). To begin with, Hegel can do no
more than make plausible both that and why antagonisms
erupt in the system of needs and of labor, antagonisms that
cannot be taken care of by the self-regulation of civil society
alone. This he explains in quite an up-to-date way, in terms of
“a great mass of humanity sinking below the standard of a
certain level of subsistence . . ., which brings along with it the
greater facility with which disproportionate wealth 1s concen-
trated in a few hands once again.”** From this therc results the
functional necessity for an antagonistic society to be embedded
within a sphere of the ethical. "This universal — which is, to
begin with, merely demanded — has the twotold form of an
cthical absolute that includes society within itself as one of its
moments and a “positive universal” that is distinguished from
socicty in order to head off its tendencies toward self-destruc-
tion and at the same time to preserve the results of emanci-
pation. Hegel thinks of this positive element as the state; he
solves the problem of mediation by the sublation of society in
the constitutional monarchy.

This solution is cogent, however, only under the presuppo-
sition of an absolute that 1s conceived on the model of the
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relation-to-self of a knowing subject.** Already in the Jena
Realphilosophie the figure of self-consciousness moved Hegel to
think of the ethical whole as “the unity of individuality and
universality.”*® For a subject that is related to itself in knowing
itself encounters itself both as a uniwversal subject, which stands
over against the world as the totality of possible objects, and at
the same time as an individual 1, which appears in this world
as a particular entity. If the absolute is then thought of as
infinite subjectivity that is cternally giving birth to objectivity
in order to raise itself out of its ashes into the glory of absolute
knowledge,*% then the moments of the universal and the indi-
vidual can be thought of as unified only in the framework of
monological self-knowledge: In the concrete universal, the sub-
ject as universal maintains a primacy over the subject as indi-
vidual. For the sphere of the ethical, the outcome of this logic
is the primacy of the higher-level subjectivity of the state over the
subjective freedom of the individual. Dieter Henrich has called
this the “emphatic institutionalism” of the Hegclian philosophy
of right: “The individual will, which Hegel calls subjective, is
totally bound to the institutional order and only justified at all
to the extent that the institutions are one with it.”47

A different model for the mediation of the universal and
the individual i1s provided by the higher-level intersubjectivity of
an uncoerced formation of will within a communication commu-
nity existing under constraints toward cooperation: In the uni-
versality of an uncoerced consensus arrived at among {ree and
equal persons, individuals retain a court of appeal that can be
called upon even against particular forms of institutional con-
cretizaton of the common will. As we have seen, in Hegel's
youthful writings the option of explicating the ethical totality
as a communicative rcason embodied in intersubjective life-
contexts was sull open. Along this line, a democratic self-or-
ganization of society could have taken the place of the mon-
archical apparatus of state. By way of contrast, the logic of a
subject conceiving itself makes the institutionalism of a strong
state necessary.

But when the “state” of the Philosophy of Right gets clevated
to the “reality of the substantive will, to something rational in
and for itself,” this has the conscquence (already perceived as
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provocative by Hegel's contemporaries) that political move-
ments that press beyond the boundaries drawn by philosophy
offend against reason itself. Just as the philosophy of religion
dismisses in the end the unsausfied religious needs of the peo-
ple,* so too the philosophy of state withdraws from an unsa-
tisied political reality. The demand for democratic self-
determination — announced so energetically in the July Rev-
olution in Paris and registered so carefully in the Electoral
Reform Bill of the English Parliament — evokes an even
shriller “note of discord” in the ears of Hegel. This time Hegel
is so disturbed by the discrepancy between reason and the
historical present that in his writing “On the English Reform
Bill,” he frankly sides with the Restoration.

v

Hegel had hardly conceptualized the diremption of modernity
before the unrest and movement of modernity was ready to
explode this concept. The reason for this is that he could carry
out his critique of subjectivity only within the framework of
the philosophy of the subject. Where the power of division is
supposed to be at work only so that the absolute can demon-
strate itself as the power of unification, there are no longer
any “false” positivities, but only divisions that can also claim a
relative right. An “emphatic” nstitutionalism guided Hegel’s
pen when, in the preface to the Philosophy of Right, he declared
the real to be rational. Certainly, in the previous lectures from
the winter semester of 1819/20, we find the weaker formula-
ton: “What is rational becomes real, and what is real becomes
rational.”™¥ But even this statement only opens up space for a
predecided, prejudged present.

Let us recall the problem with which we started. An unprec-
edented modernity, open to the future, anxious for novelty,
can only fashion its criteria out of itself. The only source of
normativity that presents itself is the principle of subjectivity
from which the very time-consciousness of modernity arose.
The philosophy of reflection, which issues from the basic fact
of self-consciousness, conceptualizes this principle. Naturally,
the negative aspect of a self-sufficient subjectivity that is posited
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absolutely is also disclosed to the faculty of reflection applied
to itself. Hence, the rationality of the understanding, which
modernity knows as its possession and recognizes as its only
source of obligation, has to be expanded into reason, following
in the tracks of the dialectic of enlightenment. But as absolute
knowledge, reason assumes a form so overwhelming that it not
only solves the initial problem of a self-reassurance of modern-
ity, but solves it too well. The question about the genuine self-
understanding of modernity gets lost in reason’s ironic laugh-
ter. For reason has now taken over the place of fate and knows
that every event of essential significance has already been de-
cided. Thus, Hegel’s philosophy satisfies the need of modernity
for self-grounding only at the cost of devaluing present-day
reality and blunting critique. In the end, philosophy removes
all importance from its own present age, destroys interest in
it, and deprives it of the calling to self-critical renewal. The
problems of the age lose the rank of being provocations be-
cause philosophy, perched at the height of its time, has taken
away its significance.

In 1802 Hegel introduced the Critical Journal of Philosophy
with an essay “On the Essence of Philosophical Criticism.” In
it he distinguishes two kinds of criticism. One is directed against
the false positivities of the age; it understands itself as a maieu-
tic of repressed life that pushes out of rigid forms: “If critique
does not allow the work and the deed to be valid as the figure
of the idea, sull it will not deny the quest; thereby the properly
scientific interest [!] in stripping away the husk which keeps
the inner striving from seeing the light of day.” In this we
recognize without difficulty the critique practiced by the young
Hegel on the positive forces of religion and of the state. Hegel
directs another kind of critique against the subjective idealism of
Kant and Fichte. Of them it is true to say “that the idea of
philosophy has been more clearly recognized, but that subjec-
tivity has striven to guard itself against philosophy to the de-
gree that it becomes necessary (o save itself.” Here it is a
question of discovering and laying bare a limited subjectivity
which closes itself off to a better insight that has long since
been objectively accessible. The Hegel of the Philosophy of Right
regards critique as justified only in this second version.

43
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Philosophy cannot instruct the world about how it ought to
be; only reality as it is is reflected in its concepts. It is no longer
aimed critically against reality, but against obscure abstractions
shoved between subjective consciousness and an objective rea-
son. After the spirit “executed a sudden jerk” in modernity,
after it also found a way out of the aporias of modernity and
not only entered into reality but became objective in it, Hegel
sees philosophy absolved of the task of confronting with its
concept the decadent existence of social and political life. This
blunting of critigue corresponds to a devaluation of actuality, from
which the servants of philosophy turn away. Modernity as
brought to its concept permits a stoic retreat from it.

Hegel is not the first philosopher to belong to the modern
age, but he 1s the first for whom modernity became a problem.
In his theory the constellation among modernity, time-con-
sciousness, and rationality becomes visible for the first time.
Hegel himself explodes this constellation, because a rationality
puffed up into the absolute spirit neutralizes the conditions
under which modernity attained a consciousness of itself. Thus,
Hegel did not settle the problem of modernity’s self-reassur-
ance. As a consequence, in the period after Hegel, only those
who grasp reason in a more modest fashion have any options
at all in dealing with this problem.

Using a reduced concept of reason, the Young Hegelians
hold fast to Hegel’s project; they want to conceive and to
criticize a modernity divided within itself by way of a different
dialectic of enlightenment. And they are only one of several
parties. The other two parties involved in the debate over the
correct understanding of modernity attempt to dissolve the
internal connections between modernity, time-consciousness,
and rationality; by the same token, they cannot escape the
conceptual constraints of this constellation. The party of Neo-
conservatives stemming from right Hegelianism yields uncrit-
ically to the rampaging dynamism of social modernity,
inasmuch as it trivializes the modern consciousness of time and
prunes reason back into understanding and rationality back
into purposive rationality. Aside from a scientistically indepen-
dent science, cultural modernity loses any normative character
for it. The party of Young Conservatives stemming from
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Nietzsche outdoes the dialectical critique of the age, inasmuch
as it radicalizes the modern consciousness of time and unmasks
reason as absolute purposive rationality, as a form of deper-
sonalized exercise of power. At the same time, it owes to the
aesthetically independent avant-garde those unacknowledged
norms before which neither cultural nor social modernity can
stand up.

Excursus on Schiller’s “Lelters on
the Aesthetic Education of Man”

Schiller’s “Letters,” which were published in 1795 in Horen,
and on which he had labored since the summer of 1793, con-
stitute the first programmatic work toward an aesthetic critique
of modernity. It anticipates the Frankfurt vision of the Tib-
ingen friends [Schelling, Hegel, and Hélderlin] inasmuch as it
carries out its analysis of a modernity divided within itself using
the concepts of Kant’s philosophy and sketches out an aesthetic
utopia that attributes to art a virtually social-revolutionary role.
Art 1s supposed to become effective in place of religion as the
unifying power, because it is understood to be a “form of
communication” that enters into the intersubjective relation-
ships between people. Schiller conceives of art as a communi-
cative reason that will be realized in the “aesthetic state” of the
future.

In the second letter Schiller asks himself the question
whether it is not unreasonable to let beauty take precedence
over freedom, “when the affairs of the moral world provide
an interest that i1s so much keener, and the spirit of philosophic
enquiry 1s, through the circumstances of time, so vigorously
challenged to concern itself with the most perfect of all works
of art, the building up of true political freedom?”!

The formulation of the question already suggests the answer:
art itself is the medium for the education [Bildung] of the
human race to true political freedom. This self-formative pro-
cess 1s related not to the individual but to the collective life-
context of the people as a whole: “Totality of character must
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therefore be found in a people that is capable and worthy of
exchanging the State of need for the State of freedom” (p. 34).
If art is to be able to fulfill its historic task of reconciling a
modernity at variance with itself, it must not mercly impinge
on individuals, but rather transform the forms of life that
individuals share. Hence, Schiller stresses the communicative,
community-building and solidarity-giving force of art, which is
to say, its public character. The point of his analysis of the present
is that in the modern conditions of life, particular forces could
be differentiated and developed only at the cost of the frag-
mentation of the totality.

Once again the competition of the new with the old affords
the starting point for a critical self-reflection on the part of
modernity. Even Greek poetry and art “split up human nature
and scattered its magnified elements abroad among the glo-
rious assembly of the gods, but not by tearing it in pieces,
rather by combining it in varying ways; for the whole of hu-
manity was never lacking in any single god. How completely
different it is with us moderns! With us too the image of the
race is scattered on an amplified scale among individuals —
but in a fragmentary way, not in different combinations, so
that you have to go the rounds from individual to individual
in order to gather the totality of the human race” (p. 38).
Schiller criticizes bourgeois society as a “system of egoism.” His
choice of words reminds us of the early Marx. The mechanism
of an ingenious clockwork furnishes the model for both the
reified economic process, which cuts off labor from enjoyment,
means from ends, and effort from reward (p. 40), and also the
increasingly autonomous apparatus of state, which alienates its
citizens, “classifying” them as objects of administration, “sub-
sumed under laws they receive coldly.” In the same breath in
which he criticizes alienated labor and bureaucracy, Schiller
turns against an intellectualized and overspecialized science,
removed from everyday problems:

While the spe(uldmc spirit strove after 1mperlshdl)le possessions in
the realm of ideas, it had to become a a stranger in the material world,
and 1elmqulsh matter for the sake of form. The business spirit,
confirmed in a monotonous cycle of objects, and inside these still
turther restricted by formulas, was forced to sece the freedom of the
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whole snatched from under its eyes, and at the same time to become
impoverished in its own sphere. ... Hence, the abstract thinker very
often has a cold heart, since he dndlwes the impressions that really

“alfect the soul only as a whole; the man of business has very often a

narrow heart, because his imagination, confined within the monoto-
nous circle of his profession, cannot prdnd to unfamihiar modes of
representation. (pp. 42—43)

To be sure, Schiller regards these phenomena of alienation
only as the unavoidable byproducts of advances that the race
could not have achieved in any other way. Schiller shares the
confidence of the critical philosophy of history; he makes use
of teleological figures of thought without even the qualifica-
tons laid down in [Kant’s] transcendental philosophy: “Only
by individual powers in Man becoming isolated and arrogating
to themselves an exclusive right of legislation, do they come
into contlict with the truth of things and compel popular opin-
ion, which ordinarily rests with indolent satisfaction upon out-
ward appearance, to penetrate the depth of objects” (p. 43).
Just as the business spirit becomes autonomous within the
sphere of society, so too doces the speculative spirit in the realm
of the mind. Two contrary modes of legislation are formed in
society and in philosophy. And this abstract opposition between
sense and understanding, between the material impulse and
the formal impulse, exposes enlightened subjects to a twoftold
compulsion: the physical compulsion of nature and the moral
compulsion of freedom, both of which become all the more
intensely felt the more uninhibitedly subjects seek to master
nature (outer nature as well as their own inner natures). As a
result, the spontancous and dynamic state, and the rational
and ethical state, are alien to one another; they converge only
in the effect of suppressing common sense — for “the dynamic
state can only make socicty possible, by curbing Nature through
Nature; the ethical State can only make it [morally] necessary,
by subjecting the individual to the gencral will” (pp. 137-138).

For this reason, the realization of reason presents itsclf to
Schiller as the resurrection of a disintegrated common sense; it can
emerge from neither nature nor freed()m alone, but solely
fromn a formative process that has to strip away the contingency
of external nature from the physical character of nature, and
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the {reedom of the will from the moral character of freedom,
in order to put an end to the conflict between the two modes
of legislation (pp. 30-31). The medium for this formative pro-
cess 1s art, for it arouses a “middle disposition, in which our
nature is constrained neither physically nor morally and yet 1s
active both ways” (p. 99). Whereas modernity becomes cver
more deeply entangled, as reason advances, in the conﬂ'ict
between the unleashed system of needs and the abstract prin-
ciples of morality, art can “confer on” this dichotomized totality
a “social character” because it shares in both legislations: “In
the middle of the awful realm of powers, and of the sacred
rcalm of laws, the aesthetic creative impulse is building una-
wares a third joyous realm of play and of appearance, in which
it relcases man from all the shackles of circumstance and frecs
him from everything that may be called constraint, whether
physical or moral” (pp. 137-138).

With this aesthetic utopia, which remained a point of ori-
entation for Hegel and Marx, as well as for the Hegelian Marx-
ist tradition down to Lukacs and Marcuse,? Schiller conceived
of art as the genuine cmbodiment of a communicative reason.
Of course, Kant's Critique of Judgment also provided an entry
for a speculative Idealism that could not rest content with the
Kantian differentiations between understanding and sense,
freedom and necessity, mind and nature, because it perceived
in preciscly these distinctions the expression of dichotomies
inherent in modern life-conditions. But the mediating power
ol reflective judgment served Schelling and Hegel as the bridge
to an intellectual intuition that was to assurc itself of absolute
identity. Schiller was more modest. He held on to the restricted
significance of acsthetic judgment in order to make use of it
for a philosophy of history. He thereby tacitly mixed the Kan-
tian with the traditional concept of judgment, which in the
Aristotelian tradition (down to Hannah Arendt®) never com-
pletely lost its connection with the political concept of common

sense. So he could conceive of art as primarily a form of

communication and assign 1o it the task of bringing about
“harmony in socicty”: “All other forms of communication di-
vide society, because they relate exclusively cither to the private
scnsibility or to the private skillfulness of its individual mem-
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bers, that is, to what distinguishes between one man and an-
other; only the communication of the Beautiful unites society,
because it relates to what is common to them all” (p. 138).

Schiller then specifies the ideal form of intersubjectivity in
relation to the foils of isolation and mass existence, the two
opposite deformations of intersubjectivity. People who hide
themselves like troglodytes in caves are robbed in their priva-
tized mode of living of relationships to society as something
objective outside themselves; while people who move about
nomadically in great hordes miss in their externalized existence
the possibility of finding themselves. Schiller finds the right
balance between these equally identity-threatening extremes of
alienation and fusion in a romantic picture: The aesthetically
reconciled society would have to form a structure of commu-
nication “where [each] dwells quietly in his own hut, commun-
ing with himself and, as soon as he issues from it, with the
whole race” (p. 124).

Schiller’s aesthetic utopia is, however, not aimed at an aesth-
eticization of living conditions, but at revolutionizing the con-
ditions of mutual understanding. Over against the dissolution
of art into life — which the Surrealists later programmatically
called for, and the Dadaists and their descendants tried pro-
vocatively to achieve — Schiller clings to the autonomy of the
pure appearance. Indeed, he expects of the joy in aesthetic
appearance a “total revolution” of “the whole mode of percep-
tion.” But the appearance remains a purely aesthetic one only
as long as it forgoes all support from reality. Herbert Marcuse
later specified the relationship between art and revolution in a
manner similar to Schiller. Since society is reproduced not just
in the consciousness of people, but also in their senses, the
emancipation of consciousness must be rooted in the emanci-
pauon of the senses — “the repressive familiarity with the
world of given objects” must “be dissolved.” Still, art should
not achieve the surrealist imperative; it should not pass over
desublimatedly into life: “An end to art is imaginable only if
people are no longer capable of distinguishing between true
and false, good and evil, beautiful and ugly. That would be the
state of complete barbarism at the high point of civilization.”*
‘The late Marcuse repeats Schiller’s warning against an unme-
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diated aestheticization of life: Aesthetic appearance develops
reconciling force only as appearance — “only so long as he
conscientiously abstains, in theory, from affirming the existence
of it, and renounces all attempts, in practice, to bestow exis-
tence by means of it” (p. 1238).

Behind this warning is concealed already in Schiller the idea
of the independent logics of the value spheres of science, mo-
rality, and art, an idea that would later be worked out ener-
getically by Emil Lask and Max Weber. These spheres are, as
it were, “freed”; they “rejoice in an absolute immunity from
human lawlessness [Wullkiir]. The political legislator can enclose
their territory, but he cannot govern within it” (p. 51). If,
without any regard for the intrinsic meaning of the cultural
sphere, one were to break open the vessels of aesthetic ap-
pearance, the contents would have to melt away — there could
be no liberating effect from desublimated sense and destruc-
tured form. For Schiller an aestheticization of the lifeworld is
legitimate only in the sense that art operates as a catalyst, as a
form of communication, as a medium within which separated
moments are rejoined into an uncoerced totality. The social
character of the beautiful and of taste are to be confirmed
solely by the fact that art “leads” everything dissociated in
modernity — the system of unleashed needs, the bureaucra-
tized state, the abstractions of rational morality and science for
experts — “out under the open sky of common sense” (p. 139).

111

Three Perspectives: Left
Hegelians, Right Hegelians,
and Nietzsche

Hegel inaugurated the discourse of modernity. He introduced
the theme — the self-critical reassurance of modernity. He
cstablished the rules within which the theme can be varied —
the dialectic of enlightenment. By elevating contemporary his-
tory to the rank of philosophy, he put the eternal in touch with
the transitory, the atemporal with what is actually going on.
He thereby transtformed the character of philosophy in a way
that was hitherto unheard of. He intended anything but a
break with the philosophical tradition; this only came to con-
sciousness with the next generation.
In 1841 Arnold Ruge wrote in the Deutsche Jahrbiicher:

In the earliest stage of its historical development, Hegelian philoso-
phy already manifests a character essentially different from all pre-
vious systems. This philosophy, which was the first to proclaim that
philosophy is nothing else than the thought [Gedanke] of its age, is
also the first to recognize itself as this thought of its age. What earlier
philosophies were unconsciously and only abstractly, it is consciously
and concretely. Hence, it could well be said of the former that they
were only thoughts and remained so; but the lauer, the Hegelian,
portrays itself as the thought which cannot remain such but . . . has
to become deed. In this sense, Hegelian philosophy is the philosophy
of revolution, and the last of all philosophies in general. (p. 594)

The discourse of modernity, which we are still conducting
down to our own day, is also marked by the consciousness that
philosophy is over, no matter whether this is perceived as a
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productive challenge or only as a provgcal%on. Marx wanted to
overcome philosophy in order to realize it Durlng the same
period, Moses Hess published a book bearing the utle The‘ Last
Philosophers. Bruno Bauer spoke about the “c;}tastr.ophe of me-
taphysics” and was convinced “that philosophical literature can
be regarded as forever closed and finished.” To be sure, the
destruction or overcoming of metaphysics by Nietzsche and
Heidegger meant something other than the .sublation [Auﬂze—
bung] of metaphysics, and the farewell o philosophy by Witt-
genstein and Adorno mcant something other ‘than the
realization of philosophy. And yet these attitudes point back to
the break with tradition (Karl Lowith) that occurred when the
spirit of the age gained ascendancy over philosophy, w.hen the
modern consciousness of time cxploded the form of philosoph-
ical thought. .
Kant had already contrasted a “worldly concept” of philos-
ophy with the “academic concept” of philosophy as the system
of rational knowledge. He had related the “worldly concept”
to what is “necessarily of interest” to everyone. But Hegel was
the first to merge a worldly concept of philosophy incorporat-
ing a diagnosis of the times together with its academic concept.
One might also recognize the change in the general situation
of philosophy in the way that the paths of academic and worldly
philosophy go their separate ways after Hegel's death. Aca-
demic philosophy, established as a specialty, is developed along-
side a worldly philosophical literature whose place can no
longer be clearly defined in institutional terms. From now on,
academic philosophy has to contend with dismissed privatdoz-
ents, journalists, and private litcrary men like Feuerbach, Ruge,
Marx, Bauer, and Kierkegaard — as well as with a Nietzsche,
who gave up his Basel professorship. Inside the university, it
cedes the task of a theoretical self-understanding of modernity
to the political and social scientists as well as to ethnology.
Moreover, names like Darwin and Freud and trends like pos-
itivism, historicism, and pragmatism testify to the fact that in
the nineteenth century physics, biology, psychology, and the
historical sciences set loose motifs that for the first time influ-
enced the consciousness of the age without the mediation of

philosophy. !
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This situation only changed in the twenties of our own cen-
tury. Heidegger brought the discourse of modernity into a
genuinely philosophical movement of thought once again —
surely the tile Being and Time signals this, too. Something sim-
ilar holds true of the Hegelian Marxists — Lukacs, Horkhei-
mer, Adorno — who, with the help of Max Weber, translated
Capital back into a theory of reification and reestablished the
interrupted connection between cconomics and philosophy.
Philosophy also acquired competency for a diagnosis of the
times by way of the critique of science that leads from the late
Husserl via Bachelard to Foucault. But is this still the same
philosophy that here, as with Hegel, overcomes its differentia-
tion into academic and worldly concepts? No matter what name
it appears under now — whether as fundamental ontology, as
critique, as negative dialectics, deconstruction, or genealogy —
these pseudonyms are by no means disguises under which the
traditional form of philosophy lies hidden; the drapery of
philosophical concepts more likely serves as the cloak for a
scantily concealed end of philosophy.

Today the situation of consciousness still remains the one
brought about by the Young Hegelians when they distanced
themselves from Hegel and philosophy in general. And the
triumphant gestures of mutually surpassing one another, in
which we gladly overlook the fact that we remain contempor-
aries of the Young Hegelians, have also been in currency since
then. Hegel inaugurated the discourse of modernity; the
Young Hegelians permanently established it, that is, they freed
the idea of a critique nourished on the spirit of modernity
from the burden of the Hegelian concept of reason.

We have seen how Hegel, with his emphatic concept of reality
as the unity of essence and existence, shoved aside just that
element which had to matter most to the modern consciousness
— the transitory aspect of the moment, pregnant with mean-
ing, in which the problems of an onrushing future are tangled
in knots. The old Hegel omitted precisely the actuality of con-
temporary history, out of which the need for philosophy was
supposed to arise, from the construction of the essential or
rational course of events — it became the “accidental,” “tran-
sient,” “insignificant,” “Heeting,” “stunted” existence of a “bad
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infinity.” Against this concept of a rational reality that‘is raised
up above the facticity, contingency, and actuality of §udd§n
events and oncoming developments, the Young Hegelians (in
the wake of Schelling’s late philosophy and of Immanuel Her-
mann Fichte’s late Idealism) make a plea for the importance of
exislence. Feuerbach insists on the sensuous existence of internal
and external nature: Sensitivity and passion testity to the pres-
ence of one’s own body and to the resistance of thc mqterlal
world. Kierkegaard adheres tenaciously to the histo-rzcal existence
of the individual: The authenticity of his existence is confirmed
in the concreteness and irreplaceability of an absolutely inward,
irrevocable decision of infinite interest. Finally, Marx insists on
the material being of the economic foundations of our common
life: The productive activity and cooperation of socialized in-
dividuals are the medium for the historical process of the self-
generation of the species. Feuerbach, Kierkegagrd, and.Marx
thus protest against the false mediations, carried (.)ut.m the
recalm of mere thought, between subjective and objectlye na-
ture, between subjective and objective spirit, between obt]ectlhve
spirit and absolute knowledge. They insist o'n.the desub[matzon
of a spirit that merely draws the real oppositions emerging at
a given time into the suction of an absolute relation-to-self, SO
as to de-actualize them, to transpose them into the mode ot
the shadowy self-transparency of a remembered past — and
to strip them of all seriousness.

At the same time, the Young Hegelians adhere steadfastly
to the basic figure of Hegelian thought. They pilfer from the
Hegelian Encyclopedia the now available wealth of structures in
order to make Hegel’s gains in differenuation fruitful for rad-
ically historical thinking. This thinking lends absolute relevance
to the most relative element, that is, the historical moment,
without surrendering to the relativism of a scepticism soon to
be revived in historicist terms. Karl Lowith, who has described
the formation of the new discourse with a certain love-hate,?
thinks the Young Hegelians deliver themselves over to histor-
ical thinking in an unphilosophical way: “To want to be ori§nted
by history while standing in its midst would be like wanting to
hold on to the waves during a shipwreck.”® Of course, one has
to read this critical characterization correctly: Certainly the
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Young Hegelians wanted to get their present-open-to-the-fu-
ture out from under the dictates of a reason that always knows
better; they wanted to win back history as a dimension that
makes ¢lbow room for critique in order to respond to the crisis.
But they could only hope to gain orientation in action if they
did not sacrifice contemporary history to historicism and if
they left modernity with a distinctive tie to rationality.t

The other teatures of this discourse can also be explained on
the premise that suprasubjective and mutually intermeshing
processes of learning and unlearning are interwoven in the
course of historical events — in addition to radically historical
thought, such features as the critique of subject-centered rea-
son, the exposed position of intellectuals, and the responsibility
for historical continuity or discontinuity.

II

The parties that have contended about the correct self-under-
standing of modernity since the days of the Young Hegelians
all agree on one point: that a tar-reaching process of self-
illusion was connected with the learning processes conceptual-
ized in the eightcenth century as “enlightenment.” Agreement
also exists about the fact that the authoritarian traits of a nar-
row-minded enlightenment are embedded in the principle of
self-consciousness or of subjectivity. That is (o say, the selt-
relating subjectivity purchases self-consciousness only at the
price of objectivating internal and external nature. Because the
subject has to relate itsclf constantly to objects both internally
and externally in its knowing and acting, it renders itself at
once opaque and dependent in the very acts that are supposed
to sccure self-knowledge and autonomy. This limitation, built
into the structure of the relation-to-self, remains unconscious
in the process of becoming conscious. From this springs the
tendency toward sclf-glorification and illusionment, that is, to-
ward absolutizing a given level of reflection and cmancipation.

In the discourse of modernity, the accusers raise an objection
that has not substantially changed from Hegel and Marx down
to Nietzsche and Heidegger, from Bataille and Lacan to Fou-
cault and Derrida. The accusation is aimed against a reason
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grounded in the principle of subjectivity. And it states that thisv
reason denounces and undermines all unconcealed forms of
suppressi()n and exploitation, of degradz}ti(m and z.ilicn‘ation,\
only to sct up in their place the LlIlaSS.’dllZ.lb.lC dommatloq of
rationality. Because this regime of a subjecavity puffed up into
4 {alse absolute transforms the means of consciousness-raising
and emancipation into just so many instruments of. objecti.ﬁ—
cation and control, it fashions for itself an uncanny immunity
in the form of a thoroughly concealed domination. The opacity
of the iron cage of a reason that has become positive disappears
as if in the glittering brightness of a complet.ely transparent
crystal palace. All parties are united on this point: The:w glassy
fa/cades have to shatter. They are, to be sure, distinguished by
the strategies they clect for overcoming the positivism of
reason. .

Left Hegelian critique, turned toward the practlcal' and
aroused for revolution, aimed at mobilizing the historically
accumulated potential of reason (awaiting release).against its
mutilauon, against the one-sided rationalization of the bogr—
geois world. The Right Hegelians followed Hegel in the convic-
tion that the substance of state and religion would compensate
for the restlessness of bourgeois society, as soon as the subjec-
tivity of the revolutionary consciousness that incited restless-
ness yielded 1o objective insight into the rationality of the status
quo. Since the absolutely posited rationality of the undcrsta.n('l—
ing [Verstand] was summed up in the fanaticism of socialistic
idcas, the metacritical insight of the philosophers had now to
be established against these false critics. Finally, N%'etzsc(ze
wanted to unmask the dramaturgy of the entire stage-piece n
which both — revolutionary hope and the reaction to it —
enter on the scene. He removed the dialectical thorn from the
critique of a reason centered in the subject and shriveled into
purposive rationality; and he related to reason as a whole the
way the Young Hegelians did to its sublimations: Reason is
nothing else than power, than the will to power, which 1t so
radiantly conceals.

The same battle lines arc formed with respect to the role of
intellectuals, who owe their exposed position to modernity’s tie
with reason. Like detectives on the trail of reason in history,
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the philosophers of modernity seek the blind spot where the
unconscious nests in consciousness, where forgetting slips into
memory, where regression is disguised as progress, and un-
learning as a learning process. United in their goal of enlight-
ening the Enlightenment about its narrow-mindedness, these
three parties are indeed different in their evaluations of what
intellectuals actually do. The critical critics see themselves in the
role of an avant-garde that ventures out into the unknown
terrain of the future and promotes the process of enlighten-
ment. At times they appear as outriders of aesthetic modern-
ism, at other times as political leaders influencing the
consciousness of the masses, or in the shape of scattered and
isolated individuals who leave behind their messages like letters
in a bottle (Horkheimer and Adorno, for example, were think-
ing this way when they entrusted their Dialectic of Enlightenment
to a small emigré publisher at the end of the war). In contrast,
the metacritics sce in others, whoever they may be in any given
instance, the intellectuals who are the source of the danger of
a new priestly domination. Intellectuals undermine the au-
thority of strong institutions and simple traditions; and so they
disturb the business of compensation which an uneasy mod-
ernity has to settle with itself, which a rationalized society has
to conclude with the restraining forces of state and religion.
The theory of the “New Class,” which neoconservatives today
advance against the subversive advocates of a supposedly hos-
tile culture, derives more from the logic of our discourse than
from the facts of restratification in the postindustrial occupa-
tional system that are brought forth as proof. Finally, those
who place themselves in the tradition of the critique of reason
practiced by Nielzsche criticize no less vehemently the betrayal by
the intellectuals, that is, the crimes that avant-gardes, with their
good consciences formed by the philosophy of history, have
perpetrated in the name of universal human reason. But they
do not except themselves from this distantiation; the projective
clement of the self-hatred of intellectuals is absent here. (So,
for instance, 1 take the incisive observations of Foucault not as

a denunciation but as a self-critical rejection of exaggerated
claims.b)
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A third characteristic marks the discourse of modernity: Be-
cause history is experienced as a crisis-ridden process, the pres-
ent as a sudden critical branching, and the future as the
pressure of unsolved problems, there ar?ses' an ex?s;entia}ly
sharpened consciousness of the danger of mlss.ed dgczswns a.nd
neglected interventions. There arises a perspective from which
the present state of affairs sees itself. called to account as the
past of a future present. There arises Fhe suggestion of a
responsibility for the connection of one snuatlon. to the ne.xt,
for the continuation of a process that has shed its naturelike
spontaneity and refuses to hold out the prqmise of any taken-
for-granted continuity. It 1s not only the philosophers of t{w deed,
for whom Moses Hess claimed the title of the “party of move-
ment,” who were gripped by this nervous tension.' It also
gripped the “party of inertia” that pressed for sobrl.ety, the
party of those who, in the face of a virtually automatic .mod—
ernization, shifted the burden of proof for any planned inter-
vention to the revolutionaries and movers, the reformers and
changers.® Of course, the attitudes of these parties toward
continuity varied. The broad spectrum reached from Kautslfy
and the protagonists of the Second International, who saw in
the unfolding of the forces of production a guarantee f.or the
evolutionary transition from bourgeois society to socialism, to
Karl Korsch, Walter Benjamin, and the Ultraleftists, who could
only imagine the revolution as a leap out of the eternally re-
curring barbarism of prehistory, as an exploding of the con-
tnuity of all history. This attitude, inspired by the surrealist
consciousness of time, has something in common with the an-
archism of those who, following Nietzsche, oppose the universal
nexus of power and delusion by appealing to ecstatic sover-
eignty or forgotten Being, to bodily reflexes, local resistance,
and the involuntary revolts of a deprived subjective nature.

Briefly, the Young Hegelians took over from Hegel the
theme of the sclf-reassurance of modernity; they set the rules
of the controversy with the critique of an excessively subject-
centered reason, with the disputes about the exposed position
of the intellectuals and the responsibility for the correct mea-
sure of revolution and historical continuity. Through their
partisanship for philosophy’s becoming practical, they pro-
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voked two opponents, who abided by the rules of the game
and the themes. These opponents did not step outside the
discourse in order to make way for the authority of models
from the past; the old conservative recourse to rcligious or
metaphysical truth no longer counted — everything that was
“old European” was devalued. To the party of movement there
responded a party of inertia, who wanted to retain only the
dynamism of bourgeois society. They transformed the ten-
dency to preserve into a neoconservative assent to a mobiliza-
ton that was occurring anyway. With Nietzsche and the
neoromantics, a third discourse partner entered the competition.
This partner wanted to pull the rug out from under the radi-
cals and the neoconservatives alike. This party struck the sub-
Jective genitive from the phrase “critique of reason” by taking
criaque out of the hands of reason, which the other two partics
wanted to hold on to. Thus one outdoes the other.

It might occur to us now to distance ourselves from this
discourse as a whole, to declare this nineteemh—century pro-
duction obsolete. There is no lack of such attempts on our part
to outdo the game of mutually outdoing. They are casily rec-
ognizable by a prefix, by the neologisms formed with the prefix
“post.” Even on methodological grounds 1 do not believe that
we can distantiate Occidental rationalism, under the hard gaze
of a fictive ethnology of the present, into an object of neutral
contemplation and simply leap out of the discourse of mod-
ernity. So I would like to follow a more trivial path, taking up
the ordinary perspective of a participant who is recalling the
course of the argument in its rough features for the sake of
searching out in each of the three positions their inherent
difficulties. This path will not lead us out of the discourse of
modernity, but it will perhaps allow its theme to be understood
better. In order to do this, I shall have to put up with some
drastic oversimplifications. Starting from Marx’s critique of
Hegel, I want to trace how the transformation of the concept
of reflection ends up in the concept of production, how the
replacement of “self-consciousness” by “labor” ends up in an
aporia within Western Marxism. The metacritique of the Right
Hegelians insists with good reason that the degree of system
differentiation attained by modern societies cannot simply be
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wurned back. From this tradition there proceeds a neoconser-
vatism that, however, gets into difficultics when it s supposed
o explain how the costs and mstabilities of an automatic pro-
cess of modernization can be weighed and balanced.

I1II The Continuation of the Hegelian Project in the
Philosophy of Praxis

We know from many documents just how the first railrgads
revolutionized the contemporary experience of space and tme.
The railway did not create the modern consciousness of ume;
but in the é()urse of the nincteenth century, it literally became
the vehicle by which modern time-consciousness gripped the
masses. The locomotive became the popular symbol of the
dizzying mobilization of all life-conditions that was interpreted
as progress. It was no longer only intellectual elites .wh({ ex-
perienced the release of the lifeworld from boundaries fixed
by tradition; in the Communist Manifesto Marx could already
abpcal to everyday experience when he traced “th.c uninter-
rupted disturbance of all social conditions, everlasting uncer-
tainty and agitation” back to the “revolution in the modes of
production and exchange™

All fixed. fast-frozen relations, with their train of ancient and ven-
crable prejudices and opinions, are swept away, all }1e\~'-forn1ed ones
become antiquated belore they can ossify. All that is solid melts nto
air, all that is holy is profaned, and man is at last compelled to face
with sober senses his real conditions of life, and his relations with his
kind.”

This formulation contains three important implications.

(a) The direction of history can be read, prior to all philo-
sophical considerations, empirically as it were, in the movement
of the flow of history: At the point where the mobilization and
revolutionizing of life-conditions experience their greatest accel-
eration, modernization has advanced furthest. That the mod-
ern world has its center of gravity in the West, in France and
especially in England, is a historical fact for Marx, who fastens

upon this criterion of acceleration. He has a clear nouon of

the contemporaneous existence of noncontemporaneous con-
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ditions. He thinks that the German conditions of 1843 do not
even reach the year 1789 according to the French calendar.
German conditions are “below the level of history”; the political
present is already found to be like a “dusty fact in the historical
junk room of modern nations.”s

(b) When modern society develops a dynamism in which
everything solid and constant melts into air, no matter what,
that is, without the self-conscious intervention of acting sub-
jects, the character of “second nature,” or the “positive” ele-
ment, changes as well. The perspective of the young Hegel is
still that of the young Marx: The spell cast by the past over
the present has to be broken; only in the communist future
will the present rule over the past.? The positive element, how-
ever, no longer appears in the form of the fossilized and con-
tinuous; it requires a theoretical effort to uncover in the
permanence of change the positivity of a compulsion to repe-
tition. A revolutionizing of all life-conditions, performed with-
out consciousness, 1s the illusion that conceals the tendencies
toward a truly revolutionary movement. Only what has, since
the start of the nineteenth century, been called a social movement
can liberate mankind from the curse of movement dictated from
without. Hence, Marx wants to trace “the more or less veiled
civil war, raging within existing society, up to the point where
that war breaks out into open revolution.”!’ He already pos-
tulates a social movement long before this assumed a histori-
cally discernible shape in the European labor movement.

(c) Behind both the forced mobility of external life-condi-
tions and the emancipatory impetus of social movements, there
lies a conspicuous unleashing of productive forces — the “rapid
improvement of all instruments of production, ... the im-
mensely facilitated means of communications.”!'! This explains
the sobering character of the accelerated process of history —
the profaning of all that is holy. Because the acceleration of
history ultimately goes back to the “progress of industry” —
which is almost hymnically celebrated in the Communist Mani-

festo — the sphere of civil society takes the place reserved by

the young Hegel of the theological and political writings for
“the life of the people.” In the eyes of the young Hegel, reli-
gious Orthodoxy and Enlightenment had become as isolated
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from the life of the people as the politicz'il instiu‘J‘tions of the
declining German Empire. For Marx, SOL:IC[Y — .the mgdern
political—social reality” — is the ground from which religious
life, philosophy, and the bourgeois state have be.come det.ached
as abstractions. The critique of religion carried out in the
meantime by Feuerbach, David Friedric.h' Strauss, and Brunp
Bauer holds good as the model for the criuque of the bourgeois
state. o (

The positivism of self-alienated ll.fC is now also sealed by a
philosophy of unification which, by its thought-construction of
a sublation of civil society in the state, suggests that the rec-
onciliation has already been realized. Consequently, Marx con-
fronts Hegel's Philosophy of Right to show wha.t th§ sublation 07f
civil society would look like if it were to dO.JuS[ICC to Hegel $
own idea of an ethical totality.!? Marx’s point — W}'llch. 1S no
surprise to us today '___is that the state (which attains 1its au-
thentic form in the parliamentary systems of the West and.n(')t
in the Prussian monarchy) by no means embeds an antagonistic
society in a sphere of ethical life; the st,a'te. mer‘ely fulfills Fhe
functional imperatives of this society and is itself an expression
of its ruptured ethical dimension.!® ‘

This critique opens up a perspective on a type of self—orgg-
nization of society that eliminates the split between 'Lhe public
and the private person and destroys both the ﬁC[lOll‘ of the
sovereignty of the citizen and the alienated existence of human
beings subsumed “under the domination of inhuman condi-
tions™: “Human emancipation will only be complete whe.n.the
individual man has absorbed into himself the abstract citizen

., when he has recognized and organized his own powers
(forces propres) as social powers, sO that he no longer separates
this social power from himself as political power.”! Thl~s per-
spective has determined praxis philosophy’s inte'rpre.t'fltlon of
modernity.'> Praxis philosophy 1s guided by the 1ntp1t10n that
it still makes sense to try to realize the idea of an ethical totality
even under the functional constraints set by highly complex
social systems. o ‘

This is why Marx is particularly tenacious in his discussion
of paragraph 308 of the Philosophy of Right, where Heg.el' 18
carrying on a polemic against the notion “that all, as individ-
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uals, should share in deliberating and deciding on political
matters of general concern.” Nevertheless, Marx came to grief
in his self-imposed task of explicating the structure of a for-
mation of will that would do justice to the “striving of civil
society to create a political existence for itself, or to make its
real existence into a political one.”' The parallels between
Hegel and Marx are striking. In their youth, both thinkers
hold open the option of using the idea of uncocrced will for-
mation in a communication comimunity existing under con-
straints of cooperation as a model for the reconciliation of a
divided bourgeois society. But later on, both forsake the use of
this option, and they do so for similar reasons. Like Hegel,
Marx is weighted down by the basic conceptual necessities of
the philosophy of the subject. He distances himself in Hegelian
fashion from the importance of the “ought” of a merely uto-
pian socialism. Like Hegel, he thereby relies on the power of
a dialectic of enlightenment: The same principle that is behind
the achievements and the contradictions of modern society is
also supposed to explain the transforming movement, the re-
lease of the rational potential of this society. However, Marx
connects the modernization of society with an increasingly ef-
fective exploitation of natural resources and an increasingly
mtensive build-up of a global network of commerce and com-
munication. This unfettering of productive forces must there-
fore be traced back to a principle of modernity that is grounded
in the practice of a producing subject rather than in the re-
flection of a knowing subject.

For this purpose, Marx only needs to shift the accent within
the model of modern philosophy. This model singles out two
equiprimordial subject-object relationships: Just as the know-
ing subject forms opinions — capable of being true — about
something m the objective world, so too the acting subject
carries out purposive activities — monitored in regard to their
success — to bring. about something in the objective world.
Between knowing and acting, furthermore, the concept of a
tormative process exercises a mediating function. Through the
medium of knowing and acting, subject and object enter into
ever new constellations, in which both are themselves affected
and altered in their form. The philosophy of reflection, which
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accords to knowledge a privileged status, concei}/es th.e self-
formative process of the spirit (on the model (.)i rel'atlon-to—
self) as a process of becoming conscious.. Prax-ls philosophy,
which accords privileged status to the relatlgnshlp between the
acting subject and manipulable worldly objects, conceives the
self-formative process of the species (on the model of self—
externalization) as a process of self-creation. For 1t, not §elf—
consciousness but labor counts as the principle of quermty.
From this principle the technical-scientific forces of produc-
tion can be derived without further ado. But Marx may not
conceive the principle of labor too narrowly if he wants to
accommodate in this concept of praxis the rational content of
bourgcois culture and thus the criteria in‘terms of which
regression can be identified within progress. Conseq'uently, the
young Marx assimilated labor to creative productlpn by the
artist, who in his works externalizes his own essential powers
and appropriates the product once again in rapt .contem‘pla—
tion. Herder and Humboldt had sketched out the ideal of the
all-round self-realizing individual; Schiller and the R(?n.]an.tics,
Schelling and Hegel had then grounded this exPressw1st idea
of self-formation in an aesthetics of production.'’ Inasmuch as
Marx now transfers aesthetic productivity to the “species-life
actuated in work,” he can conceive social labor as the collective
self-realization of the producers.' Only this assimilation of
lubor to a model with normative content allows him to make
the decisive ditferentiations between an objectification of essen-
tial powers and their alienation, between a satisfied praxis that
returns to itself and a praxis that is impeded and fragmented.
In alienated labor, the circuit of externalization and appro-
priation of objectified essential powers is interrupted. The p'ro—
ducer is cut off from the enjoyment of his products, n whmh
he could find himself again, and so he is also alienated from
himself. .
In the exemplary case of wage-labor, the private appropri-
ation of socially produced wealth interrupts the normal circuit
of praxis. The relationship of wage-labor ransforms the con-
crete action of labor into an abstract performance of labor, that
is, inlo a functional contribution to the process of capital selt-
realization, which, so to speak, seizes the dead labor taken from
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the producer. The asymmetrical exchange of labor power for
wages 1s the mechanism that is supposed to explain why the
sphere of essential powers alienated from wage-laborers be-
comes systemically autonomous. With this assumption of value
theory, the aesthetic-expressivist content of the concept of
praxis is enlarged to embrace a moral element. For alienated
labor no longer deviates merely from the model — conceived
in terms of an aesthetic of production — of a self-satisfying
praxis, but also from the natural-right model of an exchange
of equivalents.

Lastly, however, the concept of praxis is also supposed to
include “critical-revolutionary activity,” that is to say, the selt-
conscious political action by which the associated laborers break
the capitalist spell of dead over living labor and appropriate
their fetishistically alienated essential powers. If, then, the rup-
tured ethical totality is thought of as alienated labor, and if the
latter 1s supposed to overcome its alienation from itself, then
emancipatory praxis can proceed from labor itself. Here Marx
is entangled in basic conceptual difficulties similar to Hegel’s.
Praxis philosophy does not afford the means for thinking dead
labor as mediatized and paralyzed intersubjectivity. It remains a
variant of the philosophy of the subject that locates reason in
the purposive rationality of the acting subject instead of in the
reflection of the knowing subject. But in the relations between
an agent and a world of perceptible and manipulable objects,
only cognitive-instrumental rationality can come into its own.
The unifying power of reason, which is now presented as
emancipatory praxis, is not exhausted by this purposive
rationality.

The history of Western Marxism has brought to light the
basic conceptual difficulties of praxis philosophy and its con-
cept of reason. These result from lack of clarity about the
normative foundations of critique. I want at least to call to
mind three of these difficulties.

(a) The assimilation of social labor to the model of autono-
mous activity in the sense of creative self-realization could de-
rive a certain plausibility at most from the romantically
transfigured prototype of handicraft activity — for example,
the contemporary reform movement of John Ruskin and Wil-
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liam Morris, who promoted handmade art, oriented itself py
the same model. Nevertheless, the development of industrial
labor grew ever more remote from the model of an‘inte'gral
process of making. Even Marx even.tually gave up his orien-
tation to the prototype of craftsmanlike praxis taken frpm the
past. But he still inconspicuously incorporated the questlgnable
normative content of this notion of praxis into the premises of
his labor theory of value, making it virtually indisqerpible. This
explains why the concept of labor as wgll as its inherently
purposive rationality has remained so ambiguous in the Marx-
ist tradition. . .
Accordingly, the assessment of the forces of production oscillates
from one extreme to the other. Some welcome the develop-
ment of productive forces, especially scientiﬁc—téchnicgl prog-
ress, as the driving force behind the rationalizatlgp of society.
They expect the institutions that articulate the division of social
power and regulate differential access to the means of pro-
duction to be revolutionized under the rationalizing pressure
emanating from the forces of production. Other§ mis.trust. a
rationality of dominating nature that fuses with the irrationality
of class domination. Science and technology, for Marx an un-
ambiguous potential for emancipation, are turned into an even
more effective means of repression for Lukacs, Bloch, and
Marcuse. Such differences can arise because Marx did not give
any account of how the palpable rationality of purposive acti.v-
ity is related to the intuitively intended rationality of a sqc1al
praxis that is only vaguely represented in the picture of an
association of free producers. ,
(b) A further difficulty results from the abstract antithesis of
dead and living labor. If one starts with the concept of alienated
labor, the process of production, torn loose from any orientg—
tion to use-value, appears as a shadowy form of the expropri-
ated, anonymous, essential powers of the producers. T.he
approach of praxis philosophy suggests that the systemic In-
terconnection between an economy organized along capitalist
lines and its governmental complement is a sheer illugif)n,
which is supposed to melt away into nothing with the abolition
of the relations of production. From this standpoint, however,
all structural differentiations that cannot be brought into the
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acting subject’s horizon of orientation lose their legitimacy at
one blow. The question of whether the media-guided subsys-
tems manifest propertics that have their own functional value,
independently of the class structure, is not even posed. The
theory of revolution awakens instead the expectation that in
principle all reified, systemically autonomous social relation-
ships can be brought into the horizon of the lifeworld: The
dissipated illusion of capital will give back to a lifeworld rigi-
dified under the dictates of the law of value its spontaneity.
But if emancipation and reconciliation are represented only in
the mode of a de-differentiation of hypercomplex conditions of
life, 1t is quite easy for systems theory, in view of stubborn
complexities, to dismiss the unifying power of reason as a sheer
llusion.

(¢) Both difficulties are thus connected to the fact that the
normative foundations of praxis philosophy — particularly the
potential of the concept of praxis for accomplishing the tasks
of a critical social theory — have never been satisfactorily clar-
ified. Both the revaluation of the concept of social labor from
the perspective of an aesthetics of production and its moral-
practical expansion require a grounding that cannot be fur-
nished by methodologically questionable investigations, be they
anthropological or existential-phenomenological. Those who
no longer invest the concept of praxis with any more reason
than can be gathered from the purposive rationality of goal-
directed action and of self-assertion procced in a more consis-
tent manner.'?

To be sure, the principle of labor secures for modernity a
singular tie with rationality. But praxis philosophy is con-
fronted with the same task as the philosophy of reflection was
in its day. The necessity for self-objectification is immanent in
the structure of self-externalization, just as it was in the struc-
ture of the relation-to-self. Therefore, the formative process
of the species is marked by the tendency for laboring individ-
uals, in proportion to their domination of nature, to gain their
identity only at the cost of repressing their own inner nature.
To dissolve the self-entrapment of a subject-centered reason,
Hegel opposed the absolute self-mediation of the spirit to the
absolutization of self-consciousness. Praxis philosophy, which
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abandoned this route with good reason, 1s not spared from a
corresponding problem; it is even more acute for iL.. For w.'hat
can it oppose to the instrumental reason Qf a purposive ration-
ality puffed up into a social totality, if it has to unders\tan‘d
itself in materialist fashion as a component and result of this
reified relationship — if the compulsion toward objectification
invades the citadel of critical reason itself?

Horkheimer and Adorno, in their version of the Dialectic of
Enlightenment, now want only to develop this apori.a and not to
lcad the way out of it any more. Indeed, they meet instrumental
reason with a “mindfulness” or “remembrance” [Eingedenken]
that seeks out the stirrings of a rebellious nature rising up
against its instrumentalization. They even have. a name for thls
resistance: mimesis. The name evokes associations that are in-
tended: empathy and imitation. It calls to mind a rel'ati'onship
between persons in which the accommodating, idenufymg ex-
ternalization of one partner in relation to the model of the
other does not require the sacrifice of that partner’s own iden-
tity, but preserves dependency and autonomy at once: “The
rclconcilcd condition would not annex what is other, but would
lind its happiness in the fact that this other retains its distapce
and 1ts difference within the permitted intimacy, that it remains
beyond heterogeneity and sameness.”" But this mimetic' ca-
pacity evades any conceptual framework fashioned for subject-
object relationships alone; so mimesis appears as sheer impulse,
the exact antithesis of reason. The critique of instrumental
reason can only denounce as tainted what it cannot explain in
its taintedness; for it is caught in concepts that make it possible
for a subject to control external and internal nature but are
not up to endowing an objectified nature with a language to
tell us what is being perpetrated upon it by human subjects.?!
By way of his Negative Dialectics, Adorno tries to circumscribe
what cannot be presented discursively; and with his Aesthetic
Theory, he seals the surrender of cognitive competency to art.
The aesthetic experience that springs from romantic art (and
that the young Marx smuggled into his concept of praxis) was
radicalized in avant-garde art. Adorno summons this to be the
single witness against a praxis that in the course of time has
buried everything once meant by reason [Vernunft] under its
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debris. Critique can only exhibit, as a kind of exercise, why
that mimetic capacity slips out of our theoretical grasp and
finds for the present a retuge in the most advanced works of
art.

IV The Neoconservative Response to Praxis Philosophy

The neoconservatism that today dominates a scene disap-
pointed by Marxism,?2? especially in the social sciences, is nour-
ished by motifs from Right Hegelianism. Hegel’s official
disciples — 1 shall be referring above all to Rosenkranz, Hin-
richs, and Oppenheim — are the somewhat older contempor-
aries of Marx. They did not react directly to Marx but to the
challenge of carly socialist doctrines and movements in France
and England, which were made known in Germany especially
by Lorenz von Stein.?* These Hegelians of the first generation
understood themselves as advocates of (a pre-1848) liberalism.
They were concerned to extract from Hegel’s Philosophy of Right
space for politically establishing the liberal constitutional state
and certain sociopolitical reforms. They shifted the accent be-
tween a reason that, conceptually speaking, is the sole reality
and the finite forms of its historical manifestation: Empirical
conditions are in need of completion because pasts that in
themselves have already been superseded are also reproduced
in them. Like the Left Hegelians, the Right Hegelians are
convinced that “the present apprehended in thought . . . exists
not merely theoretically in thought, but is striving to pervade
reality practically.”?* They, too, understand the present as the
privileged locus of the realization of philosophy: Ideas have to
enter into union with existing interests. They, 100, see the
political substance of the state drawn into the radically tem-
poralized formation of political will.2>

Nor does the Hegelian Right close its eyes any more than
the Left to the conflict potental of bourgeois society.?s But they
reject the communist path decisively. Between the liberal and
the socialist disciples of Hegel, there is a disagreement con-
cerning the differentiation of state and society, which one fac-
uon fears and the other desires. Marx is convinced that the
self-organization of society, which strips public power of its
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political character, will bring to an end the very condition that
his opponents argue it would actually b}‘lng 10 pass — r'mm.ely,
the complete dissolution of a substantwg ethical totality into
the unmediated competition of natural interests. Both sides
judge bourgeois society critically, as a state based on ne‘cd dIl('l
understanding rather than reason [Nol- und ‘Versmndes‘staal]', a
state that has only the welfare and the 511b51sten(:¢ of th¢ 1n-
dividual as its aim, only the labor and enjoymc.’nt of. th.e private
person as its content, only the naturgl will as 1t§ pr1nc1.ple, and
only the multiplication of needs as its -resglt. [he ng}'][ ‘He—
gelians see In bourgeois society the realization ()f'th(.? principle
of the social as such; and they assert that this principle wou.ld
attain absolute dominance if the difference between the polit-
ical and the social were abolished.2” Society is from the ()LlFset
a sphere of the inequality of natural necds, ta}e'nts, an('i skll.ls;
it forms an objective nexus whose fu@ctxongl imperatives -
evitably permeate subjective action orientations. All attempts
to introduce the civic principle of equality into society, and to
subject the latter to the democratic formation of will on th.e
part of the united producers, are doomed to founder on this
structure and this complexity.®
Later on, Max Weber took up this critique and sharpened
it; he has been proven correct in his prognosis FhaF Fhe destr.uc-
tion of private capitalism would by no means signify a bur.sqng
of the iron cage of modern industrial labor. I.n “r.eally existing
socialism,” the attempt to dissolve civil society mto pglltlcal
society actually had only its burcaucratization'as. a re§ult; it only
expanded economic constraint into an administrative control
pervading all realms of life. ) . '
On the other hand, the Hegelian Right suffered 1t§ ‘slnp—
wreck on account of its trust in the regenerative capaciues of
a strong state. Rosenkranz still defended the monarchy because
it alone could secure the neutrality of a regime standing beyond
parties, could tame the antagonism of interests and. guarantee
the unity of the particular and the universal. On hls view, th.e
regime has to remain the final court of appeal', since only”:(t,
“can read out of the book of public opinion what is necessary. *
From here a line of intellectual history leads via Carl Schmm
to the constitutional law scholars who believed, in reviewing
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the ungovernability of the Weimar Republic, that they should
justity a total state.* Along this strand of tradinon, the concept
of the substantive state could be transformed into one that is
nakedly authoritarian, because in the meantime the hierarchy
of subjective, objective, and absolute spirit, which was still ap-
pealed to by the Right Hegelians, had been fundamentally
destroyed.”!

After the end of fascism, the Right Hegelians have begun
anew by undertaking two revisions. First, they have come to
terms with a theory of science that cedes no rights to reason
outside the established culture of the understanding comprised
by the natural sciences and the Geisteswissenschaften; and on the
other hand, they have accepted the result of the sociological
enlightenment, to the effect that the state (which is functionally
interlaced with the capitalist economy) sccures the private and
professional existence of the individual in industrial society
based on the division of labor, but by no means elevates it
cthically. Under these premises, such authors as Hans Freyer
and Joachim Ritter have revived the ideas of the Hegelian
Right.?? In the process, the theoretical heritage of a recently
departed philosophy now fell to the Geisteswissenschaften; and
to the traditional forces of ethical life, religion, and art there
tell the compensatory role that could no longer be entrusted
to the state. This altered mode of argumentation created the
foundation for combining an affirmative attitude toward social
modernity with a simultaneous devaluation of cultural mod-
ernity. This pattern of evaluation today marks neoconservative
diagnoses of the age in the United States as well as in Ger-
many.* I would like to elucidate this with reference to the
nfluential works of Joachim Ritter.

In a first interpretative step, Ritter separates modernity from
the time-consciousness through which it acquired its self-un-
derstanding. Because modern society reduces human beings
to their subjective nature, to enjoyment and labor, and because
it reproduces itself by way of the use and exploitation of ex-
ternal nature, Ritter sees the historical essence of modernity in
terms of a relationship to nature without any history. The
modern  world  “dissociates  historical orders {rom social
being,”* and the diremption of social existence is grounded in
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this lack of history: “What emerges with‘the.modern age 15‘}.1.. .
the end of previous history; the future is without relationship

its origins.”™ . .
[O'IFt;li(;r gescription suggests two COnsequences. FIITS[, ?0§1al
modernity can develop its own e\r'(‘)lutloinlary dynamism apart
from the historical transmission of tra(lltlon,. and .th.IS ler??lshlt
the stability of a second nature. Conn\ected w1t.h thlS 1dea Is t e1
technocratic notion that the process ol .m()dermzat}on is gl;lldc(
by material constraints that cannot be mHuenc.ed {rgm wit lC()ut.
Second, citizens of the modern world owe Fl1'elr sub]e.ctlve ree-
dom to this abstraction from the orders .o{ history; \«'rl.thout the
braking effect of the shredded pad.dmg of tradltl()nr,' they
would obviously be delivered over without any protection to
the functional imperatives of economy and admmlstr.atl(')n.
Connected with this is the hstoricist notion thgt the subjecuve
{reedom that arises in the mode of dirempuon can only be
shielded against the risks of total socu'll?zatl()n and bureaucra-
tization if the devalued forces of tradltlon.take' on a com.p'en—‘
satory role. They have been broken ip th.elr objective Va‘llkl)di'tyi‘
they ought to be preserved as th.e‘ prlvguzed.po.w.ers o{i e 1ef
[Glaubensmiichte] “of personal life, of subjcc'twlty, and o
roots.”* The continuity of history oulwardly mterrupt.ed in
modern society is to be preserved in the SphCl‘? of qurd
freedom: “Subjectivity has taken over the ta§k‘0{ preserving
and keeping vitally present the knowledge of ‘(;od (in the re-
ligious sphere), the beautiful (in the a.c§the't1c sphere), and
ethical life (as morality), which, the relhcatlgn of .the wqud,
have become merely subjective as far as their social .b2151§ 1s
concerned. That is its greatness and its world-historical
office.”?

Ritter did indeed sense the difficulty in this the().ry of com-
pensation; but he did not really grasp thc paradoxical nature
ol his desperate, because historically cnl]ghtcnlcd,' traditional-
ism. How are traditions, {for which truly convmcmg‘grounds
have gone by the boards with the collapse of rehgl()qs apd
metaphysical world views, supposed to live on as subjective
powers of belief, if only science still has the auth()l'?ty 1o gr()und
our holding something. Ritter thinks they can win back their
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credibility through the medium of being made present once
again by the Geisteswissenschaften.

The modern sciences have renounced the rational claims of
the philosophical tradition. With them, the classical relation-
ship between theory and practice is inverted. Natural sciences
that generate technically usable knowledge have become the
reflective form of praxis, the primary force ot production.
They belong within the functional context of modern society.
In a somewhat different sense, this holds true of the Geistes-
wissenschaften also. They certainly do not serve the reproduction
ot social life; but they do aid in compensating for social deficits.
Modern society needed “an organ to compensate for its lack
of history and to keep open and present the historical and
spiritual world, which it has set aside.”®® But the theoretical
validity of the contents of the Geisteswissenschaften can hardly
be grounded with such a reterence to their function. Precisely
if, with Ritter, we start from an objectivistic self-understanding
of the Gesteswissenschaften, it cannot be seen why the authority
of the scholarly method should be communicated to the con-
tents historically made present in this way. Historicism is itself
an expression of the very problem that, in Ritter’s view, it is
supposed to solve. The museumlike effect accomplished by the
Geisteswissenschaften surely does not give back to the devalued
forces of tradition their binding power; the historical form of
heightening the Enlightenment cannot neutralize the distan-
tiating effect that came on the scene with the unhistorically
minded Enlightenment of the eighteenth century.?

Joachim Ritter combines a technocratic interpretation of
modern socicty with a functionalist revaluation of traditional
culture. His neoconservative disciples have drawn from this the
implication that all unpleasant manifestations that do not fit
into the picture of a compensatorily satisfied modernity have
to be attributed to the cultural-revolutionary activity of “pur-
veyors of meaning.” They repeat the old Hegel’s critique of
the abstractions put between reality as rational and the con-
sciousness of its critics — of course, in an ironic way. For the
subjectivity of the critics i1s now no longer supposed to arise
from the fact that they are incapable of apprehending a reason
that has been formed into objectivity. Instead, the critics com-
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mit the error of still starting from the expectation that reality
could ever take on a rational shape. They havct to be instructed
by their opponents about the fact that :SC.lel’lt'lﬁC progress has
become “uninteresting in relation to political 1Fleas. ]:m.pmcal
scientific knowledge leads to technical novelties or _soc10t.cch—
nical recommendations; interpretations by the Gezs.teswzssen—
schaften secure historical continuities. Tho;e who raise more
extensive theoretical claims, who pursue phllosophy and social
theory in the footsteps of the master thinkers, revc?al them-
selves to be intellectuals — seducers in the garb of enlighteners
— who share in the priestly domination by the N?w Class.

From the need for compensation on the part of an un'stabl.e
social modernity, the neoconservatives draw the further impli-
cation that the explosive contents of modern cult.ure must be
defused. They turn off the light of a future-oriented time-
consciousness, gather together everything cul.tural that does
not enter directly into the welter of the (!ynamlsm of m()dern—
1ization, and place it in the perspective of a rememorative pre-
servation. This traditionalism denies all right to . the
constructive and critical viewpoints afforded by moral univer-
salism, as well as to the creative and subversive powers of avant-
garde art. A retrospectively oriented aesthetics® repders harm-
less especially those motifs which first emerged in early' Ro-
manticism and which nourished Nietzsche’s aesthetically
inspired critique of reason. , _

Nictzsche wanted to explode the framework of Occ1deptal
rationalism within which the competitors of Left and nght
Hegelianism still moved. His antithumanism, continued by Hei-
degger and Bataille in two variations, is the real .challe.nge fgr
the discourse of modernity. Next, 1 want to investigate in
Nietzsche just what lies hidden behind the radical gestures of
this challenge. If it should turn out that this way also does not
seriously lead beyond the philosophy of the subject, we would
have to return to the alternative that Hegel left in the lurch
back in Jena — to a concept of communicative reason that
places the dialectic of enlightenment in a different light. Per-
haps the discourse of modernity took the wrong turn at that
first crossroads before which the young Marx stood once again
when he criticized Hegel.*!

Excursus on the Obsolescence of the
Production Paradigm

As long as the theory of modernity takes its orientation from
the basic concepts of the philosophy of reflection — from ideas
of knowledge, conscious awarcness, self-consciousness — the
intrinsic connection with the concept of reason or of rationality
is obvious. This is not as evident with the basic concepts of the
philosophy of praxis, such as action, self-generation, and labor.
To be sure, within the Marxian theory of value the normative
contents of the notions of practice and reason, productive ac-
tvity and rationality, are still intermeshed, though not in a
wholly perspicuous fashion. But this linkage began to come
loose, in the 1920s at the latest, as theoreticians such as Gram-
sci, Lukdcs, Korsch, Horkheimer, and Marcuse brought the
originally practical meaning of the critique of reification to
bear against the economism and historical objectivism of the
Second International. Two different lines of tradition devel-
oped within Western Marxism, one determined by the recep-
tion of Max Weber, the other by the reception of Husserl and
Heidegger. The carly Lukécs and Critical Theory conceived of
reification as rationalization and developed a critical concept
of rationality on the basis of a materialistic appropriation of
Hegel, but without appealing to the production paradigm for
this purpose.!

On the other hand, reading the Marx of the Early Writings
in the light of Husserlian phenomenology and developing a
concept of practice with normative content, the carly Marcuse
and later Sartre renewed the production paradigm, which had
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become washed out in the meaiitimc, but \Yilhout appe’a(lli.n.gr 1.(i
a concept of rationality for this purp()sy’. 1 hcs‘e‘ mio tra it(ll(m‘s_
start Lo converge only within the paradigm Shlft‘fl om pro ugf
ive activity to communicative action and the reioriiiulatl}()n o)
the concept of the lifeworld in terms ()f coniiniiriicatlf)ris t 16(,)3;
— a concept that had becn conne'ctcd m a \'ar’iety' ,01 w(ays wi
Marx’s concept of practice ever smccﬁMarc.usc S ‘(,hsse?t,m,(})ln orn
the philosophical concept of lalior. That is Lo say,‘t ](,.L e(t)))i
of communicative action establishes an internal 1ela'1.1-on' ef
tween practice and rationality. It studies .the. supposn’lim? od
rationality inherent in ordinary commium.cative.}))rac(tiice an :
conceptualizes the normative content of actii)n (.)rlgn’te. L(i 1r.nu2
tual understanding in terms of communicative rati(md 1?/1.
This paradigm shift 1s motivated.by, among 'othcr iiiings, the
fact that the normative foundations of Ci"l[lC'dl social t.li.eory
could not be demonstrated along either of tiie two trgditl()nal
lines. | have analyzed the aporias of \/\’elierlaii Ma‘rx1sm eise—
where. Here I would like to discuss the difhaihies ofa M.arx1sm
that renews the production paradigm while depending on
phenomenology in connection with two works that have C(l):}]e
out of the Budapest School. Ironically cnough, the late Lu a(is
already paved the way for an anthiop(.)loglcal turn“and a rlg(i
lizibilitétion of the concept of practice In terms of “the wor
of everyday life.™ ) . o
Husserl introduced the concept of practice as constitution 1n
the context of his analyses of the lifeworld. It was not from the
outsct tailored to genuinely Marxian problematlcws. This can be
seen, for instancc,' in the fact that the theories of the everyday
world developed independently by Beiger aiid Luck}mann (foi—
lowing Schiitz) and by Agnes Heller (tglloy'iiig .Luk'acs) exhibit
striking similarities. The concept of ()li]ectlh'catif)n is central to
both: “Human expressivity is capable of ()b:]e'ctivation, that is,
it manifests itself in products of human activity that are avail-
able both to their producers and to other men as clements of
a common world.”? ‘ .
The phrase “human expressivity” refers to the expresswui
model (traced by Charles Taylor back to Herder) ofg proccsls
of generation and self-formation that came }o Marx via H?ge ;
R()inanticism, and, naturally, Feuerbach.® I'he model of the
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externalization and appropriation of essential powers was de-
rived, on the one hand, from dynamizing Aristotle’s concept
of form — the individual unfolds his essential powers through
his own productive activity — and, on the other hand, from
the philosophy of reflection’s mediation of the Aristotelian
concept of form with an aesthetic one — the objectifications in
which subjectivity takes on external shape are at the same time
the symbolic expression of both a conscious act of creation and
an unconscious process of self-formation. The productivity of
the creative genius is thus prototypical for an activity in which
autonomy and self-realization are united in such a way that
the objectification of human essential powers loses the char-
acter of violence in relation to both external and internal na-
ture. Berger and Luckmann connect this idea with the world-
constituting productivity of Husserl’s transcendental conscious-
ness and conceive of the process of social reproduction in
accord with this model: “T'he process by which the externalized
products of human activity attain the character of objectivity is
objectivation.” But objectification designates only a phase in
the circular process of externalization, objectivation, appropri-
ation, and reproduction of essential human powers in which
creative acts are integrated with the self-formative process of
socralized subjects: “Society is a human product. Society is an
objective reality. Man is a social product.””

Since this lifeworld practice is still interpreted in terms of
the philosophy of consciousness as the achievement of a tran-
scendentally basic subjectivity, the normativity of self-reflection
is intrinsic to it. A possibility for error is built into the process
of becoming conscious: the hypostatization of one’s own accom-
plishments into independently existing entities. Like Feuerbach
i his critique of religion, and Kant in his critique of transcen-
dental illusion, the later Husserl employs this figure of thought
in his critique of the sciences. Without forcing anything, Berger
and Luckmann can link Husserl’s concept of objectivism with
that of reification: “Reification is the apprehension of the prod-
ucts of human activity as if they were something else than
human products — such as facts of nature, results of cosmic
laws, or manifestations of divine will. Reification implies that
man is capable of forgetting his own authorship of the human
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world and, further, that the dialectic betwe?n man, the pro-
ducer, and his products is lost fo wnsciousness.. I'he relﬁed worgd
is, by definition, a dehumanized wor.ld. It 1s expel'rlenced y
man as a strange facticity, an opus ahmum over which he hés
no control rather than as the opus proprium ot his own produci
tive activity.”® The normative content of the expressivist mode
is reflected in this concept of reification: What we can no longer
be awarce of as our own product pl?lc'es constraints on our
productivity and at the same time inhibits autonomy and self-
realization and alienates the subject both from the world and
from himself. ‘ . .
When this idealist figure of thought of produc1.ng or consti-
tuting a world is conceived materiahstlcally,. tha.t 1s, llterally. as
a process of production, all these determ.matlon.s stemming
from the philosophy of reflection can.be 11'nmedlately trans-
posed in a naturalistic manner by praxis phllos‘f)phers. Ip [hli"
sense, Agnes Heller defines everyda)_/ !nce as ‘the t(?tallty 0
activities which are performed by individuals for tl.le.lr' repro-
duction and which create at any given time the posmbllmes for
social reproduction.”® With the materialist interpretation of the
idealist concept of practice in terms of constitution (m()st. re-
cently developed by Husserl), “prodgctlgn” is tf’a.nsformed Into
the expenditure of labor power, “objecFlvgtlon into th.e (lbjec-
ufication of labor power, the “appropriation” of what is pro-
duced” into the satisfaction of material needs (that is,
consumption). And “reification,” which withholds fro.m the
producers their externalized essential powers as som'ethmg a!—
ien and removed from their control, becomes matengl explm~
tation caused by the privileged appropriation of. socially
produced wealth and ultimately by private 0yvnershlpl of the
means of production. This shift in interpretation certaml~y has‘
the advantage of relieving the concept of everyday practice 'of
the foundational obligations and methodol()glFal dlf'fICUlIlCS
that come with any foundationalist philosophy of consciousness
and that Berger and Luckmann inherit by assimilating the
concept of practice of the young Marx to the latg Hus§erl.
However, the production paradigm dcta.ched from its roots
in the philosophy of reflection brings with 1t at l.eagt three new
problems when it is called upon to perform similar tasks in
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social theory: (1) The production paradigm so restricts the
concept of practice that the question arises of how the para-
digmatic activity-type of labor or the making of products is
related to all the other cultural forms of expression of subjects
capable of speech and action. Indeed, Agnes Heller counts
institutions and linguistic forms of expression as “objectivations
proper to the species” no less than labor products in the nar-
rower sensc.'” (2) The production paradigm gives a naturalistic
meaning to the concept of practice in such a way that the
question arises of whether any normative content at all can still
be derived from the metabolic process between society and
nature. Heller unabashedly points to the acuivity of artists and
scientists as the still valid model for a creative break with the
routines of alienated everyday life."" (3) The production para-
digm gives the concept of practice such a clear cmpirical mean-
ing that the question arises of whether it loses its plausibility
with the historically foreseeable end of a society based upon
labor. Claus Offe opened a recent conference of German so-
ciologists with this question.'? 1 will confine myself to the first
two difficulties, both of which have been discussed by Gyorgy
Markus. !

With regard to the first difficulty, Markus sets out to explain
in what sense not merely fabricated things — the instruments
and products of the labor process — but all the components
of a social lifeworld, and even the context of the lifeworld
itself, can be understood as objectifications or objectivations of
human labor. He develops his argument in threce steps. Furst,
Markus shows that objective elements of the lifeworld owe their
meaning not only to technical rules of producton but also to
conventions of use. The use-value of any commodity represents
not only the labor power expended in the process of produc-
tion and the skill deployed in it but also the context of 1ts use
and the needs whose satisfaction it serves. Just as Heidegger
analyzes the ool character of articles of use, Markus empha-
sizes the social character (hat attaches like a “natural” property
to any object produced for a specific use: “A product is an
objectification only in relation to a process of appropriation,
that is, in relation to such actvities of any individual in which
essential conventions of use are followed and interiorized —
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‘n which the social needs and capacities Fhat it embodles. (in
the quality of 1ts use-value) are once again transformed (1int0
vital desires and skills.”'* In other words, not onl'y the proc uc-
tively expended labor powers but also the soc1alkl)¥ sp{e]uf;el(ril
possibilitics for appropriation by consumers arc objectifiec
()l?}g(;1t;§)s)’z(l, such practice, which is guided by tcdmical 1‘u(i.e's 0;
pro(lu(:ti()n as well as by ut.llltElrlal] rul‘es of use, 18 al§() m(e1 1aFe
by norms for the distribution both of the means of .pro uction
and of the wealth produced. These norms ()f action ground
differential rights and duties and secure motivations f()r the
exercise of differentially distributed social rolcs,‘ which in turn
determine activites, skills, and the satisfaction of needs. Hence,
social practice appears under a twofold aspect: on the 01216
hand, as a process of production and appropriation, \.Nthh proceeds
in accord with technical-utilitarian rules and signals the. rele-
vant level of exchange between society and nature (that 1s, the
state of the forces of pr()(luction); and on the ()L'her hand, as a
process of interaction, which is regulated by social norms’ an.(‘l
brings about a selective access to power and wealth (that s,
cxprrcsses the relations of productlon_). The !al.ter process pours
the material content, namely, the given skills and needs, into
the specific form of a structure of privileges and fixes the
distribution ot positions. ‘ ’
Finally, Markus secs the decisive advantage of the produqmn
para(ligm in the fact that it permits one to concerve of the
“unity of this dual process,” that 15, tO un(lers[and‘socml prac-
tice simultancously “as labor and as the reproduction of soaal‘
relations.” " Tt 1s ﬁ()ssiblc to conceive “the unity of processes ot
interaction between human beings, and between humal} beings
and nature,” from the viewpoint of production. 't Thls asser-
tion is astonishing because Markus, with all [he clar_lt.y one
might desire, distinguishes between the technical-utilitarian
rules for producing and employing products, on the' one hand,
and rules of social interaction, that is, norms of action depen-
dent upon intersubjective recognition and szlllcti()n§, on the
other hand. Correlatively, he proposes a clear analytic separa-
tion between “technical” and “social” spheres. He leaves no
doubt that practice in the sense of the production and useful
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employment of products has structure-forming effects only for
the metabolic process between human beings and nature. By
contrast, practice in the sense of norm-governed interaction
cannot be analyzed on the model of the productive expenditure
of labor power and the consumption of use-values. Production
constitutes only an object or a content for normative rules.

According to Markus, in the course of history up to now the
technical and the social spheres can only be separated analyti-
cally; empirically the two stay indissolubly fused with one an-
other so long as the forces and relations of production mutually
determine one another. Thus, Markus uses the fact that the
production paradigm is fit solely for the explanation of labor
and not for that of interaction to specify just those social for-
mations that will have brought about an institutional division
between technical and social spheres. That is, he sees socialism
as characterized precisely by the fact that “it reduces material-
productive activities to that which they are and always were in their
specificily, namely, an active-rational metabolism with nature,
purely ‘technical’ activity, beyond both conventions and social
domination.”!?

This brings us to the second ditficulty, the question concern-
ing the normative content of the concept of practice as inter-
preted in terms of production. If one imagines the metabolism
between human beings and nature as a circular process in
which production and consumption mutually stimulate and
expand each other, this presents two criteria for evaluating
social evolution: the increase in technically usetul knowledge,
and the differentiation as well as universalization of needs.
Both can be subsumed under the functionalist viewpoint of an
Increase in complexity. ‘Today, however, no one would wish to
assert that the quality of life together in society has to improve
along with the increasing complexity of social systems. The
metabolic model suggested by the production paradigm has as
little normative content as the system-environment model that
has replaced it in the meantime.

But what happens to the notions of autonomy and self-
realization that were built into the conception of a self-forma-
tive process in the philosophy of reflection? Can’t these nor-
mative contents still be recovered by the philosophy of praxis?
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As we have seen, Markus makes normative use Qf the .d.istipc—
tion between a practice that is regulated by technical-utilitarian
rules under the constraints of external nature and a practice
governed by norms of action in which interest, Value—.orlen—‘
tations, and goals are sedimented as forms of expression of
subjective nature. o .

As a practical goal, he envisions an 1nst1Futlonal separatl.o.n
between the technical moment and the social moment, a dlYl—
sion between a sphere of external necessity apd a sphere in
which we are ourselves ultimately responsible for all “necessi-
tites”: “The category of labor, given pride of pla.cc by c_rmcal
social theory as distinct from bourgeois economics, attains to
practical truth in a socialist society alone; for only here.. ..
does human becoming occur in virtue of its own goal-conscious
action, as determined solely by that social objectivity that pe.op'le
find ready-made for them and that, as nature, imposes limits
on their action.”® This formulation does not express clgarly
enough that the emancipatory perspectiye proceeds pr-easely‘
not from the production paradigm, but from the p'aradlgfn of
action oriented toward mutual understanding. It is the form
of interaction processes that must be altered.if one wants to
discover practically what the members of a society In any given
situation might want and what they should do in th§1r common
interest. The following passage is clearer: “Life is (only) ra-
tional when people, in awareness of the constraints and restric-
tions of their life-situation, determine the collective social goals
and values of their action through the articulation and dial-
ogical confrontation of their needs.”!” As to how this 1(.lea-of
reason as something that is in fact built into communicative
relations, and that can in practice be seized upon, could be
grounded — about this a theory committed to the paradigm
of production can say nothing.

IV

The Entry into Postmodernity:
Nietzsche as a Turning Point

Neither Hegel nor his direct disciples on the Left or Right ever
wanted to call into question the achievements of modernity
from which the modern age drew its pride and self-conscious-
ness. Above all the modern age stood above all under the sign
of subjective freedom. This was realized in society as the space
secured by civil law for the rational pursuit of one’s own inter-
ests; in the state, as the in principle equal rights to participation
in the formation of political will; in the private sphere, as
ethical autonomy and self-realization; finally, in the public
sphere related to this private realm, as the formative process
that takes place by means of the appropriation of a culture that
has become reflective. Even the forms of the absolute and of
the objective spirit, looked at from the perspective of the in-
dividual, had assumed a structure in which the subjective spirit
could emancipate itself from the naturelike spontaneity of the
traditional way of life. In the process, the spheres in which the
individual led his life as bourgeois, citoyen, and homme thereby
grew ever further apart from one another and became self-
sutficient. This separation and self-sutficiency, which, consid-
ered from the standpoint of philosophy of history, paved the
way for emancipation from age-old dependencies, were expe-
rienced at the same time as abstraction, as alienation from the
totahity of an ethical context of life. Once religion had been the
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unbreakable seal upon this totality; it is not by chance that this
seal has been broken. .

The religious forces of socal integratio.n grew w?aker in the
wake of a process ol enlightenment that s just as little suscep-
tible of being revoked as it was arbitrarily brought ab(?ut n the
first place. One featurce of this enlightenment is the irreversi-
bility of learming processces, which is based on the fact that
insights cannot be forgotten at will; they can only be repressed
or corrected by better insights. Hence, enlightenment can only
make good 1ts deficits by radicalized enlightenmen.t; this.is why
Hegel and his disciples had to place Lhenj hope in a dlalelth
of él1light€1nll€11[ in which reason was validated as an equiva-
lent for the unifying power of religion. ‘They worked out con-
cepts of reason that were supposed to fulhl! :su(:h a program.
We have seen how and why these attempts failed.

Hegel conceived of reason as the reconciling se!f—kno.wledge
of an absolute spirit; the Hegelian Left, as the.hberatmg ap-
propriation of productively externalized, but withheld, essen-
tial powers; the Hegelian Right, as .the 1‘§men1()1‘at1v’e
compensation for the pain of inevitable (ll.rcimptlons. _Hegcl s
concept proved too strong; the absolute spirit was posited un-
perturbed, beyond the process of a history open to the fupurc
and bevond the unreconciled character of the present. Against
the quiétistic withdrawal of the priestly caste of philosophers
from an unreconciled reality, therefore, the Young Hegelians
invoked the profane right of a present that still awaited the
realization of philosophical thought. In doing so, they brought
to bear a concept of praxis that fell short. This concept only
enhanced the force of the absolutized purposive rationality that
1t was supposed to overcome. Ncoconservatives could spell out
for praxis philosophy the social complexity that stubborn.ly
asscrted itself in the face of all revolutionary hopes. They in
turn attered Hegel's concept of reason in such a way that
modern socicty’s need for compensation was brought to the

fore at the saune time as its rationality. But this concept diq not
reach far cnough to make intelligible the compensatory tunc-
tion of a historicism that was supposed to bring traditional
forces back to life  through the medium of the
Gewsteswissenschaften.

8b

The Entry into Postmodernity: Nietzsche

Against this contemporary culture fed from the springs of
an antiquarian historiography, Nietzsche brought the modern
time-consciousness to bear in a way similar to that in which the
Young Hegelians once did against the objectivism of the He-
gelian philosophy of history. In the second of his Untimely
Observations, “On the Advantage and Disadvantage of History
for Life,” Nietzsche analyzes the fruitlessness of cultural tra-
dition uncoupled from action and shoved into the sphere of
interiority. “Knowledge, taken in excess without hunger, even
contrary to need, no longer acts as a transforming motive
impelling to action and remains hidden in a certain chaotic
inner world . .. and so the whole of modern culture is essen-
tially internal. . . . a ‘Handbook ot Inner Culture for External
Barbarians.””! Modern consciousness, overburdened with his-
torical knowledge, has lost “the plastic power of life” that makes
human beings able, with their gaze toward the future, to “in-
terpret the past from the standpoint of the highest strength of
the present.” Because the methodically proceeding Geisteswis-
senschaften are dependent on a false, which is to say unattain-
able, ideal of objectivity, they neutralize the standards necessary
for life and make way for a paralyzing relativism: “Things were
different in all ages; it does not matter how you are.” They
block the capacity “to shatter and dissolve something [past]”
from time to time, in order “to enable [us] to live [in the
present].”* Like the Young Hegelians, Nietzsche senses in the
historicist admiration of the “power of history” a tendency that
all too easily turns into an admiration of naked success in the
style ot Realpolitik.

With Nietzsche’s entrance into the discourse of modernity,
the argument shifts, from the ground up. To begin with, rea-
son was conceived as a reconciling self-knowledge, then as a
liberating appropriation, and finally as a compensatory re-
membrance, so that it could emerge as the equivalent for the
unifying power of religion and overcome the diremptions of
modernity by means of its own driving forces. Three times this
attempt to tailor the concept of reason to the program of an
intrinsic dialectic of enlightenment miscarried. In the context
of this constellation, Nietzsche had no choice but to submit
subject-centered reason yet again to an immanent critique — or



86
Lecture 1V

to give up the program entirely. Nietzschq (.)pts fqr the second
altérnative: He renounces a renewed revision of the concept
of reason and bids farewell to the dialectic of enlightenmen-t. In
particular, the historicist deformation of modern conscious-
ness, in which it is looded with arbitrary contents and emptied
of everything essential, makes him doubt thaF modernity could
still fashion its criteria out of itselfl — “for from ourselves we
moderns have nothing at all.”® Indeed Nietzsche turns the
thought-figure of the dialectic of Cnlightgmﬂf}nF upon the his-
toricist enlightenment as well, but this time with the goal of
exploding modernity’s husk of reason as such. .

Nietzsche uses the ladder of historical reason in order to cast
it away at the end and to gain a foothold in mth as the ()thfzr
of reason: “for the origin of historical education — and 1ts
inner, quite radical contradiction with the spirit of ‘a"ncw age,’
a ‘modern consciousness’ — this origin must itself in turn be
historically understood, history must itself dissolve Fhe problerp
of history, knowledge must turn its sting against itself — this
threefold must is the imperative of the new spirit of the ‘new
age’ if it really does contain something new, mighty, ().rigipal
and a promise of life.”® Nietzsche is thinking here Qf his 311‘”1
of Tragedy, an investigation, carried out with historical-philol-
ogical means, that led him beyond the Alexandrian wo.rld.and
beyond the Roman-Christian world back to the beginnimgs,
back to the “ancient Greek world of the great, the natural and
human.” On this path, the antiquarian-thinking “latecomers”
of modernity are to be transformed into “firstlings” of a post-
modern age — a program that Heidegger will take up again
in Being and Time. For Nietzsche, the starting situation is clear.
On the one hand, historical enlightenment only strengthens
the now palpable diremptions in the achievements of modern-
ity; reason as manifested in the form of a religion of culture
no longer develops any synthetic forces that could renew the
unifying power of traditional religion. On the other hand, the
path of restoration is barred to modernity. The religious-me-
taphysical world views of ancient civilizations are themseltves
already a product of enlightenment; they are foo rational, there-
fore, 1o be able 1o provide opposition to the radicalized enlight-
enment of modernity.
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Like all who leap out of the dialectic of enlightenment,
Nietzsche undertakes a conspicuous leveling. Modernity loses
its singular status; it constitutes only a last epoch in the far-
reaching history of a rationalization initiated by the dissolution
of archaic life and the collapse of myth.” In Europe, Socrates
and Christ, the founders of philosophical thought and of ec-
clesiastical monotheism, mark this turning point: “The tremen-
dous historical need of our unsatisfied historical culture, the
assembling around one of the countless other cultures, the
consuming desire for knowledge — what does all this point to,
if not to the loss of myth, the loss of the mythical home?™® The
modern time-consciousness, of course, prohibits any thoughts
of regression, of an unmediated return to mythical origins.
Only the future constitutes the horizon for the arousal of myth-
ical pasts: “T'he past always speaks as an oracle: Only as mas-
terbuilders of the future who know the present will you
understand it.” This utopian attitude, directed to the god who
is coming, distinguishes Nietzsche’s undertaking from the re-
actionary call of “Back to the origins!” Teleological thought
that contrasts origin and goal with each other loses its power
completely. And because Nietzsche does not negate the modern
time-consciousness, but heightens it, he can imagine modern
art, which in its most subjective forms ot expression drives this
time-consciousness to its summit, as the medium in which mod-
ernity makes contact with the archaic. Whereas historicism
presents us with the world as an exhibition and transforms the
contemporarics enjoying it into blasé spectators, only the su-
prahistorical power of an art consuming itself in actuality can
bring salvation for “the true neediness and inner poverty of
man.”’ 1Y

Here the young Nietzsche has in mind the program of Rich-
ard Wagner, who opened his “Essay on Religion and Art” with
the statement: “One could say that wherever religion has be-
come artistic, it 1s left to art to save the core of religion, in that
it grasps the mythic symbols (which religion wants to believe
are true in a real sense) in terms of their symbolic values, so
that the profound truth hidden in them can be recognized
through their ideal representation.”!! The religious festival
become work of art is supposed, with a culturally revived public
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sphere, to overcome the inwardness of privately appropriated
historical culture. An aesthetically rencwed mythology 1s sup-
posed to relax the forces of social integration coqsolidated by
competitive society. It will decenter modcrn‘ consciousness '(11'1(1
open 1t to archaic experiences. This art of the iuture denies
that it is the product of an individual artist and establlsbes “the
people itself as the artist of the future.”'? This is why Nietzsche
cclebrates Wagner as the “Revolutionary of Society” and as the
one who overcomes Alexandrian culture. He expects the effect
of Dionysian tragedy to go forth from Bayreuth — “that the
state and society and, quite generally, the gulfs between man
and man give way to an overwhelming feeling of unity leading
back to the very heart of nature.”"

As we know, later on Nietzsche turned away in disgust from
the world of the Wagnerian opera. What is more interesting
than the personal, political, and aesthetic reasons for this aver-
sion is the philosophical mouve that stands behind the ques-
tion, “What would a music have to be like that would no longer
be of Romantic origin (like Wagner’s) — but Dionysian?”'* The
idea of a new mythology is of Romantic provenance, and so
also is the rccourse to Dionysus as the god who 1s coming.
Nictzsche likewise distances himself from the Romantic use of
these ideas and proclaims a manifestly more radical version
pointing far beyond Wagner. But wherein does the Dionysian
differ from the Romanticr

11

In Hegel’s "Oldest System Program” of 1796/97, one encoun-
ters alrcady the expectation of a new mythology that establishes
poetry as the schoolmistress of humanity. There is already
apparent heve a motif that both Wagner and Nietzsche will
later emphasize: In the forms of a revived mythology, art can
reacquire the character of a public institution and develop the
power to regenerate the ethical totality of the nation.'® In the
same sense, Schelling, at the end of his System of Transcendental
Idealism, tells us that the new mythology “cannot be the inven-
ton of an individual poct, but of a new race representing, as
it were, One Poet.”'% In his “Discourse on Mythology,” Fried-
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rich Schlegel says something similar: “Our poetry lacks a mid-
dle point, the way mythology was for the ancients; and
everything essential, in which the modern art of poetry falls
short of the ancient, may be summarized in the words: We
have no mythology. But ... we are close to obtaining one.”!”
Both publications stem from the year 1800 and spin out the
idea of a new mythology in different variations.

Hegel’'s “Oldest System Program” contains as a further motif
the notion that with the new mythology art will take the place
of philosophy, because aesthetic intuition 1s “the highest act of
reason’: “I'ruth and goodness [are] intimately related only in
beauty.”!® This sentence could stand as a motto over Schelling’s
“System” of 1800. Schelling finds in aesthetic intuition the
solution to the puzzle of how the “I” can be made aware of the
identity of freedom and necessity, spirit and nature, conscious
and unconscious activity in a product 1t has itself brought forth.
“Hence, for the philosopher art is the most sublime, because
it opens up for him the sanctuary, where in cternal and pri-
mordial union there burns in one flame, as it were, what is
sundered in nature and history, and what must eternally flee
from itself in life and action as well as in thought.”!® Under
the modern conditions of a reflection driven to extremes, art,
and not philosophy, guarded the flame of that absolute identity
that had once been enkindled in the festival cults of religious
communites of faith. Art was to reacquire its public character
in the form of a new mythology; it would no longer be merely
the organon, but rather the goal and future of philosophy.
After its culmination, the latter could flow back into the ocean
of poetry from which it had once come. “It is not difficult to
say in general what the ‘middle term’ for the return of science
to poetry will be, because such a thing has existed in mythol-
ogy. ... But how a new mythology might be able to emerge is
a problem whose illumination is to be awaited from the future
destinies of the world.”?

The difference from Hegel is obvious — not speculative
reason, but poetry alone can, as soon as it becomes public in
the form of a new mythology, replace the unifying power of
religion. To be sure, Schelling does crect an entire philosoph-
ical system to reach this conclusion. It is speculative reason
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itself that surpasses itself through the program of a new my-
thology. Schlegel sees things diffe?ently; he recommends that
the philosopher “[discard] the warllke. adornment of the system
and [share] with Homer a dwelling in the temple of 'thc new
poetry.”?! In Schlegel’s hands, the new my[l?ol()gy Is trans-
formed from a philosophically grounded hope into a messianic
hope that can be given wing by historical signs — by signs t.h.aL
tell us “that humanity is struggling with all its power to find its
center. It must pass away ... or be rejuvenated. . . . Gray An-
tiquity will become vital again, and the most r'e'motewf)urtur.e
culture will already announce itself in premonitions.”* This
messianic temporalizing of what for Schelling was a well-
founded historical expectation results from the changed status
Schlegel ascribes to speculative reason. ‘ . -
To be sure, this had already had its center of gravity shlfted‘
with Schelling: Reason could no longer take possession o.fitseli
in its own medium of self-reflection; it could only rediscover
itself in the prior medium of art. But what, according to Schel.l—
ing, can be intuited in the products of art is ne.vertheless still
reason become objective — the intimate relatlonshlp of th'e
true and the good in the beautiful. Schlegel calls precisely this
unity into question. He adheres to the autonomy of the beau-
tiful in the sense “that it is separate from the true and the
moral, and that it [has] equal rights with these.”?® The new
mythology is to owe its binding force not to some form of art
in which «ll moments of reason are intimately related, but to a
divinatory gift of poetry that is distinct from philosophy and
science, morals and ethics: “For that is the beginning of all
poetry, namely, to overcome the operation and laws of ration-
ally thinking reason and transpose us again into the lovely
confusion of fantasy, into the primordial chaos of human na-
ture, for which I know of no more beautiful symbol than the
abundant throng of the classical gods.”?* Schlegel no longer‘
understands the new mythology as the rendering sensuous of
reason, the becoming aesthetic of ideas that are supposed to
be joined in this way with the interests of the people. Instead,
only poetry that has become autonomous, that has been
cleansed of associations with theoretical and practical reason,
opens wide the door to the world of the primordial forces of
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myth. Modern art alone can communicate with the archaic
sources of social integration that have been sealed off within
modernity. On this rcading, the new mythology demands of a
dirempted modernity that it relate to the “primordial chaos”
as the other of reason.

If, however, the creation of the new myth lacked the thrust-
power of the dialectic of enlightenment, if the expectation “of
that grand process of rejuvenation” could no longer be
grounded i a philosophy of history, “Romantic messianism”
needed a new figure of thought.?> In this connection, the fact
that Dionysus, the driven god of frenzy, of madness, and of
ceaseless transformations, undergoes a surprising revalution in
early Romanticism is worthy of note.

The cult of Dionysus could become attractive to an age of
enlightenment losing confidence in itself because in the Greece
of Euripides and of sophistic critique it had kept awake ancient
religious traditions. Manfred Frank singles out as the decisive
motive the fact that Dionysus, as the god who is coming, could
attract redemptive hopes to himself.26 With Semele, a mortal
woman, Zcus gave birth (o Dionysus, who was persecuted with
divine wrath by Hera, Zeus’s wifc, and ulumately driven into
madness. Since then, Dionysus wanders about with a wild herd
of Satyrs and Bacchants throughout North Africa and Asia
Minor, a “foreign god,” as Holderlin says, who plunges the
West into the “night of the gods” and leaves behind nothing
but the gift of intoxication. But Dionysus is supposed to return
some day, reborn through the mysteries and freed from insan-
ity. He is distinguished from all the other Greek gods as the
one who is absent, whose return is still to come. The parallel
to Christ was evident; he, too, died and left behind bread and
wine until he would himself return.?? Dionysus, of course, has
the peculiarity that in his cultic excesses he preserves, as it
were, that fund of social solidarity which was lost to the Chris-
tian West along with the archaic forms of religiosity. So Hold-
erlin connects the Dionysus myth with a unique figure of
historical interpretation that could carry a messlanic expecta-
tion — a figure that has remained influential down to Heideg-
ger. Since its beginnings, the West has remained in the night
of the remoteness of God or of the forgetfulness of being. The
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god of the future wilt renew the lost, prim()rdial forces; an.d
the approaching god makes his arrival sensible through his
absence, brought painfully to consciousness by “the greatest
remotencss.” By making those abandoned feel more urgently
what was Witl’l({l‘zl\\'n from them, he announces his return all
the more convincingly: In the greatest peril, what brings sal-
vation waxes as well.??

Nietzsche is not original in his Dionysian treatment of his-
tory. The historical thesis about the origin of the Greek tragic
chorus in the ancient Greek cult of Dionysus acquires its critical
point for modernity from a context that was glready we;ll de-
veloped in early Romanticism. Why Nietzsche distances hlmse.lf
from this Romantic background thus stands all the more 1n
need of explanation. The key is the equation of Dionysus and
Christ, which was not only taken up by Holderlin but was
entertained as well by Novalis, Schelling, Creuzer — by the
whole early Romantic reception of myth. This identification of
the frenzied wine-god with the Christian savior-god is only
possible because Romantic messianism aimed at a rejuvenation
of, but not a departure from, the West. The new mythology
was supposed 1o restore a lost solidarity but not reject Fhe
emancipation that the separation from the primordial mythlc.al
forces also brought about for the individual as individuated in
the presence of the One God.2? In Romanticism, the recourse
to Dionysus was supposed to open up only that dimension of
public freedom in which Christian proiises were to be fulfilled
in a this-worldly manner, so that the principle of subjectivity
— deepened and at the same time authoritatively brought to
dominance by the Reformation and the Enlightenment —
could lose 1ts narrowness.

III

The mature Nietzsche recognizes that Wagner, in whom mod-
ernity is almost “summed up,” shared with the Romantics the
perspective on the still-to-come fulfillment of the modern age.
Precisely Wagner pushes Nietzsche to “disappointment with
everything left for us modern men to be enthusiastic about,”
because he, a desperate decadent, “suddenly . .. bowed down
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before the Christian cross.” Thus, Wagner remains captive to
the Romantic union of the Dionysian with the Christian. Just
as little as the Romantics does he esteem in Dionysus the de-
migod who offers radical redemption from the curse of iden-
tity, who rescinds the principle of individuation, who validates
the polymorphous versus the unity of the transcendent God,
and anomie versus precepts. In Apollo, the Greeks divinized
individuation, the observance of the limits of the individual.
But Apollonian beauty and moderation only hid the Titanic
and barbaric underground that erupted in the ecstatic tone of
the Dionysian festival: “The individual, with all his restraint
and proportion, succumbed here to the seclf-oblivion of the
Dionysian states, and forgot the precepts of Apollo.” !
Nietzsche recalls Schopenhauer’s depiction of the “terror which
seizes man when he suddenly begins to doubt the cognitive
form of phenomena, because the principle of sufficient reason

. seems to suffer an exception. If we add to this terror the
blisstul ecstasy that wells from the innermost depths of man,
indeed of nature, at this collapse of the principi individuations,
we steal a glimpse into the nature of the Dionysian.”?

But Nietzsche was not only the disciple of Schopenhauer; he
was the contemporary of Mallarmé and the Symbolists, an
advocate of lart pour Uart. Therefore, as an ingredient in the
description of the Dionysian — as the heightening of the sub-

jective to the point of utter selt-oblivion — there is also the

experience (radicalized once again in comparison to the Ro-
mantics) of contemporary art. What Nietzsche calls the “aes-
thetic phenomenon” is disclosed in the concentrated dealings
with itself of a decentered subjectivity set free from everyday
conventions of perceiving and acting. Only when the subject
loses tself, when it sheers off from pragmatic experience in
space and time, when it is stirred by the shock of the sudden,
when it considers “the longing for true presence” (Octavio Paz)
fulfilled and, oblivious to itself, is transported by the moment;
only when the categories of intelligent doing and thinking are
upset, the norms of daily life have broken down, the illusions
of habitual normality have collapsed — only then does the
world of the untorseen and the absolutely astonishing open
up, the realm of aesthetic illusion, which neither hides nor
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reveals, 1s neither appearance nor essence, but n()thingiotherw
than surface. Nietzsche continues the Romantic purification of
the aesthetic phenomenon from all thcoretica! and. practlc"al
associations.?? In the aesthetic experience, the Dionysian rea111ty~
is shut off by a “chasm of forgetfulness” aga}inst the world of
theoretical knowledge and moral action, against the‘ everyday.
Art opens access to the Dionysian (mly. at the cost o.f ecstasy —
at the cost of a painful de-differentiation, a dc—dehm'ltagon of
the individual, a merging with amorphous nature within and
without. . .
Consequently, the mythless human beings of 1Q()(1ern11,y can
expect from the new mythology only a kind of redemptlon
that eliminates all mediations. This Schopenhauerian concep-
tion of the Dionysian principle gives a twist to th.e program of
the new mythology that was foreign to Romantic messianism
—_it is now a question of totally turning away from the mhlhsFm
void of modernity. With Nietzsche, the criticism of moderpuy
dispenses for the first time with its ret‘entlonyof an emancipa-
tory content. Subject-centered reason 1s confropted with rea-
son’s absolute other. And as a counterauthority to reason,
Nietzsche appeals to experiences that are displaced back nto
the archaic realm — experiences of self-disclosure of a dc.c'en-
tered subjectivity, liberated from all Constrai.nts of cognition
and purposive activity, all imperatives of utility and morality.
A “break-up of the principle of individuation” b'ecom'es the
escapce route from modernity. Of course, if 1t 15 gong to
amount to more than a citation of Schopenhauer, this can only
gain credibility through the most advanced art of modernity.
Nietzsche can blind himself to this contradiction because he
splits off the rational moment that comes to expression in the
inner logic of avant-garde art from any connection with theo-
retical and practical reason and shoves it into the realm of
metaphysically transfigured irrationality. -
Already in the Birth of Tragedy, standing behind art is ll.fe. We
already find there the peculiar theodicy according to which the
world can be justified only as an aesthetic phenomenon.** Pro-
found cruelty and pain, as well as joy and delight, count as the
projections of a creative spirit who surrenders himself unhes-
itatingly to the diffuse enjoyment of the power and arbitrari-
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ness of his illusory appearances. The world appears as a
network of distortions and interpretations for which no inten-
tion and no text provides a basis. Together with a sensibility
that allows itself to be affected in as many different ways as
possible, the power to create meaning constitutes the authentic
core of the will to power. This is at the same time a will (o illusion,
a will to simplification, to masks, to the superficial; art counts
as man’s genuine metaphysical activity, because life itself is
based on illusion, deception, optics, the necessity of the per-
spectival and of error.

Of course, Nietzsche can shape these ideas into a “meta-
physics for artists” only if he reduces everything that is and
should be to the aesthetic dimension. There can be neither
ontic nor moral phenomena — at least in the sense in which
Nietzsche speaks of aesthetic phenomena. The famous sketches
for a pragmatic theory ot knowledge and for a natural history
of morality that trace the distinctions between “true” and
“false,” “good” and “evil,” back to preferences for what serves
life and for the noble, are meant to demonstrate this.?® Ac-
cording to this analysis, behind apparently universal normative
claims lie hidden the subjective power claims of value apprais-
als. Even in these power claims, it is not the strategic wills of
individual subjects that obtain. Instead, the transsubjective will
to power is manifested in the ebb and flow of an anonymous
process of subjugation.

The theory of a will to power operating in every event pro-
vides the framework within which Nietzsche explains how the
fictions of a world comprised of entities and of goods arise, as
well as the illusory identities of knowing and morally acting
subjects; how, with the soul and self-consciousness, a sphere of
inwardness 1s constituted; how metaphysics, science, and the
ascetic ideal achieved dominance — and, finally, how subject-
centered reason owes this entire inventory to the occurrence
of an unsalutary, masochistic inversion of the very core of the
will to power. The nihilistic domination of subject-centered
reason is conceived as the result and expression of a perversion
of the will to power.

Since, then, the undistorted will to power is merely a meta-
physical conception of the Dionysian principle, Nietzsche can
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grasp the nihilism of the present age as _the niight of the re-
moteness of the gods, in which the proximity of th'e ab§cnt god
is proclaimed. His being “apart” and “f.)eyond‘” is nl.lsl'mder—
stood by the people as a flight from rcallt'y — wh_llc it 1s only
his absorption, immersion, penetration Into reahty., so that,
when he one day emerges into the light, he may bring hgmc
the redemption of this reality.”’ Nietzsche designates the t’l’me
of the return of the Anti-Christ as “the bell-stroke of noon” —
in a remarkable agreement with the aesthctic time-c:onscmus-
ness of Baudelaire. In the hour of Pan the day holds 1ts br'eath,
time stands still — the transitory moment is wed to eternity.
Nictzsche owes his concept of modernity, developed in terms
of his theory of power, to an unmasking critiqge ()f. reason that
sets itself outside the horizon of reason. This crlthu’e.has a
certain suggestiveness because it appeals, at lez}st impll'culy, to
criteria borrowed from the basic experiences of aesthetic mod-
ernity. Nietzsche enthrones taste, “the Yes and the No of the
palate,” as the organ of a knowledge be.ypnd true an.d i_alse,‘
beyond good and evil. But he cannot legitimate the criteria of
aesthetic judgment that he holds on to because he transposes
aesthetic experience into the archaic, because he does not rec-
ognize as a moment of reason the critical capacity for assessing
value that was sharpened through dealing with modern art —
a moment that is still at least procedurally connected w1th‘
objectifying knowledge and moral insight in thf.l processes of
providing argumentative grounds. The aesthetic domam, as
the gateway to the Dionysian, is hypostatized instead into the
other of reason. The disclosures of power theory get caught
up in the dilemma of a self-enclosed critique of rcason that has

become total. In a retrospective glance back at the Birth of

Tragedy, Nietzsche admits the youthful naiveté of his attempt
“to present science in the context of art, to look at science in
the perspective of the artist.”®® Even at an older age, though,
he could muster no clarity about what it means to pursuc a
critique of ideology that attacks its own {foundations.® In the
end, he oscillates between two strategies. ,
On the one hand, Nietzsche sces the possibility of an artistic
contemplation of the world carried out with scholarly tools bur
in an antimetaphysical, antiromantic, pessimistic, and sceptical
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attitude. Because it serves the philosophy of the will to power,
a historical science of this kind is supposed to be able to escape
the illusion of belief in truth.? Then, of course, the validity of
that philosophy would have to be presupposed. That is why
Nietzsche must, on the other hand, assert the possibility of a
critique of metaphysics that digs up the roots of metaphysical
thought without, however, itself giving up philosophy. He pro-
claims Dionysus a philosopher and himself the last disciple and
mitiate of this god who does philosophy. !

Nietzsche’s critique of modernity has been continued along
both paths. The sceptical scholar who wants to unmask the
perversion of the will to power, the revolt of reactionary forces,
and the emergence of a subject-centered reason by using an-
thropological, psychological, and historical methods has suc-
cessors in Bataille, Lacan, and Foucault; the initiate-critic of
metaphysics who pretends to a unique kind of knowledge and
pursues the rise of the philosophy of the subject back to its
pre-Socratic beginnings has successors in Heidegger and
Derrida.

v

Heidegger wants to take over the essential motifs of Nietzsche’s
Dionysian messianism while avoiding the aporias of a self-
enclosed critique of reason. Nietzsche, operating in a “schol-
arly” mode, wanted to catapult modern thinking beyond itself
by way of a genealogy of the belief in truth and of the ascetic
ideal; Heidegger, who espics an uncleansed remnant of en-
lightenment in this power-theoretical strategy of unmasking,
would rather stick with Nietzsche the “philosopher.” The goal
that Nictzsche pursued with a totalized, self-consuming critique
of ideology, Heidegger wants to reach through a destruction
of Western metaphysics that proceeds immanently. Nietzsche
had spanned the arch of the Dionysian event between Greek
tragedy and a new mythology. Heidegger’s later philosophy
can be understood as an attempt to displace this even from the
arca of an aesthetically revitalized mythology to that of philos-
ophy.** Heidegger is faced first of all with the task of puiting
philosophy in the place that art occupies in Nictzsche (as a
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countermovement to nihilism), in order then to transform
philosophical thinking in such a way tht it can bc-come the
area for the ossification and the renewal of the Dlonysmn.forces‘
__ he wants to describe the emergence and overcoming of
nihilism as the beginning and end of metaphysics. .

Heidegger's first Nietzsche lecture is entitled “The Wl}l to
Power as Art.” It is based above all on the posthumous frag-
ments, which in their compilation by Elisabeth Foerster-
Nictzsche were puffed up into an unwritten magnum opus,
The Will to Power.** Heidegger attempts to substantiate the
thesis that “Nietzsche moves in the orbit of Western philoso-
phy.”# He does call the thinker who m his me’t,aphysics e
reverts to the beginnings of Western philosophy™# and leads
the countermovement to nihilism an “artist-philosopher.” How-
ever, Nietzsche’s ideas about the saving power of art are sup-
posed to be “aesthetic” only “at first glaqce” but “nle,taphyslgal
... according to [their] Innermost will.”46 Held.egger.s classicist
understanding of art requires this interpretation. lee Hegel,
he is convinced that art reached its essential end with Roman-
ticism. A comparison with Walter Benjami.n would show how‘
litile Heidegger was influenced by genuine experiences o'f
avant-garde art. And so he was also unable to grasp why it s
that only a subjectivistically heightened and radxc.ally difter-
entiated art, which consistently develops the meaning proper
to the aesthetic dimension out of the self-experience of a de-‘
centered subjectivity, recommends itself as the ingugurat.or. of
a new mythology."” Thus, he has little difficulty in imagining
the leveling of the “aesthetic phenomenon” and the assimila-
tion of art to metaphysics. The beauriful allows Being to show
forth: “Both beauty and truth are related to Being, indeed by
way of unveiling the Being of beings.”** .

Later on this will read: The poct proclaims the holy, which
reveals itself to the thinker. Poetry and thinking are of course
interdependent, but in the end it is poetry that stems from
thinking in its initial stages.*”

Once art has been ontologized in this way,” philosophy must
again take on the task that it had handed over to art m Ro—
manticism, namely, creating an equivalent for the umfymg
power of religion, in order effectively to counter the diremp-
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tions of modernity. Nietzsche had entrusted the overcoming of
nihilism to the aesthetically revived Dionysian myth. Heidegger
projects this Dionysian happening onto the screen of a critique
of metaphysics, which thereby takes on world-historical
significance.

Now it is Being that has withdrawn itself from beings and
that announces its indeterminate arrival by an absence made
palpable and by the mounting pain of deprival. Thinking,
which stalks Being through the destiny of the forgetfulness of
Being to which Western philosophy has been doomed, has a
catalytic function. The thinking that simultaneously emerges
out of metaphysics, inquires into the origins of metaphysics,
and transcends the limits of metaphysics from inside no longer
shares in the self-confidence of a reason boasting of its own
autonomy. To be sure, the different strata within which Being
is buried have to be excavated. But the work of destruction, in
contrast with the power of reflection, serves to train one in a
new heteronomy. It focuses its energy singlemindedly on the
self-overcoming and the self-renunciation of a subjectivity that
has to learn perseverance and is supposed to dissolve in hu-
mility. As for reason itself, it can only be exercised in the baleful
acuvity of forgetting and expelling. Even memory lacks the
power to promote the return of what has been exiled. As a
result, Being can only come about as a fateful dispensation;
those who are in need can at most hold themselves open and
prepared for it. Heidegger’s critique of reason ends in the
distancing radicality of a change in orientation that is all-per-
vasive but empty of content — away from autonomy and to-
ward a self-surrender to Being, which supposedly leaves
behind the opposition between autonomy and heteronomy.

Bataille’s Nietzsche-inspired critique of reason takes another
tack. It, too employs the concept of the sacred for those de-
centering experiences of ambivalent rapture in which a hard-
ened subjectivity transgresses its boundaries. The actions of
religious sacrifice and of erotic fusion, in which the subject
seeks to be “loosed from its relatedness to the 1”7 and to make
room for a reestablished “continuity of Being,” are exemplary
tor him.>! Bataille, too, pursues the traces of a primordial force
that could heal the discontinuity or rift between the rationally
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disciplined world of work and the oudawed other ()f: reason.
He imagines this overpowering return to a lost continuity as
the eruption of elements opposecd 1o reason, as a _brcath-takmg
act of self-de-limiting. In this process of dissolution, the mon-
adically closed-off subjectivity of self-assertive and n}utllally
objectifying individuals is dispossessed and cast down into the
abvss. .

Bataille does not approach this Dionysian viglcnce (llFGFICd
against the principle of individuation by way ()F the restrame_d
p;lth of a self-overcoming of kn()w.lcldge that 1s cal.lght up in
metaphysics, but by way of an Cmp}rlcal and apalytlc grasp ot
phenomena associated with the scli—transgresm.on and self-c.*x-
tinction of the purposive-rational subject. He 1s obviously in-
terested in the Bacchanalian traits of an orgiastic will to power
— the creative and exuberant activity of a mighty will mani-
fested as much in play, dance, rapture, and gid(lir]ﬁss as n the
kinds of stimulation aroused by destruction, by viewing pain
that incites cruelty and pleasure, by witnessing violent degth.
The curious gaze with which Bataille patiently dl.ssects' the limit
experiences of ritual sacrifice and sexual love is gulqe(l and
informed by an aesthetics of terror. The yearglong foll()wer
and later opponent of André Breton does not, llke. Heidegger,
pass by the foundational aesthetic experience of Nletzsche,.but
follows out the radicalization of this experience into surrealism.
Like one possessed, Bataille investigates thosc ambivalent,
offputting emotional reactions of shame, loathing, shock, he
analyzes the sadistic satisfaction released by sudden, injurious,
intrusive, violently intervening impressions. In these explosive
stimuli are joined the countervailing tendencies of longing fmd
of horrified withdrawal into paralyzing fascination. L()ath}ng,
disgust, and horror fuse with lust, attraction, and craving. The
consclousness exposed to these rending ambivalences enters a
sphere beyond comprchension. The Surrealists wanted t.o
arousc this state of shock with aggressively employed aesthetic
means. Bataille pursues the traces of this “profane illumina-
tion” (Benjamin) right back to the taboos regarding the human
corpse, cannibalism, naked bodies, menstrual bleeding, incest,
and so on.
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‘These anthropological Investigations, which we shall con-
sider below, provide the starting point for a theory of sover-
eignty. Just as Nietzsche did in the Genealogy of Morals, so
Bataille studies the demarcating and ever fuller extirpating of
everything heterogencous by which the modern world of pur-
posively rational labor, consumption, and domination is con-
stituted. He does not avoid constructing a history of Western
reason which, like Heidegger’s critique of metaphysics, por-
trays modernity as an epoch of depletion. But in Bataille’s
account the heterogeneous, extraneous elements appear not in
the guise of an apocalyptically fateful dispensation, mystically
tacked on, but as subversive forces that can only be convulsively
relcased if they are unfettered within a libertarian socialistic
society.

Paradoxically, Bataille fights for the rights of this renewal of
the sacral with the tools of scientific analysis. By no means does
he regard methodical thought as suspect. “No one [can] pose
the problem of religion if he starts out from arbitrary solutions
not allowed by the present climate of exactitude. Insofar as I talk
about internal experience and not about objects, 1 am not a
man of science; but the moment I talk about objects, I do so
with the unavoidable rigor of the scientist.”>?

Bataille 1s separated from Heidegger both by his access to a
genuinely aesthetic experience (from which he draws the con-
cept of the sacred) and by his respect for the scientific character
of the knowledge that he would like to enlist in the service of
his analysis of the sacred. At the same time, if one considers
their respective contributions to the philosophical discourse of
modernity, there are parallels between the two thinkers. The
structural similarities can be explained by the fact that Heideg-
ger and Bataille want to meet the same challenge in the wake
of Nietzsche. They both want to carry out a radical critique of
reason — one that attacks the roots of the critique itself. Similar
constraints on argumentation result from this agreement about
the posing of the problem.

'To begin with, the object of the critique has to be determined
sharply enough so that we can recognize in it subject-centered
reason as the principle of modernity. Heidegger picks the ob-

Jectitying thought of the modern sciences as his point of de-
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parturc; Bataille, the purposively rationfil behavior of the
capitalist enterprise and of the bureaucratized stgte appara'tus
as his. The one, Heidegger, investigates the basic ontological
concepts of the philosophy of consciousness n order to lay
bare the will to technical control of objectified processes as the
underlying impulse governing the train of thought from Des-
cartes to Nietzsche. Subjectivity and reification distort our view
of the unmanipulable. The other, Bataille, investigates the 1m-
peratives to utility and efficiency, to which wor.k and consump-
tion have been ever more exclusively subordinated, in order
to identify within industrial production an inherent tende:ncy
toward self-destruction in all modern societies. Rationalized
societies hinder the unproductive spending and generous
squandering of accumulated wealth. -

Since such totalizing critique of reason has given up all hgpe
of a dialectic of enlightenment, what falls under this totalizing
critique is so comprehensive that the other of reason, the coun-
terforce of Being or of sovereignty, can no longer be conc.elved
of only as repressed and split-off moments of reason itself.
Conscquently, like Nietzsche, Heidegger and Bataille mu§t
reach beyond the origins of Western history back tq archalc
times in order to rediscover the traces of the Dionysian,
whether in the thought of the pre-Socratics or in the state of
excitement surrounding sacred rites of sacrifice. It i1s here thz%t
they have to identify those buried, rationalized-away experi-
ences that are to fill the abstract terms “Being” and “sover-
eignty” with life. Both are just names to start with. They have
to be introduced as concepts contrasting with reason in such a
way that they remain resistant to any attempts at rational In-
corporation. “Being” is defined as that which has withdrawn
itself from the totality of beings that can be grasped and known
as something in the objective world; “sovereignty” as that which
has been excluded from the world of the useful and calculable.
These primordial forces appear in images of a plenitude that
is to be bestowed but is now withheld, missing — of a wealth
that awaits expending. Whereas reason is characterized by cal-
culating manipulation and valorization, its counterpart can
only be portrayed negatively, as what is simply unmanipulable
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and not valorizable — as a medium into which the subjcct can
plunge if it gives itself up and transcends itself as subject.
The two moments — that of reason and that of its other —
stand not in opposition pointing to a dialectical Aufhebung, but
in a relationship of tension characterized by mutual repug-
nance and exclusion. Their relationship is not constituted by
the dynamics of repression that could be reversed by counter-
vailing processes of self-reflection or of enlightened practice.
Instead, reason is delivered over to the dynamics of withdrawal
and of retreat, of expulsion and proscription, with such im-
potence that narrow-minded subjectivity can never, by its own
powers of anamnesis and of analysis, reach what escapes it or
holds itself at a remove from it. Self-reflection is sealed off
from the other of reason. There reigns a play of forces of a
metahistorical or cosmic sort, which calls for an effort of a
different observance altogether. In Heidegger, the paradoxical
effort of a reason transcending itself takes on the chiliastic
form of an urgent meditation conjuring up the dispensation
of Being, whereas, with his heterological sociology of the sa-
cred, Bataille promises himself enlightenment about, but ulti-
mately no influence over, the transcendent play of forces.
Both authors develop their theory by way of a narrative
reconstruction of the history of Western reason. Heidegger,
who interprets reason as self-consciousness in line with motifs
from the philosophy of the subject, conceives of nihilism as the
expression of a technical world-mastery loosed in totalitarian
fashion. The 1ll fate of metaphysical thought is supposed to
culminate in this way — a thought that was set in motion by
the question about Being, but that more and more loses sight
of what is essential in view of the totality of reified entities.
Bataille, who interprets reason as labor in line with motifs from
praxis philosophy, conceives of nihilism as the consequence of
a compulsive accumulation process. The ill fate of surplus
production that at first still served celebratory and sovereign
exuberance, but then uses up ever more resources for the
purpose of just raising the level of productivity, culminates in
this way: Extravagance changes into productive consumption

and removes the basis for creative, self-transcending
sovereignty.
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Forgetfulness of Being and the expulsion of the outlawed
part arc the two dialectical 1images that have tll now inspired
all those attempts to dissociate the critique of reason from the
pattern of a dialectic of enlightenment and to raise the other
of reason to a court of appeal before which modernity can be
called to order. In what follows, [ will examine whether Hei-

degger’s later philosophy (and the productive continuation of

his philosophical mysticism by Derrida), on the one hand, and
Bataille’s general economy (and Foucault’s genealogy of knowl-
edge grounded on a theory of power), on the other — these
two ways suggested by Nietzsche — really lead us out of the
philosophy of the subject.

Heidegger has resolutely ontologized art and bet everything
on the one card: a movement of thought that liberates by
destroying, that is supposed to overcome metaphysics on its
own ground. He thereby evades the aporias of a sclf-referential
critique of reason that is bound to undermine its own foun-
dations. He gives an ontological turn to Dionysian messianism;
with this he ties himself to the style of thought and the mode
of reasoning of Ursprungsphilosophie in such a way that he can
only overcome the foundationalism of Husserlian phenomen-
ology at the price of a foundationalizing of history, which leads
mnto a void. Heidegger tries to break out of the enchanted
circle of the philosophy of the subject by setting its foundations

aflow temporally. The superfoundationalism of a history of

Being abstracted {rom all concrete history shows that he re-
mains fixated on the thinking he negates. By contrast, Bataille
remains faithful 1o an authentic aesthetic experience and@pcns
himself to a realm of phenomena in which subject-centered
reason can be opened up to its other. To be sure, he cannot
admit the modern provenance of this experience out of sur-
realisin; he has o transplant it into an archaic context with the
help of anthropological theories. Thus, Bataille pursues the
project of a scientific analysis of the sacred and of a general
economy, which are supposed to illuminate the world-historical
process of rationalization and the possibility of a final reversal.
In this way, he gets into the same dilemma as Nietzsche: His
theory of power cannot sausfy the claim to scientific objectivity
and, at the same time, put into effect the program of a total
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and hence self-referential critique of reason that also affects
the truth of theoretical propositions.

Before 1 follow the two paths opened up by Nietzsche and
traveled by Heidegger and Bataille into postmodernity, I would
like to pause to consider a course of thought which, viewed
from that perspective, would seem to retard development:
Horkheimer and Adorno’s ambiguous attempt at a dialectic of
enlightenment that would satisfy Nietzsche’s radical critique of
reason.
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The Entwinement of Myth
and Enlightenment: Max
Horkheimer and Theodor
Adorno

The “dark” writers of the bhourgeoisie, such as Machiavelli,
Hobbes, and Mandeville, always had an appeal for Max Hork-
heimer, who was influenced by Schopenhauer early in his ca-
reer. These writers still thought in a constructive way; and
there were lines leading from their disharmonies to Marx’s
social theory. The “black” writers of the bourgeoisie, foremost
among them the Marquis de Sade and Nietzsche, broke these
ties. In their blackest book, Dialectic of Enlightenment, Hork-
heimer and Theodor Adorno joined with these writers to con-
ceptualize the Enlightenment’s process of self-destruction. On
their analysis, it is no longer possible to place hope in the
liberating force of enlightenment. Inspired by Benjamin’s now
ironic hope of the hopeless, they still did not want to relinquish
the now paradoxical labor of conceptualization. We no longer
share this mood, this attitude. And yet under the sign of a
Nietzsche revitalized by poststructuralism, moods and attitudes
are spreading that are confusingly like those of Horkheimer
and Adorno. I would like to forestall this confusion.

Dualectic of Enlightenment is an odd book. A substantial part
of it is composed of notes taken by Gretel Adorno during
discussions between Horkheimer and Adorno in Santa Monica,
California. The text was completed in 1944 and published
three years tater by the Querido Press in Amsterdam. Copies
of the first edition were available for almost twenty years. The
impact of this book — through which Horkheimer and Adorno
exercised a special influence upon the intellectual development
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of the Federal Republic of Germany, especially in its first two
decades — stands in a curious relation to the number of its
purchasers. Odd, too, is the composition of the book. It com-
prises an essay of something over fifty pages, two excursuscs,
and three appendixes. The latter take up more than half the
text. This rather unperspicuous form of presentation renders
the clear structure of its train of thought almost undiscernible
at first glance.

I shall therefore begin by explaining its two central theses
(I). What interests me in regard to the contemporary situation
stems from Horkheimer and Adorno’s appreciation of mod-
ernity — why they want to enlighten the Enlightenment about
itselt in a radical way (II). Nietzsche was the great model for
the critique of ideology’s totalizing selt-overcoming. Compar-
ing Horkheimer and Adorno with Nietzsche is not only instruc-
tive in regard to the contrary orientations with which the two
sides pursue their critiques of culture (III); but it also raises
doubts about the repeated self-reflection on the part of the
Enlightenment itself (IV).

In the tradition of the Enlightenment, enlightened thinking
has been understood as an opposition and counterforce to
myth. As opposition, because it opposes the unforced force of
the better argument to the authoritarian normativity of a tra-
dition interlinked with the chain of the generations; as counter-
force, because by insights gained individually and transposed
into motives, it is supposed to break the spell of collective
powers. Enlightenment contradicts myth and thereby escapes
its violence.! Horkheimer and Adorno put forward the thesis
of a secret complicity to challenge this opposition, of which
enlightened thinking is so certain: “Myth is already enlight-
enment; and enlightenment reverts to mythology.”? This thesis,
announced in the preface, is developed in the title essay and
documented in the form of an interpretation of the Odyssey.
The anticipated objection of philologists to the effect that
the authors incur a petitio principii with their choice of a late
elaboration in epic form of a mythic tradition already distan-
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tiated by Homer is turned to methodological advantage: “The
myths have been deposited in the various layers of the Homeric
narrative. But the account given ol them there, the unity
wrested from the diffuse sagas, is also a description of the
retreat of the individual from the mythic powers” (DE, p. 46).
‘The primal history of a subjectivity that wrests itsclf free from
the power of mythic forces is reflected in the adventures of
Odysseus, who has been driven off course in a double sense.
Thé mythic world is not the homeland, but the labyrinth from
which one has to escape for the sake of one’s own identity: “It
is homesickness that gives rise to the adventures through which
subjectivity (whose fundamental history is presented in the
Odyssey) escapes from the prehistoric world. The quintessential
paradox of the epic resides in the fact that the notion of the
homecland is opposed to myth — which the fascist would falsely
present as homeland” (DE, p. 73).

To be sure, the mythic narratives call the individual back to
genealogical origins mediated by generational chains; but the
ritual enactments that are supposed to bridge over and heal
the guilt-laden remoteness of the origins simultaneously
deepen the rift.? The myth of origin involves the double meaning
of “springing from”: a shudder at being uprooted and a sigh
of relicf at escaping. Consequently, Horkheimer and Adorno
pursue the cunning of Odysseus into the intimacy of sacrificial
acts; a moment of deception is intrinsic to the latter inasmuch
as, by offering a symbolically revalued vicarious victim, people
buy off the curse of vengeful powers.* This layer of myth marks
the ambivalence of a mode of consciousness for which ritual
practice is both reality and illusion. The regenerative force of
a ritual return to origins (which, as Durkheim has shown,
guarantecs social solidarity) is vitally necessary for collective
consclousness. But the sheerly illusionary character of the re-
turn to origins, from which at the same time the member of
the tribal collectivity has to escape by being formed into an
€go, 18 no less necessary. Thus, the primal powers, which are
hallowed and outsmarted at the same time, already occupy a

first stage of enlighteniment in the primal history of subjectivity
(DE, p. 60).
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It would amount to successful enlightenment if distantiation
from origins meant liberation. But mythic power proves to be
a retarding moment that checks the emancipation striven for
and keeps on prolonging ties to one’s origins that are also
experienced as imprisonment. Hence, Horkheimer and
Adorno call the entire process, suspended between the two
sides, “enlightenment.” And this process of gaining mastery
over mythic forces is supposed o call forth, in fateful fashion,
the return of myth at each new stage. Enlightenment is sup-
posed to relapse into mythology. The authors also attempt to
confirm this thesis in connection with the Odyssey’s stage of
CONSCIOUSNCSS.

They go through the Odyssey episode by episode to discover
the price paid by the experienced Odysscus for his ego to issue
from the adventures he has undergone just as strengthened
and stabihized as Spirit does from the experiences of conscious-
ness, as reported by Hegel the phenomenologist (with the same
intent as Homer the epic writer). The episodes tell of danger,
cunning, and escape, and of the self-imposed renunciaton by
which the ego, learning to master danger, gains its own identity
and takes leave of the bliss of archaic union with internal and
external nature. The Sirens’ song recalls happiness once guar-
anteed by the “fluctuating relationship with nature”; Odysseus
surrenders to their seductions as one who already knows him-
self in chains: “Man’s domination over himself, which grounds
his selfhood, is almost always the destruction of the subject in
whose service it i1s undertaken; for the substance which is dom-
inated, suppressed and dissolved through self-preservation is
none other than that very life as a funcuon of which the
achicvements of sclf-preservation are defined; it s, in fact, what
is to be preserved” (DE, p. 54). This figure of human beings
shaping their identity by learning to dominate external nature
at the cost of repressing their internal nature supplies the
model for a description under which the process of enlight-
enment reveals its Janus-face; the price of renunciation, of
sclf-concealment, of interrupted communication between the
ego and its own nature (now anonymous, as the id) is construed
as a consequence of the introversion of sacrifice. The €go,
which had once outsmarted mythic destiny, is again overtaken
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by the latter as soon as it finds it necessary to introject the
sacrifice: “The identically persistent self which arises in the
abrogation of sacrifice immediately becomes an unyielding,
rigidified sacrificial ritual that man celebrates upon himself by
opposing his consciousness to the natural context” (DE, p. 54).

The human race has removed itself even further from its
origins in the world-historical process of enlightenment, and
yet it has not dissolved the mythic compulsion to repetition.
The modern, fully rationalized world is only seemingly disen-
chanted; there rests upon it the curse of demonic reification
and deadly isolation. In the paralyzing cffects of an idling
emancipation is expressed the revenge of primordial forces
upon those who had to emancipate themselves and yet could
not escape. The compulsion toward rational domination of
externally impinging natural forces has set the subject upon
the course of a formative process that heightens productive
forces without limit for the sake of sheer self-preservation, but
lets the forces of reconciliation that transcend mere self-pre-
servation atrophy. The permanent sign of enlightenment is
domination over an objectified external nature and a repressed
internal nature.

Thus, Horkheimer and Adorno play a variation on the well-
known theme of Max Weber, who sees the ancient, disen-
chanted gods rising from their graves in the guise of deper-
sonalized {orces to resume the irreconcilable struggles between
the demons.?

The reader who resists being overwhelmed by the rhetoric
of the Dialectic of Enlightenment, who steps back and takes seri-
ously the thoroughly philosophic claim of the text, can get the
impression that the thesis treated here is no less risky than
Nietzsche’s similarly posed diagnosis of nihilism; that the au-
thors arc aware of this risk and, contrary to first appearances,
make a consistent attempt to ground their critique of culture;
but that in doing so they bring abstractions and simplifications
into the bargain that make the plausibility of their cause prob-
lematic. First of all, [ want to examine whether this impression
1s correct.

Reason itself destroys the humanity it first made possible —
this far—reuching thesis, as we have seen, is grounded in the
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first excursus by the fact that from the very start the process of
enlightenment is the result of a drive to self-preservation that
mutilates reason, because it lays claim to it only in the form of
a purposive-rational mastery of nature and instinct — precisely
as instrumental reason. This does not yet prove that reason
remains subordinated to the dictates of purposive rationality
right into its most recent products — modern science, univer-
salistic ideas of justice and morality, autonomous art. The title
essay on the concept of enlightenment, the excursus on enlight-
enment and morality, and the appendix on the culture industry
are devoted to demonstrating just this.

Adorno and Horkheimer are convinced that modern science
came into its own 1n logical positivism, that it has rejected any
emphatic claim to theoretical knowledge in favor of technical
utility: “What is abandoned is the whole claim and approach
of knowledge: to comprehend the given as such; not merely
to determine the abstract spatiotemporal relations of the facts,
which allow us to come to grips with them, but on the contrary
to conceive them as the superficies, as mediated conceptual
moments which come to fulfillment only in the development
of their social, historical, and human significance” (DE, pp. 26—
27). The critique of the positivist understanding of science
deployed earlier is heightened here into the totalized reproach
that the sciences themselves have been absorbed by instrumen-
tal reason. In addition, Horkheimer and Adorno want to show,
along lines furnished by the Histoire de Juliette and the Genealogy
of Morals, that reason has been driven out of morality and law
because, with the collapse of religious-metaphysical world
views, all normative standards have lost their credit before the
single remaining authority — science: “Not to have glossed
over or suppressed but to have trumpeted far and wide the
mmpossibility of deriving from reason any fundamental argu-
ment against murder 1s what fired the hatred which progres-
sives (and they precisely) still direct against Sade and Nietzsche”
(DE, p. 118). And again: “They have not pretended that for-
malistic reason is more closely allied to morality than to im-
morality” (DE, pp. 117-118). Their earlier critique of
metaethical reinterpretations of morality turns into a sarcastic
agreement with cthical scepticism.
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Finally, Horkheimer and Adorno want to demonstrate with
their analysis of mass culture that art fused with entertainment
has been hobbled in its innovative force and emptied of all
critical and utopian content: “That factor in a work of art which
enables it to transcend reality certainly cannot be detached
from style; but it does not consist of the harmony actually
realized, ot any doubtful unity of form and content, within
and without, of individual and society; it 1s to be found in those
features in which discrepancy appears — in the necessary fail-
ure of the passionate striving for identity. Instead of exposing
itself to this failure in which the style of the great work of art
has always achieved self-negation, the inferior work has always
rclied on its similarity with others — on a surrogate identity.
In the culture industry this imitation finally becomes absolute”
(DE, pp. 130—131). Their earlier critique of the merely attir-
mative character of bourgeois culture mounts up to impotent
rage at the ironic justice of the putatively nonrevisable judg-
ment that mass culture passcs on an art that has always also
been ideological.

Thus, in respect to science, morality, and art, the argument
follows the same figure: Already the separation of cultural
domains, the collapse of the substantive reason still incorpo-
rated m religion and metaphysics, so greatly disempowers the
moments of reason (as isolated and robbed of their coherence)
that they regress to a rationality in the service of self-preser-
vation gone wild. In cultural modernity, reason gets definitivelys
stripped of its validity claim and assimilated to sheer power.
The critical capacity to take up a “Yes” or “No” stance and to
distinguish between valid and invalid propositions is undermined
as power and validity claims enter into a turbid fusion.

If one reduces the criique of mstrumental reason to this
core, it becomes clear just why the Dialectic of Enlightenment has
to oversimplify its image of modernity so astoundingly. Cul-
tural modernity’s specilic dignity is constituted by what Max
Weber called the differentiation of value spheres in accord
with their own logics. The power of negation and the capacity
to discriminate between “Yes” and “No™ is not so much crippled
by this as reinforced. For now questions of truth, of justice,
and of taste can be worked out and unfolded in accord with
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their own proper logics. It is true that with the capitalist econ-
omy and the modern state the tendency to incorporate all
questions of validity into the limited horizon of purposive ra-
tionality proper to subjects interested in self-preservation and
to self-maintaining systems is also strengthened. But the far
from contemptible compulsion toward the progressive differ-
entiation of a reason that, moreover, assumes a procedural
form — a compulsion induced by the rationalization of world
views and lifeworlds — competes with this inclination toward
a social regression of reason. The formation of expert cultures,
within which carefully articulated spheres of validity help the
claims to propositional truth, normative rightness, and authen-
ticity, attain their own logic (as well, of course, as their own life,
esoteric in character and endangered in being split off from
ordinary communicative practice); and this development com-
petes with the naturalistic assimilation of validity claims to
power claims and the destruction of our critical capacitics.

-I'he Dialectic of Enlightenment does not do justice to the ra-
tional content of cultural modernity that was captured in bour-
geois ideals (and also instrumentalized along with them). T am
thinking here of the specific theoretical dynamic that contin-
ually pushes the sciences, and even the self-reflection of the
sciences, beyond merely engendering technically useful knowl-
cdge; I am referring, further, to the universalistic foundations
of law and morality that have also been incorporated (in how-
ever distorted and incomplete a fashion) into the institutions
of constitutional government, into the forms of democratic will
formation, and into individualist patterns of identity forma-
tion; I have in mind, mally, the productivity and explosive
power of basic aesthetic experiences that a subjectivity liberated
from the imperatives of purposive activity and from conven-
tions of quotidian perception gains from its own decentering
— experiences that are presented in works of avant-garde art,
that are articulated in the discourses of art criticism, and that
also achieve a certain measure of illuminating effect (or at least
contrast cffects that are instrucrive) in the innovatively en-
riched range of values proper to self-realization.

If these key terms were to be sufficiently elaborated for the
purposcs of my argument, they could support the intuitive
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impression of, to put it cautiously, the incompleteness and one-
sidedness left by a first reading of this book. The reader cor-
rectly gets the feeling that the oversimplified presentation fails
to notice cssential characteristics of cultural modernity. But
then a question arises as to motives that could have led Hork-
heimer and Adorno to commence their critique of enlighten-
ment at such a depth that the project of enlightenment itself 1s
endangered. Dialectic of Enlightenment holds out scarcely any
prospect for an escape from the myth of purposive ratione.lhty
that has turned into objective violence. To clarify this question,
1 want first to identify the place assumed by Marx’s critique of
ideology in the process of enlightenment as a whole, in order
to find out why Horkheimer and Adorno believed they had
both to give up and to supersede this type of critique.

11

Up to this point we have become familiar with the mythic mode
of thought only under the aspect of the ambiguous comport-
ment of the subject toward the primordial powers, that is, from
the viewpoint central to the formation of identity — emanci-
pation. Horkheimer and Adorno conceive of enlightenment as
the unsuccessful attempt to spring from the powers of fate.
The curse of mythic violence still overtakes the one escaping
in the guise of the desolate emptiness of emancipation. A dif-
ferent dimension to the description both of mythic and of en-
lightened thinking is articulated only in a few passages where
the path of demythologization is defined as a transformation
and differentiation of basic concepts. Myth owes the totalizing
power with which it integrates all superficially perceived phe-
nomena into a nctwork of correspondences, similarities, and
contrasts to basic concepts that render consistent with one an-
other categories that are no longer compatible in the modern
understanding of the world. For example, language, the me-
dium of presentation, is not yet abstracted from reality to such
an extent that the conventional sign is completely separate
from its semantic content and its referents; the linguistic world
view remains interwoven with the order of the world. Mythic

traditions cannot be revised without danger to the order of
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things and to the identity of the tribe set within it. Categories
of validity such as “true” and “false,” “good” and “evil,” are
still blended with empirical concepts like exchange, causality,
health, substance, and wealth. Magical thinking does not allow
for basic conceptual distinctions between things and persons,
inanimate and animate; between objects that can be manipu-
lated and agents to whom we ascribe actions and linguistic
utterances. Only demythologization dispels this enchantment,
which appears to us to be a confusion between nature and
culture. The process of enlightenment leads to the desociali-
zation of nature and the denaturalization of the human world;
we can conceive of this with Piaget as a decentering of world view.

The traditional world view ultimately gets temporalized and
can be distinguished as a variable interpretation from the world
itself. This external world is differentiated into the objective
world of entities and the social world of norms (or normatively
regulated interpersonal relations); they both stand in contrast
to each person’s own internal world of subjective experiences.
As Max Weber has shown, this process proceeds by the ration-
alization of world views that, as religion and metaphysics, are
themselves the result of demythologization. Where (as in the
Western tradition) rationalization does not stop at basic theo-
logical and metaphysical concepts, the sphere of validity rela-
tions is not only purified of empirical admixtures but also gets
internally differentiated in terms of the viewpoints proper to
truth, normative rightness, and subjective truthfulness or
authenticity.®

If one describes the process suspended between myth and
enlightenment in this way, as the formation of a decentered
understanding of the world, the place where the procedure of
ideology critique enters into this drama can also be specified.
Only when contexts of meaning and reality, when internal and
external relationships have been unmixed, only when science,
morality, and art are each specialized in one validity claim, when
each follows its own respective logic and is cleansed of all cos-
mological, theological, and cultic dross — only then can the
suspicion arise that the autonomy of validity claimed by a the-
ory (whether empirical or normative) is an illusion because
secret interests and power claims have crept into its pores.
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Critique, which s inspired by such a suspicion, attempts to
supply the proof that the suspected theory expresses a tergo, ap(l
within the very propositions for which it frontally makes valid-
ity claims, dependencies it could not admit without a loss of
credibility. Critique becomes ideology critique when it attempts
to show that the validity of a theory has not been adequately
dissociated from the context in which it emerged; that behind
the back of the theory there lies hidden an inadmissible mixture
of power and validity, and that it stll owes its reputation to [lli§.
Ideology critique wants to show how, on a level for which this
painstaking distinction between contexts of meaning and con-
texts of reality is constitutive, precisely these internal and ex-
ternal relationships are confused — and that they are confused
because validity claims are determined by relationships of
power. Ideology critique itself is not a theory compceting w.'ith
some other theory; it simply makes use of certain theoretical
assumptions. Thus equipped, it disputes the truth of a suspicious
theory by exposing its untruthfulness. It advances the process of
enlightenment by showing that a theory presupposing a de-
mythologized understanding of the world is still ensnared by
myth, by pointing out a putatively overcome category mistake.

With this kind of critique, enlightenment becomes reflective
for the first time; it is performed with respect to its own prod-
ucts — theories. Yet the drama of enlightenment first arrives
atits climax when ideology critique iself comes under suspicion
of not producing (any more) truths — and the enlightenment
attains sccond-order reflectiveness. Then doubt reaches out to
include reason, whose standards ideology critique had found
alrcady given in bourgeois ideals and had simply taken at their
word. Dialectic of Enlightenment takes this step — it renders
critique independent even in relation to its own foundations.
Why do Horkheimer and Adorno sec themselves compelled to
take this step?

Critical Theory was intitially developed in Horkheimer’s cir-
cle to think through political disappointments at the absence
of revolution in the West, the development of Stalinism in
Soviet Russia, and the victory of fascism in Germany. It was
supposed o explain mistaken Marxist prognoses, but without
breaking with Marxist intentions. Against this background it
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becomes intelligible how the impression could indeed get cs-
tablished m the darkest years of the Second World War that
the last sparks of reason were being extinguished from this
reality and had left the ruins of a civilization in collapse without
any hope. The idea of a naturat history, which the young
Adorno had taken up from Benjamin,” seemed to have been
realized in an unforeseen manner. In the moment of its most
extreme acceleration, history congealed into nature and faded
into the Golgotha of a hope become unrecognizable.

Such explanations in terms of contemporary history and
psychology can be of mterest in theoretical contexts only to the
extent that they provide hints of a systematic motive. As a
matter of fact, political experiences had to affect the basic
assumptions of historical materialism upon which the Frank-
furt circle was based in the 1930s.

In one of the “Notes and Drafts” concerning “Philosophy
and the [Scientific] Division of Labor,” which 1s unsystematically
tacked on, there is a passage that reads like an interloper from
the classical period of Critical Theory. Philosophy, it says,
“knows of no workable abstract rules or goals to replace those
at present in force. It is immunc to the suggestion of the status
quo precisely because it accepts bourgeots ideals without making any
allowances. These ideals may be those stll proclaimed, though
in distorted form, by the representatives of the status quo; or
those which, however much they may have been tinkered about
with, are stll recognizable as the objective meaning of existing
mstitutions, whether technical or cultural” (DE, p. 243). Thus,
Horkheimer and Adorno recall the figure from Marx’s ideol-
ogy critique which set out from the fact that the potentality
for reason expressed in “bourgeois ideals” and sedimented in
the “objective meaning of institutions” manifests a double face:
On the one side, it bestows on the ideologies of the dominant
class the deceptive appearance of being convincing theories;
on the other, it offers the starting point for an immanent
critique of structures that elevate to the status of the general
interest what actually only serves the dominant part of society.
[Classical] idcology critique deciphered in such misused ideas
a piece of extant reason hidden from itself; it read thesec ideas
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as a directive that could be cashed in by social movements to
the extent that surplus forces of production were developed.

In the 19380s, critical theorists had retained a portion of the
trust (grounded in a philosophy of history) in the rational
potential of bourgeois culture that was supposed to be' released
under the pressure of developed forces of productloq. The
kind of interdisciplinary research program set forth in the
volumes of the Zeitschrift fiir Sozialforschung (1932-1941) was
founded on this basis. With reference to the development of
earlier Critical Theory, Helmut Dubiel has exhibited just why
this fund of confidence was exhausted at the beginning of the
1940s, why Horkheimer and Adorno considered Marxign ide-
ology critique bankrupt and no longer believed it possible to
redeem the promise of a critical theory of society with the tool-s
of the social sciences.® Instead of this, they pushed for a radi-
calization and self-overcoming of ideology critique, which was
supposed to enlighten the Enlightenment-abou.t itself. The
preface to Dialectic of Enlightenment begins with this admission:
“Even though we had known for many years that the great
discoveries of applied science are paid for with an increasing
diminution of theoretical awareness, we still thought that
regard to scientific activity our contribution could be restricted
to the criticism or extension of specialist contributions. "The-
matically, at any rate, we were to keep to the traditional disci-
plines: to sociology, psychology and epistemology. However,
the fragments united in this volume show that we were forced
to abandon this conviction” (DE, p. xi).

If the cynical consciousness of the “black” writers speaks the
truth about bourgeois culture, ideology critique does not have
anything in reserve to which it might appeal; and when the
forces of production enter into a baneful symbiosis with the
relations of production that they were supposed to blow wide
open, there is no longer any dynamism upon which critique
could base its hope. Horkheimer and Adorno regard the foun-
dations of ideology critique as shattered — and yet they would
still like to hold on to the basic figure of enlightenment. So
what enlightenment has perpetrated on myth, they apply to
the process of enlightenment as a whole. Inasmuch as it turns
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against reason as the foundation of its own validity, critique
becomes total. How is this totalization and independence of
critique to be understood?

I11

The suspicion of ideology becomes fotal, but without any
change of direction. It is turned not only against the irrational
function of bourgeois ideals, but against the rational potential
of bourgeois culture itself, and thus it reaches into the foun-
dations of any ideology critique that proceeds immanently. But
the goal remains that of producing an effect of unmasking.
The thought-figure, into which a scepticism regarding reason
is now worked, remains unchanged: Now reason itself is sus-
pected of the baneful confusion of power and validity claims,
but still with the intent of enlightening. With their concept of
“Instrumental reason” Horkheimer and Adorno want to add
up the cost incurred in the usurpation of reason’s place by a
calculating intellect.? This concept is simultaneously supposed
to recall that when purposive rationality, overblown into a to-
tality, abolishes the distinction between what claims validity and
what 1s useful for selt-preservation, and so tears down the
barrier between validity and power, it cancels out those basic
conceptual differentiations to which the modern understand-
ing of the world believed it owed the definitive overcoming of
myth. As instrumental, reason assimilated itself to power and
thereby relinquished its critical force — that is the final disclo-
sure of ideology critique applied to itself. To be sure, this
description of the self-destruction of the critical capacity 1s
paradoxical, because in the moment of description it still has
to make use of the critique that has been declared dead. It
denounces the Enlightenment’s becoming totalitarian with its
own tools. Adorno was quite aware of this performative con-
tradiction inherent in totalized critique.

Adorno’s Negative Dialectics reads like a continuing explana-
tion of why we have to circle about within this performative
contradiction and indeed even remain there; of why only the
insistent, relentless unfolding of this paradox opens up the
prospect of that magically invoked “mindfulness of nature in
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the subject in whose fulfillment the unacknowledged tfuth of
all culture lies hidden” (DE, p. 40). Twenty-five years after ~thfe
conclusion of Dialectic of Enlightenment, Adorno remainf:d taith-
ful to its philosophical impulse and never'd'eviate.d' from the
paradoxical structure of thinking as totalizing critique. T.hc
grandeur of this consistency is shown by a comparison with
Nietzsche, whose Genealogy of Morals had been the great model
for a second level of reflection on the Enlightenment. Nietzsche
suppressed the paradoxical structure and explz.iined. the com-
plete assimilation of reason to power n?odqmty wnh a theory
of power that was remythologized out ()f. arbitrary pieces and
that, in place of the claim to truth, retains no more tl'l'dl’l the
rhetorical claim proper to an aesthetic fragment. Nlersche
showed how one totalizes critique; but what comes out in the
end is only that he finds the fusion of vahdity and power
scandalous because it impedes a glorified will to power that has
taken on the connotations of artistic productivity. The com-
parison with Nictzsche makes manifest that no d.irection 15
inscribed in totalized critique as such. Nietzsche is the one
among the steadfast theoreticians of unmasking who radicalizes
the counter-Enlightenment. ! .
The stance of Horkheimer and Adorno toward Nietzsche 1s
ambivalent. On the one hand, they attest of him that he was
“one of the few after Hegel who recognized the dialectic of
enlightenment” (DE, p. 44). Naturally, they accept the “mer-
ciless doctrine of the identity of domination and reason™ (DE,
p. 119), which is to say, the approach toward a totalizing self-
overcoming of ideology critique. On the other hand, they can-
not overlook the fact that Hegel 1s also Nietzsche’s great ant-
pode. Nictzsche gives the critique of reason such an affirmative
twist that even determinate negation — which is to say, the
very procedure that Horkheimer and Adorno want to retain
as the sole exercise, since reason itself has become so shaky —
loses its sting. Nictzsche’s critique consumes the critical impulse
itself: “As a protest against civilization, the masters’ morality
converscly represents the oppressed. Hatred of atrophied -
stincts actually denounces the true nature of the taskmasters
— which comes to light only in their victims. But as a Great
Power or state religion, the masters’ morality wholly subscribes
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to the civilizing powers that be, the compact majority, resent-
ment and everything that it formerly opposed. The realization
of Nietzsche’s assertions both refutes them and at the same
time reveals their truth, which — despite all his affirmation of
life — was inimical to the spirit of reality” (DE, p. 101).

This ambivalent attitude toward Nietzsche is instructive. It
also suggests that Dialectic of Enlightenment owes more to
Nietzsche then just the strategy of an ideology critique turned
against itself. Indeed, what is unexplained throughout is their
certain lack of concern in dealing with the (to put it in the
form ot a slogan) achievements of Occidental rationalism. How
can these two men of the Enlightenment (which they both
remain) be so unappreciative of the rational content of cultural
modernity that all they perceive cverywhere is a binding of
reason and domination, of power and validity? Have they also
let themselves be inspired by Nietzsche in drawing their criteria
for cultural criticism from a basic expericence of aesthetic mod-
ernity that has now been rendered independent?

The similarities in content are at first startling.!! Point-for-
point correspondences with Nietzsche are found in the con-
struction by which Horkheimer and Adorno underpin their
“primal history of subjectivity.” As soon as humans were robbed
of their detached instincts, claims Nietzsche, they had to rely
on their “consciousness,” namely, on their apparatus for objec-
titying and manipulating external nature: “They were reduced
to thinking, inferring, reckoning, co-ordinating cause and ef-
fect, these unfortunate creatures.”'? In the same stroke, how-
ever, the old instincts had to be tamed, and feelings and desires,
no longer finding a spontaneous outlet, had to be repressed.
In the course of this process of reversal of conative direction
and of internalization, the subjectivity of an inner nature was
formed under the sign of renunciation or of “bad conscience™:
“All instincts that do not discharge themselves outwardly turn
mward — this is what I call the internalization of man: thus it
was that man first developed what was later called his ‘soul”.
The entire inner world, originally as thin as it it were stretched
between two membranes, expanded and extended itself, ac-
quired depth, breadth, and height, in the name of measure as
outward discharge was inhibited.”" ¥Finally, the two elements of



122

Lecture V

domination over external and internal nature were bound to-
gether and fixed in the institutionalized dominion of ‘humar:
beings over other humans: “The curse of society and of peace
is based in all institutions, because they coerce people into
renunciation: “Those fearful bulwarks with which the political
organization protected itself against the old instincts of free-
dom — punishments belong among these bulwarks — brought
about that all these instincts of wild, free, prowling man turned
backward against man himself.”'* ‘

Similarly, Nietzsche’s critique of knowledge and moralllty an-
ticipates an idea that Horkheimer and Adorno dev'el()p 1n.the
form of the critaque of instrumental reason: Behind p0§1t1v—
ism’s ideals of objectivity and claims to truth, behind univer-
salistic morality’s ideals of asceticism and claims to rightness,
lurk imperatives of self-preservation and domination. A prag-
matist epistemology and a moral psychology unmask theoreti-
cal and practical reason as pure fictions in which power c'lalms
furnish themselves an effective alibi — with the help of imag-
ination and of the “drive to metaphorize,” for which external
stimuli provide only the occasion for projective responses and
for a web of interpretations behind which the text disappears
altogether.'®

Nietzsche brings out the perspective from which he handles
modernity in a way different from that of Dialectic of Enlight-
enment. And only this angle explains why objectified nature andw
moralized society sink to correlative forms of appearance Of,
the same mythic force, be it of a perverted will to power or of
instrumental reason.

This perspective was inaugurated with aesthetic modernity
and that stubborn self-disclosure (forced by avant-garde art)
of a decentered subjectivity liberated from all constraints of
cognition and purposiveness and from all imperatives of labor
and utility. Nietzsche is not just a contemporary and kindred
spirit of Mallarmé;'® he not only imbibed the late Romantic
spirit of Richard Wagner; he is the first to conceptualize the
atttude of aesthetic modernity before avant-garde conscious-
ness assumed objective shape in the literature, painting, and
music of the twentieth century — and could be elaborated by
Adorno into an Aesthetic Theory. In the upgrading of the tran-
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sitory, in the celebration of the dynamic, in the glorification of
the current and the new, there is expressed an aesthetically
motivated time-consciousness and a longing for an unspoiled,
inward presence. The anarchist intention of the Surrealists to
explode the continuum of the story of decline is already oper-
ative iIn Nietzsche. The subversive force of aesthetic resistance
that would later feed the reflections of Benjamin and even of
Peter Weiss, already arises from the experience in Nietzsche
of rebellion against everything normative. It is this same force -
which neutralizes both the morally good and the practically
useful, which expresses itself in the dialectic of secret and
scandal and in the pleasure derived from the horror of pro-
fanation. Nietzsche builds up Socrates and Christ, those ad-
vocates of belief in truth and the ascetic ideal, as his great
opponents; they are the ones who negate the aesthetic values!
Nietzsche trusts only in art, “in which precisely the lie is sanc-
tified, the will to deception,”!” and in the terror of the beautiful,
not to let themselves be imprisoned by the fictive world of
science and morality.

Nietzsche enthrones taste, “the Yes and No of the palate,”!?
as the sole organ of “knowledge” beyond truth and falsehood,
beyond good and evil. He elevates the judgment of taste of the
art critic into the model for value judgment, for “evaluation.”
The legitimate meaning of critique is that of a value judgment
that establishes an order of rank, weighs things, and measures
forces. And all interpretation is evaluation. “Yes” expresses a
high appraisal; “No” a low one. The “high” and the “low”
indicate the dimension of yes/no positions in general.

It is interesting to see how coherently Nietzsche undermines
the taking of “Yes” and “No” positions on criticizable validity
claims. First, he devalues the truth of assertive statements and
the rightness of normative ones, by reducing validity and in-
validity to positive and negative value judgments. He reduces “p
1s true” and “h is right” (that is, the complex statements by
which we claim validity for propositional statements or for
ought statements) to simple evaluative statements by which we
express value appraisals, by which we state that we prefer the
true to the false and good over evil. Thus, Nietzsche reinter-
prets validity claims into preferences and then poses the ques-
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tion: “Suppose that we prefer truth (and justice): why.not
rather untruth (and injustice)?”" The responses to quesuons
about the “value” of truth and justice are judgments of taste.

Of course, there could still be an architectonic lurking behind
these fundamental value appraisals that, as in Schelling, an-
chors the unity of theoretical and practical reason in the faculty
of aesthetic judgment. Nictzsche can carry out his complete
assimilation of reason to power only by removing any cognitive
status from value judgments and by demonstrating that the
yes/no positions of value appraisals no longer express validity
claims, but pure power claims.

Viewed in terms of language analysis, the next step in the
argument therefore has the aim of assimilatingjudgmcn‘ts .of
taste Lo imperatives, and value appraisals 1o expressions of will.
Nietzsche disputes Kant's analysis of judgments of taste in
order to ground the thesis that evaluations are necessarily sgb-
jective and cannot be linked with a claim to intersubjective
‘va}idi[y.‘-"’ The illusion of disinterested pleasure and of the
impersonal character and universality of aesthetic judgment
arises only from the perspective of the spectator; but from the
perspective of the producing artist we realize that value ap-
praisals are induced by innovative value positings. The aesthetics
of production unfolds the experience of the genial artist who
creales values: From his perspective, value appraisals are dic-
tated by his “value-positing eye.”?! Value-positing productivity
prescribes the law for value appraisal. What is expressed in the
validity claimed by the judgment of taste is only “the excitement
of the will by the beautiful.” One will responds to another; one
force takes hold of another.

This is the route by which Nietzsche arrives at the concept
of the will to power from the yes/no positions of value apprais-
als, after he has cleansed them of all cognitive claims. The
beautiful is “the stimulant of the will to power.” The aesthetic
core of the will to power is the capacity of a sensibility that lets
itself be affected in the greatest possible multiplicity of modes.**

However, if thinking can no longer operate in the element
of truth, or of validity claims in general,”® contradiction and
criticism lose their meaning. To contradict, to negate, now has
only the sense of “wanting to be different.” Nietzsche cannot really
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be satisfied with this in his critique of culture. The latter 1s not
supposed to be merely a form of agitation, but to demonstrate
why it is false or incorrect or bad to recognize the sovercignty
of the ideals of science and universalistic morality, which are
mimical to life. But once all predicates concerming validity are
devalued, once it is power and not validity claims that is ex-
pressed in value appraisals — by what criterion shall critique
still be able to propose discriminations? It must at least be able
to discriminate between a power that deserves to be esteemed
and one that deserves 10 be devalued.

A theory of power that distinguishes between “active” and
merely “reactive” forces is supposcd to offer a way out of this
aporia. But Nietzsche cannot admit of the theory of power as
a theory that can be true or false. He himself moves about,
according to his own analysis, in a world of illusion, in which
lighter shadows can be distinguished trom darker ones, but
not reason from unreason. This 1s, as 1t were, a world fallen
back into myth, in which powers influence one another and no
element remains that could transcend the battle of the powers.
Perhaps it is typical of the ahistorical mode of perception
proper to aesthetic modernity that particular epochs lose their
own profile in favor of a heroic atfinity of the present with the
most remote and the most primitive: The decadent strives to
relate itself in a leap to the barbaric, the wild, and the primitive.
In any case, Nietzsche’s renewal of the framework of the myth
of origins is suited to this mentality: Authentic culture has been
in decline already for a long time; the curse of remoteness
from origins lays upon the present; and so Nietzsche conceives
of the gathering of a still dawning culture i antiutopian terms
— as a comeback and a return.

This framework does not have a merely metaphorical status;
it has the systematic role of making room for the paradoxical
business of a critique disburdened of the mortgages of enlight-
ened thought. That is to say, totalized ideology critique for
Nietzsche turns into what he calls “genealogical critique.” Once
the critical sense of saying “No” is suspended and the proce-
dure of negation is rendered impotent, Nietzsche goes back to
the very dimension of the myth of origins that permits a dis-
tinction which affects all other dimensions: What is older is earlier
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in the generational chain and nearer to the origin. The more
primordial is considered the more worthy of honor, the pref-
erable, the more unspoiled, the purer: It is deemed better.
Derivation and descent serve as criteria of rank, in both the social
and the logical senses.

In this manner, Nietzsche bases his critique of morality on
genealogy. He traces the moral appraisal of value, which assigns
a person or a mode of action a place within a rank ordering
based on criteria of validity, back to the descent and hence to
the social rank of the one making the moral judgment: “The
signpost to the right road was for me the question: what was
the real etymological significance of the designations for ‘good’
coined in the various languages? 1 found they all led back to
the same conceptual transformation — that everywhere ‘noble’,
‘aristocratic’ in the social [stdndisch] sense, is the basic concept
from which ‘good’ in the sense of ‘with aristocratic soul’, ‘noble’,
‘with a soul of a high order’, ‘with a privileged soul’ necessarily
developed: a development which always runs parallel to that
other in which ‘common’, ‘plebeian’, ‘low’ are finally trans-
formed into the concept ‘bad’.”?* So the genealogical localiza-
tion of powers takes on a critical sense: Those forces with an
earlier, more noble descent are the active, creative ones,
whereas a perverted will to power is expressed in the forces of
later, lower, and reactive descent.?®

With this, Nietzsche has in hand the conceptual means by
which he can denounce the prevalence of the belief in reason
and of the ascetic ideal, of science and of morality, as a merely
factual victory (though of course decisive for the fate of mod-
ernity) of lower and reactionary forces. As is well known, they
are supposed to have arisen from the resentment of the weaker

and “the protective and healing instinct of a degenerating
lite.”26

v

We have pursued totalizing critique applied to itself in two
variants. Horkheimer and Adorno find themselves in the same
embarrassment as Nietzsche: If they do not want to renounce
the effect of a final unmasking and still want to continue with
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critique, they will have to leave at least one rational criterion
intact for their explanation of the corruption of all rational
criteria. In the face of this paradox, self-referential critique
loses its orientation. It has two options.

Nietzsche seeks refuge in a theory of power, which is consis-
tent, since the fusion of reason and power revealed by critique
abandons the world to the irreconcilable struggle between pow-
ers, as if it were the mythic world. It is fitting that Nietzsche,
mediated by Gilles Deleuze, has become influential in structur-
alist France as a theoretician of power. Foucault, too, in his
later work, replaces the model of domination based on repres-
sion (developed in the tradition of enlightenment by Marx and
Freud) by a plurality of power strategies. These power strate-
gies intersect one another, succeed one another; they are dis-
tinguished according to the type of their discourse formation
and the degree of their intensity; but they cannot be judged
under the aspect of their validity, as was the case with con-
sciously working through conflicts in contrast to unconsciously
doing so.?’

The doctrine of active and merely reactive forces also fails
to provide a way out of the embarrassment of a critique that
attacks the presuppositions of its own validity. At best, it paves
the way for breaking out of the horizon of modernity. It is
without basis as a theory, if the categorial distinction between
power claims and truth claims is the ground upon which any
theoretical approach has to be enacted. The effect of unmask-
ing is also transformed as a result: It is not the lightning flash
of insight into some confusion threatening identity that causes
shock, the way understanding the point of a joke causes liber-
ating laughter; what produces shock is affirmative de-differ-
entiation, an affirmative overthrow of the very categories that
can make an act of mistaking, of forgetting, or of misspeaking
into a category mistake threatening to identity — or art into
illusion. This regressive turn still places the forces of emanci-
pation at the service of counterenlightenment.

Horkheimer and Adorno adopt another option by stirring
up, holding open, and no longer wanting to overcome theo-
retically the performative contradiction inherent in an ideology
critique that outstrips itself. Any attempt to develop a theory
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at this level of reflection would have to slide off into the
groundless; they therefore eschew theory and practice de'[cr-
minate negation on an ad hoc basis, thus standing firm against
that fusion of rcason and power that plugs all crevices: “De-
terminate negation rejects the defective ideas of the absolute,
the idols, differently than does rigorism, which confronts them
with the idea they cannot match up to. Dialectic, on the con-
trary, interprets every image as writing. It shows how the ad-
mission of its falsity is to be read in the lines of its features —
a confession that deprives it of its power and appropriates it
tor truth. Thus language becomes more than just a sign system.
With the notion of determinate negativity, Hegel revealed an
element that distinguishes the Enlightenment from the positiv-
ist degeneracy to which he attributes 1it” (DE, p. 24). A practiced
spirit of contradiction is all that remains of the “spirit of e
unrelenting theory.” And this practice 1s like an incantation
seeking “to turn . . . to its end” the negative spirit of relentless
progress (DE, p. 42).

Anyone who abides in a paradox on the very spot once
occupied by philosophy with its ultimate groundings is not just
taking up an uncomfortable position; one can only hold that
place if one makes it at least minimally plausible that there is
no way out. Fven the retreat from an aporetic situation has to
be barred, for otherwise there is a way — the way back. But |
believe this is precisely the case.

The comparison with Nietzsche is instructive inasmuch as 1t
draws our attention to the aesthetic horizon of experience that
guides and motivates the gaze of contemporary diagnosis. 1
have shown how Nietzsche detaches that moment of reason,
which comes into its own in the logic proper to the aesthetic-
expressive sphere of value, and especially in avant-garde art
and art criticism, from its connection with theoretical and prac-
tical rcason; and how he stylizes aesthetic judgment, on the
model of a “value appraisal” exiled to irrationality, into a ca-
pacity for discrimination beyond good and evil, truth and false-

hood. In this way, Nictzsche gains criteria for a critique of

culture that unmasks science and morality as being in similar
ways idcological expressions of a perverted will to power, just
as Dialectic of Enlightenment denounces these structures as eim-
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bodiments of instrumental reason. This confirms our suspicion
that Horkheimer and Adorno perceive cultural modernity
from a similar experiential horizon, with the same heightened
sensibility, and cven with the same cramped optics that render
one inscnsible to the traces and the existing forms of commu-
nicative rationality. The architectonics of Adorno’s later phi-
losophy, in which his Negative Dialectics and Aesthetic Theory
mutually support one another, are also evidence of this — the
one, which develops the paradoxical concept of the nonident-
ical, points to the other, which deciphers the mimetic content
hidden in avant-garde works of art.

Did the state of the question by which Horkheimer and
Adorno saw themselves confronted at the beginning of the
1940s leave no way out? To be sure, the theory upon which
they had earlier based themselves and their procedure of ide-
ology critique was no longer viable — because the forces of
production no longer developed any explosive force; because
crises and class conflicts promoted not a revolutionary, or even
a unified consciousness, but a fragmentary one instead; finally,
because bourgeois ideals began to retire, or at least to assume
forms that eluded the cutting edge of an immanent critique.
On the other hand, at that time Horkheimer and Adorno did
not expend any more effort on a social-scientific revision of
theory, since scepticism regarding the truth content of bour-
geois ideas seemed to call the criteria of ideology critique 1tself
Into question.

Faced with this second element, Horkheimer and Adorno
made the really problematic move; like historicism,?* they sur-
rendered themselves to an uninhibited scepticism regarding
rcason, instead of weighing the grounds that cast doubt on this
scepticism itsctf. In this way, perhaps, they could have set the
normative foundations of critical social theory so deep?® that
they would not have been disturbed by the decomposition of
bourgeois culture that was then being enacted in Germany for
all to see.

In one respect, ideology critique had in fact continued the
undialectical enlightenment proper to ontological thinking. 1t
remained caught up in the purist notion that the devil needing
exorcism was hiding in the internal relationships between gen-
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esis and validity, so that theory, purified of all empirical con-
notations, could operate in its own element. Totalized critique
did not discharge this legacy. The intention of a “final un-
masking,” which was supposed to draw away with one fell
swoop the veil covering the confusion between power and rea-
son, reveals a purist intent — similar to the intent of ontology
to separate being and illusion categorially (that 1s, with one
stroke). However, just as in a communication community the
researcher, the context of discovery, and the context of just-
fication are so entwined with one another that they have to be
separated procedurally, by a mediating kind of thinking —
which is to say, continuously — the same holds for the two
spheres of being and illusion. In argumentation, critique is
constantly entwined with theory, enlightenment with ground-
ing, even though discourse participants always have to suppose
that only the unforced force of the better argument comes into
play under the unavoidable communication presuppositions of
argumentative discourse. But they know, or they can know,
that even this idealization is only necessary because convictions
are formed and confirmed in a medium that is not “pure” and
not removed from the world of appearances in the style of
Platonic “pure” and not removed from the world of appear-
ances in the style of Platonic Ideas. Only a discourse that admits
this might break the spell of mythic thinking without incurring
a loss of the light radiating from the semantic potentials also
preserved in myth.

VI

The Undermining of Western
Rationalism through the
Critique of Metaphysics:
Martin Heidegger

Horkheimer and Adorno battled with Nietzsche; Heidegger
and Bataille gather under Nietzsche’s banner for the final con-
frontation. Taking as my point of departure Heidegger’s
Nietzsche lectures from the 1930s and early 1940s, I would
like to examine, step by step, how he absorbs Dionysian mes-
slanism Into his attempt to step over the threshold to postmod-
ern thought by internally overcoming metaphysics. In so doing,
he arrives at a temporalized philosophy of origins. What I
mean by this latter expression can be spelled out provisionally
in terms of four operations that Heidegger undertakes in his
confrontation with Nietzsche.

(1) First of all, Heidegger puts philosophy back in the dom-
inant position from which it had been driven by the critique
of the Young Hegelians. At that time, the desublimation of the
spirit was carried out by using Hegel’s own concepts — as a
rehabilitation of the external over against the internal, of the
material over against the spiritual, of being as against con-
sciousness, of the objective as against the subjective, of the
senses in relation to the intellect, and of the empirical in rela-
tion to reflection. The critique of Idealism had resulted in a
disempowering of philosophy — not only in relation to the
independent logics of science, morality, and art, but also in
relation to the independent right of the political-social world.
In his countermove, Heidegger returns to philosophy its lost
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pleni[ude of power. On his view, the his.torical. d(,jstiny of a
culture or society is determined by a collecuvely binding preun-
derstanding of the things and events that can appear in the
world at all. This ontological preunderstanding depends on
horizon-forming basic concepts, which to a certain extent prej-
udice the meaning of any beings: “However any being may be
interpreted, whether as spirit in the sense of Spirituallsm,_or
as mauter and force in the sense of Materialism, or as becoming
and life, or as will, or as substance or subject, or as energeia, or
as the eternal recurrence of the same — in every case the being
appears as a being m the light of Being.™ .

In the West, metaphysics is the place where this prcundclr-
standing is articulated most clearly. The epochal changes in
the understanding of Being arc reflected in the history of
metaphysics. The history of philosophy had alrcady begome a
key to philosophy of history for Hegel. The history of meta-
physics holds a comparable rank for Heidegger; through it the
philosopher masters the sources from which each epoch fate-
fully receives its own hight. .

(2) This idealistic perspective has consequences for Heideg-
ger's critique of modernity. At the beginning of the 1940s —
during the same pertod when Horkheimer and Adorno were
composing the separate fragments that were later published as
Dualectic of Enlightenment — Heidegger sees in the political and
military forms in which the totalitarian appears “the comple-
tion of the European-modern dominance of the world.” He
speaks of the “struggle for the domination of the earth,” of
the “struggle for the unlimited exploitation of the carth as a
donain of raw materials, and for the illusion-free deployment
of human material in the service of an unconditional empow-
erment of the ‘will to power.”” In a tone that is still not entirely
free of admiration, Heidegger characterizes the overman in
accord with the image of the idcal-type of the SA-man: “The
overman is the striking [or stamping: Schlag] of that mankind
which wills itself for the first time as a striking [Schlag] and sets
itself to this striking [selbst zu diesem Schlag sich schligt). . . . This
breed of men [Menschenschlag] posits within the meaningless
whole the will to power as the ‘meaning of the earth.” The final
stage of Furopean nihilism is the ‘catastrophe’ in the sense of
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the affirmative turnabout.”™ Heidegger sees the totalitarian es-
sence of his epoch characterized by the global techniques for
mastering nature, waging war, and racial breeding. In them is
expressed the absolutized purposive rationality of the “calcu-
lation of all acting and planning.” But this in turn is grounded
in the specifically modern understanding of Being, which has
been radicalized from Descartes down to Nietzsche: “That pe-
riod we call modern . . . is defined by the fact that man becomes
the center and measure of all beings. Man is the subjectum, that
which lies at the bottom of all beings, that is, in modern terms,
at the bottom of all objectification and representation.” Hei-
degger’s originality consists in delineating the modern domi-
nance of the subject in terms of a history of metaphysics.
Descartes stands in the center, as it were, between Protagoras
and Nietzsche. He conceives of the subjectivity of self-con-
sclousness as the absolutely certain foundation of representa-
tion; being as a whole is thereby transformed into the subjective
world of represented objects, and truth is transformed into
subjective certitude.?

With this critique of modern subjectivism, Heidegger takes
up a motf that has been one of the enduring themes of the
discoursc of modernity since Hegel. The ontological turn Hei-
degger gives the theme is less interesting than the lack of
ambiguity with which he places subject-centered reason on
trial. Heidegger hardly pays any attention to the difference
between reason [Vernunft] and understanding [Verstand], out of
which Hegel still wanted to develop the dialectic of enlighten-
ment. He can no longer glean from self-consciousness any
reconciling dimension in addition to its authoritarian aspect. It
1s Heidegger himself — and not the narrow-minded Enlight-
enment — that levels reason to the understanding. The same
understanding of Being that spurs modernity to the unlimited
expansion of its manipulative power over objectified processes
of nature and society also forces this emancipated subjectivity
into bonds that serve to secure its imperative activity; these
sclf-made normative obligations remain hollow ideals. From
this perspective, Heidegger can so fundamentally de-struct
modern reason that he no longer distinguishes between the
universalistic contents of humanism, enlightenment, and even
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positivism, on the one side, and the par.ticulal'ist?c, self—asse‘rtive
representations of racism and nationalism, or of‘ retrospectively
oriented typological doctrines in the style of Spengler. and
Jiinger, on the other side.® No matter whether modern 1d.eas
make their entry in the name of reason or of the destrucqon
of reason, the prism of the modern understanding of Being
refracts «ll normative orientations into the power claims of a
subjectivity crazed with self-aggrandizemeqt. .

To be sure, the critical reconstruction of the history of me-
taphysics cannot get along without its own stan‘dard. This 1t
borrows from the implicitly normative concept of the “comple-
tion” of metaphysics. . .

(3) The idea of the origin and end of metaphysics owes its
critical potential to the circumstance that Heidegger moves
about within the modern time-consciousness ne less than
Nietzsche. For him, the beginning of the modern period is
marked by the epochal incision of the philosophy of Fonscious—
ness starting with Descartes; and Nietzsche’s radicalizing of thls
understanding of Being marks the most recent period d<?term1n—
ing the constellation of the present.” The present, in turn,
appears as the moment of crisis; it stands under the pressure
of a decision as to “whether this end period is the close of
Western history or the counterpart to another beginning.”®
This is a matter of the decision “whether the West still trusts
itself to create a goal beyond itself and history; or whether. it
preters to sink down into preserving and heightening the in-
terests of life and commerce, and to be satisfied with the appeal
to what went before, as if this were the absolute.”® The necessity
of another beginning'® draws our gaze into the maelstrom of
the futurc. Turning back to the origins, to the “provenance of
essence,” 1s only thinkable in the mode of striding forward into
the “future of essence.” This future enters under the category
of the absolutely new: “The completion of an age ... is the
installation — unconditional for the first time and complete in
advance — of the unexpected and the never to be expected

. the new.”'" However, Nietzsche’s messianism, which still
left room for “compelling salvation” (as it is called in Jewish
mysticism), is inverted by Heidegger into the apocalyptic ex-
pectation of a catastrophic entry of the new. At the same time,
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Heidegger borrows trom the Romantic models, especially
Holderlin, the [hought—ﬁgure of the absent God, so as to be
able to conceive of the end of metaphysics as a “completion,”
and hence as the unmistakable sign of “another beginning.”

Just as Nietzsche once expected from Wagnerian opera a
tiger’s leap into the futural past of ancient Greek tragedy, so
Heidegger would like to be transported by Nietzsche’s meta-
physics of the will to power back to the pre-Socratic origins of
metaphysics. But before Heidegger can describe the history of
the West, between the beginnings of metaphysics and its end,
as the night of the remoteness of the Gods, before he can
describe the completion of metaphysics as the return of the
God that disappeared, he has to establish a correspondence
between Dionysus and the concern of metaphysics, which has
to do with the Being of beings. The demigod Dionysus had
offered himself to the Romantics as well as to Nietzsche as the
absent God, as the one who enables a modernity forsaken by
God to understand, by means of his “greatest remoteness,”
what was taken from it by way of energy for social bonds in
the wake of its own progress. The idea of the ontological
difference serves as the bridge between this Dionysian thought
and the fundamental question of metaphysics. Heidegger sep-
arates Being, which had always been understood as the Being
of beings, from the beings. For Being can only function as a
carrier of the Dionysian happening if — as the historical ho-
rizon within which beings first come to appearance — it be-
comes autonomous to a certain extent. Only Being, as
distinguished from beings by way of hypostatization, can take
over the role of Dionysus. “The being is abandoned by Being
iself. The abandonment of Being applies to beings as a whole,
not only to that being that takes the shape of man, who rep-
resents being as such, a representing in which Being itself
withdraws from him in its truth.”2

Heidegger tirelessly elaborates the positive power of this
withdrawal of Being as an event of refusal. “The staylng away
of Being is Being itself as this very default.”"* In modernity’s
total forgetfulness of Being, the negativity of the abandonment
by Being is no longer even felt. This explains the central sig-
nificance of an anamnesis of the history of Being which now
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discloses itself as the destruction of the self-forgetfulness o.{
metaphysics.'* Heidegger’s whole effort is aimed at “experi-
encling] the default of Being’s unconcealment as such f()r.the
Grst time as an advent of Being itself, and [of] ponder(ing]
what is thus experienced.”? .

(4) Heidegger cannot, however, understand Lhe. destruction
of the history of metaphysics as unmasking critique, or the
overcoming of metaphysics as a final act of disclosure, for the
self-reflection that achieves this still belongs to the epoch of
modern subjectivity. Thus, the thinking that uses the ontolog-
ical diffcrence as a guide must claim a cognitive competence
beyond self-reflection, beyond  discursive thougl}t. Nlct,%sc}le
could still invoke putting philosophy “on the basis of art”; for
Heidegger, there remains only the reassuring gesture that for
the initiate “there is a thinking more rigorous than the concep-
tual.”1% Wholesale devaluation befalls scientific thinking and
methodically pursued research, because they move within mod-
ernity’s understanding of Being prescribed by the philosophy
of the subject. As long as it does not renounce argument, even
philosophy stays inside the enchanted circle of .()bJGCtIVI‘SHl. It,
too, has to be reminded that “all refutation in the field of
essential thinking is foolish.”!”

To make his claims of necessity, of a special knowledge, that
is, of a privileged access to truth, plausible, even if only super-
ficially, Heidegger has to level the differentiated develgpnmpts
of the sciences and of philosophy after Hegel in a bewildering
manner.

In the 1939 lectures on Nietzsche, there is an interesting
chapter bearing the heading “Mutual Understanding and Cal-
culation.” In it, Heidegger turns as always against the mon.ol-
ogical approach of the philosophy of consciousness, Whlt:}l
takes as its point of departure the individual subject who in
knowing and acting stands over against an objective world of
things and occurrences. The self-maintenance of the subject
appears as a calculated dealing with perceivable and manipul-

able objects. Within this model, even the prior dimension of

mutual understanding among subjects appears under the cat-
egory of “being able to count on {other] people.”™ In contrast
to this, Heidegger stresses the nonstrategic meaning of the
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intersubjectively achieved agreement on which, indeed, “the
relationship to the other, to the thing, and to oneselt™ is truly
based. “To reach mutual understanding about something
means: to think the same thing about it and, in case of a diver-
gence of opinions, to establish the respects in which there 1s
agrecment or division of opinion. . . . Because misunderstand-
ing and lack of understanding are only degenerate species of
mutual understanding . . . the approach of human beings to-
ward one another in their selfsameness and selthood has first
to be grounded through mutual understanding.”® The re-
sources required for the continued existence ot social groups
— among others, those springs of social integration that are
drying up in modernity — are also to be found in this dimen-
sion of mutual understanding.?"

Oddly enough, Heidegger believes that insights of this kind
are exclusively reserved to his critique of metaphysics. He 1g-
norcs the fact that altogether similar considerations are the
starting point both for the methodology of the interpretative
Geuisteswissenschaften and social sciences and for influential philo-
sophical trends (such as the Pragmatism of Peirce and Mead
and, later, the linguistic philosophy of Wittgenstein and Austin
and the philosophical hermeneutics of Gadamer). The philos-
ophy of the subject is by no means an absolutely reitying power
that imprisons all discursive thought and leaves open nothing
but a flight into the immediacy of mystical ecstasy. There are
other paths leading out of the philosophy of the subject. The
fact that Heidegger sees in the history of philosophy and the
sciences after Hegel nothing but a monotonous spelling out of
the ontological pre-judgments [Vor-Urteale] of the philosophy
of the subject can only be explained by the fact that, even in
rejecting it, he sull remains caught in the problems that the
philosophy of the subject in the form of Husserlian pheno-
menology had presented to him.

1

In their attempts to overcome the philosophy of the subject,
Hegel and Marx had been ensnared in its own basic concepts.
This objection canmot be leveled at Heidegger, but a similarly
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telling one can be. So little does Heidegger {ree himself from
the pregiven problematics of transcendental consciousness that
he can burst the conceptual cage of the philosophy of con-
sciousness in no other way than by abstract negation. Even in
the “Letter on Humanism,” which sums up the results of the
Nietzsche interpretations of the previous decade, Heidegger
cannot characterize his own procedure otherwise than through
implicit reference to Husserl: He wants, as he qus 1t there,v
“[to] retain the essential help of the phen()nl?n()loglcal way.of
seeing and [to] dispense with the inappropriate concern with
‘science’ and ‘research.””?!

Husserl understood his transcendental reduction as a pro-
cedure that was supposed to allow the phenomenologist to
draw a clear line between the world of beings given in the
natural attitude and the sphere of the pure constituting con-
sciousness which first lends beings their meaning. His whole
life long, Heidegger held on to the intuitionism of Fhis ;.)roc-edure;
in the late philosophy, his manner of proceeding is simply
rclieved of the claims to be methodical and set free for a
privileged “inherence in the truth of being.” Hgsser]’s way of
posing problems also remains normative for He@egger, Inas-
much as he merely turns the basic epistemological question
into an ontological one. In both cases, the phenomenoiog{cal
gazc 1s directed upon the world as the correlate of the knowmg
subject. In contrast to, say, Humboldt, Mead, or the later. Wltt-
genstein, Heidegger does not free himself from th§ Fradltlonal
granung of a distinctive status to theoretical activity, to the
constative use of language, and to the validity claim of prop-
ositional truth. He also remains attached, in a negative way, to
the foundationalism of the philosophy of consciousness. In the
introduction to What Is Metaphysics? he compares philosophy
Lo a tree that branches out into the sciences and itself grows
out of the main root of metaphysics. The thoughtful remembr-
ance [Andenken] of Being that he propagates does not call into
question the foundationalist starting point: “To speak in im-
ages, it does not tear out the root of philosophy. It digs up the
ground and plows the soil for it.”?? Because Heidegger does
not gainsay the hierarchical orderings of a philosophy bent on
self-grounding, he can only counter foundationalism by exca-
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vating a still more deeply laid — and henceforth unstable —
ground. The idea of the destining of Being remains chained
to its abstractly negated antithesis in this respect. Heidegger
passes beyond the horizon of the philosophy of consciousness
only to stay in the shadows. Before turning to Being and Time
to work out this twilight position more clearly, I would like to
point out three rather awkward consequences.

(a) Since the close of the eighteenth century, the discourse
of modernity has had a single theme under ever new titles: the
weakening of the forces of social bonding, privatization, and
diremption — in short, the deformations of a one-sidedly ra-
tionalized everyday praxis which evoke the need for something
equivalent to the unifying power of religion. Some place their
hope in the refiective power of reason, or at least in a mythol-
ogy of reason; others swear by the mythopoetic power of an
art that is supposed to form the focal point of a regenerated
public life. What Hegel called the need for philosophy was
transformed from Schlegel until Nietzsche into the need —
critical of reason — for a new mythology. But only Heidegger
vaporized this concrete need by ontologizing it and founda-
tonalizing it into a Being that is withdrawn from beings.
Through this shift, Heidegger makes unrecognizable not only
the source of this need in the pathologies of an ambiguously
rationalized lifeworld but also a resolutely subjectivistic art as
the experiential background for the radicalized critique of rea-
son. Heidegger enciphers the palpable distortions of everyday
commnunicative practice into an impalpable destining of Being
[Seinsgeschick] administered by philosophers. At the same time,
he cuts off the possibility of any deciphering by the fact that
he shoves aside the defective everyday practice of mutual un-
derstanding as a calculation-oriented practice of self-mainte-
nance — oblivious of Being and vulgar — and deprives the
dirempted ethical totality of the lifeworld of any essential
interest.2?

(b) A further implication of Heidegger’s later philosophy is
that the critique of modernity is made independent of scientific
analysis. “Essential thinking” renounces all empirical and nor-
mative questions that can be treated by social-scientific or his-
torical means, or can be at all handled in argumentative form.
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Abstract insights into essences thus range all the more .frecly
within an unreflected horizon of prejudices of bourgeots cul-
ture critique. Heidegger’s critical judgments on “das Man,” on
the dictatorship of the public realm and l,l?ell'mp.oLcncc of 'lhe
private sphere, on technocracy and mass civilization, are with-
out any originality whatsoever, because they 1)§l()ng ‘t()‘ a rep-
ertoire of opinions typical of a certain generation of German
mandarins.?! Certainly, in the Heideggerian school, more se-
rious attempts have becn made to focus more prcgisely 'Lhc
ontological concepts of technique, thp totalitarian (\111’1161181(.)11,
and the political sphere in general, f()r purposes of analyzing
the present age: but these efforts evince the irony that the
thinking of Being falls all the more mto L‘he trap ()‘f contein-
porary scientific fashions, the more it thinks itself removed
from the business of science. .

(c) Finally, the indcterminacy of the fate that Heidegger
holds in prospect as a result of the ovcrcoming of metaphysics
is problematic. Because Being withdraws itsell fr()m the asser-
tive grasp of descriptive statements, because it can only be
encircled in indirect discourse and “rendered silent,” the des-
tinings of Being remain undiscoverable. The prop()5iti9nally
contentless speech about Being has, nevertheless, the 111(.)cu—
tionarv sense of demanding resignation to fate. Its pra;gcal—
politicél side consists in the perlocutionary effect of a dlffuse
readiness to obey in relation to an auratic but indetermmqte
authority. The rhetoric of the later Heidegger compensates for
the propositional content that the text itself refuses: It attunes
and trains its addressees in their dealings with pseudo-sacral
powers. |

Human beings are the “shepherds of Being” [Hirte des S.em.s].
Thinking is a meditative “letting oneself be claimed” [Sichin-
anspruchnehmenlassen]. 1t “belongs to” [gehirt] Being. 'l‘hev
thoughtful remembrance of Being is subject to “the laws of
fittingness” [Gesetzen der Schicklichkeit). Thinking “heeds” [achtet]
the destining of Being. The humble shepherd is called [gerufen]
by Being itsclf to preservation [Wahrs: safekeeping'] of the
truth. In this way, Being “vouchsafes” [gewdirt] to hcaling [(.lem
Heilen] its upsurge [Aufgang] into favor (Huld] and to raging
[dem Grimm] its compulsion [Andrang] to malignancy [Unheil).
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These are well-known formulations from the “Letter on Hu-
manism” that have been repeated stereotypically since then.
The language of Being and Time had suggested the decisionism
of empty resoluteness; the later philosophy suggests the sub-
missiveness of an cqually empty readiness for subjugation. To
be sure, the empty formula of “thought{ul remembrance” can
also be filled in with a different attitudinal syndrome, for ex-
ample with the anarchist demand for a subversive stance of
refusal, which corresponds more to present moods that does
blind submission to something superior.?> But the arbitrariness
with which the same thought-figure can be given contemporary
actualization remains irritating.

When one ponders these implications, one may well doubt
that Heidegger’s later philosophy, which outdoes Nietzsche’s
critiquc of metaphysics, actually leads us out of the discourse
of modernity. It results from a “turn” that is supposed to lead
out of the dead ¢nd of Being and Tune. But this work — which
1s argumentatively the most rigorous by Heidegger the philos-
opher — can be understood as a dead end only if one views it
in a thought context ditferent from the one that Heidegger
retrospectively arranges for himself.

11X

Heidegger has repeatedly emphasized that he had already car-
ried out his existential analysis of Dasein with the single goal
of renewing the question of the meaning of Being, which had
been buried over since the beginnings of metaphysics. He
wanted to occupy the exposed point at which the history of
metaphysics makes itself known in its unifying meaning and at
the same time comes to a culmination.?® This imperious claim
of the later Heidegger conceals the proximate context in which
Being and Time actually arose. 1 am speaking not only of the
post-ldealism of the nineteenth century, but especially of the
neo-ontological wave that captured German philosophy after
the First World War, from Rickert through Scheler down to
Hartmann. In terms of the history of philosophy, this era is
marked by the collapse of neo-Kantianism — at that time the
only philosophy of worldwide note — and not by a return to
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prc—Kantian ontology. Instead, ontologica{l.th‘o-u.gthtli)"(e)r(r)nnsdwarlz
employed to expand transcendent'al su jectivity bey nd he
realm of cognition and to “g()ncretlze . Hl.storlc%sn::ldh e);_
bensphilosophie had already dlsc.losed the ordmafy and the -
traordinary rcalms of experience ()f the .trdnsmlksl.s1‘0n. 1
tradition, of aesthetic creativity, of bodily, soaal,\ anq 1stokr;c?11
existence, and had raised them to the level of philosop ica
interest. These realms of experience overburdened the‘ C(')rlStl—
tutive performances of the transcedental ego and burst iis:un
der at least the classical concept of the transcendenFal su )JFCL
Dilthey, Bergson, and Simmel replac.ed the generatlye per ollr-
mances of transcendental synthesis with the vague, v1tahst1lc(11) );
toned productivity of life or th? stream of Consc10usneshs, 1)1(_
in doing so they had not yet freed t'hemse‘lves fr.om' the E t
pressivistic model. For them, too, the idea of a subj.ect}wt'y t a
externalizes itself, in order to melt dO\(/vn thc?se Ob_]CCtlﬁlSdthnS
into experience, remained stand.ard.27 Heidegger bta‘.es :JVE
these impulses but recognizes the'madequacy of the laslc C(r,.th
cepts of the philosophy of consciousness dragged a ong wi
them. He faces the problem of dissolving the Concept of trlan—
scendental subjectivity dominant si'ncg Kant, but w1thput e}\lz—
eling down the wealth of differentiations that thq philosop l,y
of the subject had worked out, most recently in Husserl's
henomenology. ‘ '
g Hcidegger igliymself mentions the.context of the probi?m in
which Being and Time arose in section 10, whe.re he refers to
Husserl and Scheler: “The person 1s not a thmg, not a sub-
stance, not an object. Here Scheler i§ emphasizmg what Huksls’erl
suggests when he insists that the unity of the person must dge
a constitution essentially different from that requlred.for t le
unity of things of nature. . . . Essentially the person ex1§tsv o'n'yl
in the performance of intentional acts. ... Thus psychica
being has nothing to do with perso‘nal bﬁlng. Acts get. per-
tormed; the person is a performer of acts. 28 Heidegger is not
satisfied with this approach and ianII‘CSZ\ ‘ WhaF, h()weye(ri, 1?
the ontological meaning of ‘performance’r H()W is the kn? | l(l)
being which belongs to a person to be ascertained ()n’L()lolg1c4 );
in a positive way?” (p. 73). He makes use of th(; vocabu dr)(/:l'o
the neo-ontological turn in order to advance further the dis-
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solution of the concept of the transcendental subject; but even
in this radicalization he holds on to the transcendental attitude
of a reflective illumination of the conditions of the possibility
of the being of the person as a being-in-the-world. Otherwise
the articulated profusion of structures would sink into the
undifferentiated conceptual whirl of Lebensphilosophie. The phi-
losophy of the subject is to be overcome by the equally sharp
and systematic, but far more profound, conceptual framework
of an existential ontology proceeding in a transcendental fash-
ion. Under this head, Heidegger forces together in an original
way theoretical approaches that were hitherto incompatible but
now indicate a meaningful perspective of inquiry in view of
the goal of systematically replacing the basic concepts of the
philosophy of the subject.
In the introductory chapter of Being and Time, Heidegger
makes three weighty strategic decisions that free the way for
fundamental ontology. First, he confers upon the transcenden-
tal problematic an ontological sense. The positive sciences are
concerned with ontic questions; they make statements about
nature and culture, about something in the world. The tran-
scendental analysis of the conditions for these ontic modes of
knowledge then clarifies the categorial constitution of these
realms of objects as regions of Being. Accordingly, Heidegger
understands Kant’s Critigue of Pure Reason not primarily as
epistemology, but as “an a priori logic for the subject matter
of that area of Being called ‘nature’ (p. 31). This ontologizing
coloration of transcendental philosophy becomes intelligible if
one considers that the sciences themselves do not derive from
free-floating cognitive performances, as the neo-Kantians had
affirmed, but are embedded within concrete life-contexts: “Sci-
ences are Dasein’s ways of being” (p. 33). Husserl called this
the founding of the sciences in the lifeworld. The meaning of
the categorial makeup of scientific object-domains or regions
of Being is only disclosed by going back to the understanding
of Being of those who, in their everyday existence, are already
comporting themselves toward entities in the world, and who
are able then to stylize this naive intercourse into the precision-
form of doing science. There belongs to situated, bodily-his-
torical existence a comprehension, however diffuse, of a world,
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from the horizon of which the mean.ing of .the entities later
capable ol being objectified by the sciences 13 always glrcz}dy
interpreted. We encounter this pre()nto'loglcal un.ders.tandmg
of Being when, in the transcendentql’amtlllde, we inquire back
behind the categorial makeup of cntities fhscloscd by transcen-
dental philosophy as it follows the guiding thread pf the sci-
ences. The analysis of the prior world-understanding grasps
those structures of the lifeworld or of “being—in—thc—\\jorld that
Heidegger calls existentials. Becausc thesg.* are prior to'the
categories of entities as a wh()le,'an(‘l especially to .the reglo(ns
of being toward which the the scientist .corqp().rts h1mself in an
objectifying mode, the existential analytic of belpg'—m-the—world
earns the name of fundamental ontology. This is to say that
the latter makes transparent for the first time the lifeworld or
existential foundations of the regional ontologies elaborated in
the transcendental attitude. _

In a second step, Heidegger bestows on the phenomenologlcal
method the sense of an ontological hermeneutics. A phcnon‘]e—v
non is, in Husserl’s sense, anything that shows ieself as its.e‘lf of
its own accord. Translating “the evident” with “the manifest,”
Heidegger plays on such opposite meanings as the hid(le_n, the
conccz:le(l, the covered over, and the like. It is only 1nd1.1’ectly
that phenomena come to appearance. Whal, appears is the
entity that covers over the “how” of its givenness. Phenomen.a
escape our direct grasp because in their appearances as ontic
they do not show themselves as what they are in thg‘mselve.s.
Thus, phenomenology is distinguished from the sciences in
that it does not have to do simply with particular species Qf
appearances, but with the explication of what is concealed in
every appearance — of what can only come to spegk l.hrough
phenomenology. The domain of phenomenology is the Bemg
that has been displaced by entitics. This is why 1t requires a
special apophantic effort to make phenomena reall/\,_’ present.
The model for this cffort is no longer intuition, as 1t was f.or
Husserl, but the interpretation of a text — not the intuitive
making-present of ideal essences that brings phen()mgna Lo
self-givenness, but the hermencutical un(lerstandin.g of com-
plex meaning-contexts that discloses Being. In this fa‘shlon,
Heidegger clears the way for an apophantic concept of truth
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and inverts the methodological meaning of the phenomenol-
ogy of essential intuitions into its existentially hermeneutical
opposite: In lieu of the description of an immediately intuited
entity, we have the interpretation of a meaning that escapes all
Euvidenz.

In a final step, Heidegger links this analytic of Dasein (which
proceeds transcendentally and hermeneutically at once) with a
motit ot exustentialist philosophy. Human Dasein understands it-
self in terms of the possibility of either being or not being itself.
It stands before the inescapable alternative of authenticity or
inauthenticity. It is an entity of the kind that “has to be” its
being. Human Dasein has to apprehend itself in terms of the
horizon of its possibilities and take a hand in its own existence.
Anyone who tries to avoid this alternative has already opted
for a life in the mode of drivenness and of fallenness. This
motif of responsibility for one’s own salvation (heightened in
an existentialist manner by Kierkegaard), Heidegger translates
into the formula about care for one’s own existence. “Dasein
is an entity for which, in its being, that being is an issue” (p.
236).

Heidegger now employs this secularized salvational motif in
such a way that care for one’s own existence, heightened to
anxiety, provides the guidelines for the analysis of the temporal
constitution of human existence. However, the methodological
use to which Heidegger puts this motif is equally important. It
1s not just the philosopher who, in posing the Being question,
1s referred to the preontological understanding of world and
Being in his bodily-historical existence; no, it is a determination
of this existence itself to be concerned about its being, to secure
hermeneutically the existential possibilities of “his ownmost
capacity to be.” Precisely to this extent, the human being is an
entity with an ontological nature for whom the Being-question
is an inbuilt existential necessity. The existential analytics arises
from the most deepset drive of human existence itself. Hei-
degger calls this the ontic rootedness of the existential analytic:
“If o interpret the meaning of Being becomes our task, Dasein
1S not only the primary entity to be interrogated; it is also that

entity which already comports itself, in its being, towards what
we are asking about when we ask this question. But in that case
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the question of Being is nothing ()the'r than the radicalizntign
of an essential tendency-of-Being which belongs to Dasein it-
self " (p. 15). .

The three conceptually strategic decisions can be summa-
rized successively by stating that Heidegger first couples tran-
scendental philosophy with ontology in order to be able to
characterize his existential analytic as fundamental ()ntolngy;
that he goes on to shift the meaning of phenomenology into
ontological hermeneutics in order to be able to carry out h¥s
fundamental ontology as an existential hermeneutlcs;.that, fi-
nally, he endows his existential hermeneutics with motifs from
existentialist philosophy in order to be able to ernbed the en-
terprise of fundamental ontology in contexts 'of 1nter'est.0th-
erwise degraded to the level of the merely ontic. At this single
locus, the ontological difference is put out of play and the‘
rigorous methodological distinction between the unl}fersal (of
transcendentally accessible existentials) an(.i the par.tlcular (of
concretely experienced problems of existence) is broken
through. .

By these couplings, Heidegger seems to have su.cceed'ed.ln
taking {rom the subject-object relationship its paradlgmanc sig-
nificance. The turn to ontology explodes the primacy of epis-
temology without giving up the transcendental problematic.
Because the being of entities remains related internal'ly to the
prior understanding of Being, because Being comes into play
only within the horizon of human Dasein, fundamental Qntol—
ogy does not mean a fall back beyond transcendental philoso-
phy, but rather a radicalization of it. .

The turn to existential hermeneutics at the same time puts
an cnd to the methodological distinctiveness of self-reflection,
which Husserl still needed for the procedure of transcendental
reduction. In place of the knowing subject’s relationship to
tself — which is to say, of self-consciousness — enters the
interpretation of a preontological understanding of Be%ng and
hence the explication of meaning-contexts within which one
already finds oneself in everyday existence. Finally, Heidegger
integrates existentialist motifs in such a way that the elucidation
of the structures of being-in-the-world (which have replaced
the conditions of the objectivity of experience) simultaneously
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affords an answer to the practical question about the right life.
An emphatic concept of truth as manifestation founds the
validity of judgments in the authenticity of a human existence
that comports itself toward entities prior to all science.

This concept of truth serves as the guideline in terms of
which Heidegger introduces the key term of fundamental on-
tology — the concept of world. World shapes the meaning-
disclosing horizon within which entities are at once withdrawn
from and manifested to the Dasein existentially concerned with
its being. World is always prior to the subject that relates itself
to objects in knowing and acting. For it is not the subject that
assumes relationships toward something in the world, but the
world that first of all establishes the context out of whose
preunderstanding entities can be encountered. Through this
preontological understanding of Being, the human being is
admitted from the outset into frameworks of the world and
privileged in relation to all the other entities in the world. It is
the very entity that cannot simply be come across in the world;
thanks to its special mode of being in the world, the human
being is so interwoven with the context-shaping, space-giving,
temporalizing processes of world-disclosure that Heidegger
characterizes its existence as Da-sein (there-being), which “lets
be” every entity by comporting itself toward it. The Da (there)
of Dasein is the locale where the lighting-up process of Being
[Lichtung des Seins] opens up.

The strategic conceptual gain relative to the philosophy of
the subject is plain: Knowing and acting no longer have to be
conceived in terms of subject-object relationships. “A commer-
ctum of the subject with a world (of representable or manipul-
able objects) does not get created for the first time by knowing,
nor does it arise from some way in which the world acts upon
a subject. Knowing is a mode of Dasein founded upon being-
in-the-world” (p- 90). instead of the subject who in knowing or
acting confronts the objective world as the totality of existing
states of affairs, the acts of knowing and doing performed in
the objectifying attitude can now be conceived as derivatives
from basic modes of standing within a lifeworld, within a world
ntuitively understood as context and background. Heidegger
characterizes these modes of being-in the lifeworld, in view of
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their temporal structure, as so many modes of car’i‘ng, f,)f having
concern for something; as instances, he names ’.havmg to do
with something, pr()(lucing, attending t.(.) sm_nethmg and lq()k—
ing after it, giving up something an.d lemng'n go, un(l.cr‘tz{k}ng,
accomplishing, evincing, interrogaung, considering, discussing,
determining, and so forth” (p. 83). )

At the center of the first section of Being and Time §tands the
analysis of the concept of world. From [}'IC perspective of ma-
nipulation, and in general of nonob]’e‘ctlfymg, prqctlcal dealm%s
with physical components of the llfeworl‘d., Heidegger expli-
cates a concept of world as a network of mv'olvements remi-
niscent of Pragmatism. This is then genecralized .bey()nd the
domain of the ready-at-hand and clucidated as a sign-context.
Only by mcans of a distantiating chang§ of attitude d()e's nqgure
get taken out of its horizon in the ‘llfew-'(?rld and objectified.
Only this de-worlding of a region of entities as sheerly re\pre-
sented gives rise to an objecuve world of‘ob‘]ects .and occur-
rences to which a subject (in the sense of the phllosop'hy of
consciousness) can relate itself through knowing and acting.

Iv

[ do not need to go into these analyses (sections 14-24) singe
they do not really advance beyond what was elal:.)orat.e('i n
Pragmatism from Peirce to Mead and Dewey. What is or‘lgmal,
of course, is the use Heidegger makes of this concept of world
for a critique of the philosophy of C()l]SCiO.USI’IGESS.. But this
undertaking immediately comes to a standstill. tl his bccomes
clear in the “question of the ‘who’ of Dasein” (sec_t1op 25), Whl.Ch
Heidegger at first answers by saying that Dasein 1s the entity
that 1 always am myself: “The question of the ‘who’ answers
itself in terms of the ‘I itself, the ‘subject,” the ‘self.” The ‘who’
is what maintains itself as something identical Lhr()ugh(.)ut
changes in its experiences and ways of behaviour, and which
relates itself to this changing multiplicity in so doing” (p. 150).
This response would naturally itself lead straightaway back to
the philosophy of the subject. This is why Hcidegger extends
his analysis of the tool-world, as it was presented fr.()m the
perspective of the actor operating alone as a context of involve-
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ments, to the world of social relationships among several actors:
“In clarifying being-in-the-world we have shown that a bare
subject without a world never ... 1s ... given. And so ... an
isolated ‘I" without others is just as far from being proximally
given” (p. 152). Heidegger expands his world-analysis from the
angle of interpersonal relations that I enter into with others.
As we shall see in another connection, the change in per-
spective from solitary rational purposiveness to social interac-
tion does promise to illuminate the very processes of mutual
understanding [Verstindigung] — and not merely of under-
standing {Verstehen] — that keep present the world as an inter-
subjectively shared lifeworld background. We can find in
language used communicatively the structures that explain how
the lifeworld is reproduced even without subjects, so to speak,
through the subjects and their activity orientated toward mu-
tual understanding. In this way, the question concerning the
“who” of Dasein would take care of itself — a question that
Heidegger actually traces back again to a subject that consti-
tutes the world of being-in-the-world by the authentic project
ot his possibilities for existing. The lifeworld in which human
existence 1s embedded is by no means generated by the exis-
tential efforts of a Dasein that has tacitly assumed the place of
transcendental subjectivity. It is suspended, as it were, in the
structures of linguistic intersubjectivity and is maintained in
the same medium in which subjects capable of speech and
action come to a mutual understanding about something in the
world.
Heidegger does not take the path to a response in terms of
a theory of communication because from the start he degrades
the background structures of the lifeworld that reach beyond
the isolated Dasein as structures of an average everyday exis-
tence, that 1s, of inauthentic Dasein. To be sure, the co-Dasein
of others first appears to be a constitutive feature of being-in-
the-world. But the priority of the lifeworld’s intersubjectivity
over the mineness of Dasein escapes any conceptual framework
still tinged with the solipsism of Husserlian phenomenology.
The idea that subjects are individuated and socialized in the
same stroke cannot be accommodated in the latter framework.
In Being and Time, Heidegger does not construct intersubjec-
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tivity any differently than Husserl does in. the Cart'esian .Me(?i—
tations: Dasein as in each case mine constitutes bemg—w1‘th n
the same way that the transcendental ego constitutes the inter-
subjectivity of the world shared by rpyself and others.. Con§e-
quently, Heidegger cannot make his anal.y51s ,Qf bemg-wnh
fruitful for the question of how the world 1tsel‘f 1s constituted
and maintained. He only takes up the theme of language after
neading his analysis in another direction (sectipp 34).

The communicative practice of everyday life is onl}j sup-
posed to make being-onself possible in the mode of a “dicta-
torship of the others”: “One belongs to the others Qneself and
enhances their power. ... The ‘who’ is not for this one, not
that one, not oneself, not some people, and not the sum of
them all. The ‘who’ is the neuter, the ‘they’” (p. 164). The
“they” now serves as a foil before which a Klerke.gaardla'n
existence, radically isolated in the face of death — [hf.} authentic
existence of the human being in need of redemption — can
be identified as the “who” of Dasein. Only as my own is the
capacity for being open to authenticity and inauthenticity. Un-
like Kierkegaard, of course, Heidegger no lpnger wants to
think the totality of finite Dasein “ontotheologlcally” out of an
empowering relationship to some highest entity or to ?nuues
taken as a whole; but rather only out of itself — that is, as a
self-affirmation that is paradoxical because it is without any
basis. W. Schulz correctly characterized the se]f—understapdlpg
of Being and Time as the heroic nihilism of self-affirmation in
the impotence and finitude of Dasein.?? .

Although Heidegger in his first step de-structs the philosophy
of the subjcct in favor of a frame of reference that first ma\kes
possible subject-object relationships, in his second step he ‘falls
back into the conceptual constraints of the philosophy of the
subject, as he endeavors to make the world intelligible on its
own terms as a process of world-occurrence. For the solipsist-
ically posited Dasein once again occupies the place of transcep-
dental subjectivity. To be sure, the latter no longer appears in
the shape of an omnipotent Ur-Ich (primal 1), but still as “.the
ultimate pursuit of human existence . .. in which all existing
in the midst of being must be rooted.”*® To Dasein is ascrlbgd
the authorship of the projecting of the world. The authentic
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capacity to be whole on Dasein’s part, or the freedom whose
temporal structures Heidegger traces in the second part of
Bemg and Time, is actuated in the transcending disclosure of
entities: “The selfhood of the selt, which lies at the basis of all
spontaneity, lies in transcendence. Freedom is what lets world
govern — by projecting and throwing world over being.”?! The
classic demand of Ursprungsphilosophie for self-grounding and
ultimate grounding is not deflected but answered in the sense
of a Fichtean act [Tathandlung] that has been modified into a
world-project. Dasein grounds itself from itself: “Dasein
grounds (establishes) world only insofar as it grounds itself in
the midst of being.”*? Heidegger once again grasps the world
as a process out of the subjectivity of a will to self-affirmation.
The two works following immediately after Being and Time —
What Is Metaphysics? and The Essence of Reasons — demonstrate
this.

Why fundamental ontology had to run off into the blind
alley of the philosophy of the subject it was supposed to be
steering clear of is easy to see. Ontology with a transcendental
twist is guilty of the same mistake that it attributes to classical
epistemology: Whether one gives primacy to the Being-ques-
tion or to the knowledge-qucstion, in either case the cognitive
relation to the world and fact-stating discourse — theory and
propositional truth — hold a monopoly as what is genuinely
human and in need of clarification. This ontological/episte-
mological primacy of entities as what is knowable levels off the
complexity of relations to the world sedimented in the multi-
plicity of illocutionary forces proper to natural languages, in
favor of the one privileged relation to the objective world. This
relation remains normative for practice, too; the monological
execution of plans (that is, rational purposiveness) holds good
as the primary form of action.?® The objective world, even
though conceived of as a derivative of contexts of involvements,
remains the reference point even for fundamental ontology,
under the heading of entities taken as a whole. The analytic
of Dasein follows the architectonic structure of Husserlian
phenomenology in that it grasps comporting oneself toward
entities in accord with the model of the cognitive relationship
— Just as phenomenology analyzes all intentional acts on the
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model of the perception of elementary properties of (?bjccts.
Within this architectonic, there is necessarily a place for the
subject that constitutes objective real.ms by way of t.he transcen-
dental conditions of knowledge. Heidegger fills this place with
something that is productive in another way, namely, by the
creation of meanings that disclose the world. Just as Kant an‘d
Husserl contrast the transcendental with the empirical, so Hei-
degger distinguishes the ontological from the ontic, or the
Existential from the Existentiell.

Heidegger notes the breakdown of his attempt to tear away
from the enchanted circle of the philosophy of the subject, but
he does not note that this 1s a consequence of the sort of Being-
question that can only be posed within the horizonlof an Ur-
sprungsphilosophie, however transcenden‘tally turned 1t may be.
The only way out of this impasse is afforded by an operation
with which he often cnough found fault in respect to
Nietzsche’s “rotation of Platonism”: He stands Ursprungsphilo-
sophie on 1ts head without dissociating himself from any of its
prior problems. .

We have already become acquainted with the rhetoric by
which the reversal is announced. The human being is no l()ggcr
the placeholder of nothingness, but the shcphqd of Belng;
being extended out toward anxiety gives way to joy an('i grati-
tude for the gift of Being; hanging on in spite of fate yields to
sclf-surrender to the desuning of Being; self-affirmation cedes
to sclf-donation. The change in position can be dcscribed.un—
der three aspects: (a) Heidegger renounces the claim ascribed
to metaphysics of self-grounding and ultimate grounding. The
foundation that was formerly supposed to be laid by funda-
mental ontology in the form of a transcendentally executed
analysis of the basic constitution of Dasein loses its significance
in favor of a contingent occurrence to which Dasein is delivered
over. The event of Being can only be meditatively experienced
and presented narratively, but not argumentatively retrieved
and explained. (by Heidegger rejects existential ontology’s con-
cept of freedom. Dasein is no longer considered the author of
world-projects in light of which entities are at once manifested

and withdrawn; instead, the productivity of the creation of

meaning that is disclosive of world passes over to Being itself.
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Dasein bows to the authority of an unmanipulable meaning of
Being and rids itself of any will to self-affirmation that is sus-
pect of subjectivity. (c) Heidegger negates in the end the foun-
dationalism of a thinking that has recourse to a first principle,
whether it occurs in the traditional patterns of metaphysics or
in the patterns of transcendental philosophy from Kant to
Husserl. This refusal does not, of course, extend to the hier-
archy of levels of knowledge that rest on a foundation beyond
which we cannot go, but only to the atemporal character of
this origin. Heidegger temporalizes the origins, which, in the
shape of an unfathomable destiny, certainly retain the sover-
eignty of a first principle. The temporality of Dasein is now
only the cornice of a self-temporalizing dispensation of Being.
The first principle of Ursprungsphilosophie is temporalized. This
is revealed in the undialectical nature of Being: The holy —
as which Being supposedly comes to language in poetry — is
considered to be the absolutely unmediated, just as it had been
for metaphysics.

A consequence of this inverted foundationalism is the shift
in meaning of “fore-having” [Vorhabe], which Heidegger an-
nounced for the never written second volume of Being and
Time: According to the self-understanding of Being and Time,
it belonged to the province of a phenomenological destruction
of the history of ontology to loosen up rigid traditions and to
awaken the contemporary awareness of problems to the buried
experiences of ancient ontology. Aristotle and Hegel treated
the history of philosophy no differently — as a prehistory of
their own system. After the reversal, this at first propaedeutically
intended task mounts up to almost world-historical significance,
since the history of metaphysics — and of the poetry deci-
phered against its backdrop — advances to the status of the
single intelligible medium of the dispensations of Being itself.
From this perspective, Heidegger seizes upon Nietzsche’s crit-
ical reflections on metaphysics in order to integrate him into
the history of metaphysics as its ambiguous culmination and to
take up the legacy of his Dionysian messianism.

Nevertheless, Heidegger could not have turned Nietzsche’s
radical critique of reason into a destruction of the history of
ontology, he could not have projected Nietzsche’s Dionysian
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messianism apocalyptically onto Being, if an uprooting of prop-
ositional truth and a devaluation of discursive thought did not
go hand in hand with his historicization of Being. Onl.y for
these reasons can the critique of reason in terms of the history
of Being give the illusion, in spite of its radicality, of .ayoiding
the paradoxes connected with any self-referential critique ot
reason. It reserves the title of truth for the so-called truth-
occurrence, which no longer has anything to do with a validity-
claim transcending space and time. The truths (emerging in
the plural) of this temporalized Ursprungsphilosophie are in each
case provincial and yet total; they are more like the command-
ing expressions of some sacral force fitted out with the aura Qf
truth. As for the apophantic concept of truth developed in
Being and Time (section 44), Ernst Tugendhat shows how Hei—
degger “precisely by the fact that he turns the word ‘truth’ into
a basic term, . . . passes over the problem of truth.”* Already
at this point, the world-project disclosive of meaning, which is
inscribed in the totality of a linguistic world view (as in Hum-
boldt) or in the grammar of a language game (as in Wittgen-
stein), is raised above any and every critical forum: The
luminous force of world-disclosing language is hypostatized. It
no longer has to prove itself by its capacity to throw light on
beings in the world. Heidegger supposes that beings can be
opened up in their Being with equal ease by any given ap-
proach. He fails to see that the horizon of the understanding
of meaning brought to bear on beings is not prior to, but rather
subordinate to, the question of truth.?®

Of course, when the rule system of a language changes, the
validity conditions of the sentences formulated in it also
change. But whether the validity conditions are in fact satisfied
to such an extent that the sentences can also function is not a
matter of the world-disclosing power of the language, but of
the innerworldly success of the practice it makes possible. The
Heidegger of Being and Time was still enough a phenomenol-
ogist to fend off the idea that his argumentatively performed
existential hermeneutics was removed from all claims of
grounding. He was already prevented from taking this position
by the idea (laden with strong normative connotations) of the
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authentic capacity to be that he linked with an existentialist
interpretation of individual conscience (sections 54-60).

But even this check by a (surely problematic, because redu-
cible to an empty formula) decisionistic resoluteness loses its
force after the Kehre. That dimension of unconcealment prior
to propositonal truth passes over from the conscientious proj-
ect of the individual concerned about his existence to an anon-
ymous dispensation of Being that demands subjection, is
contingent, and prejudices the course of concrete history. The
heart of the reversal is the fact that Heidegger misleadingly
furnishes the metahistorical authority of a primordial force set

temporally aflow with the attribute of being an occurrence of
truth.

A%

This step is so bereft of plausibility that it cannot be satisfac-
torily explained in terms of the internal motifs discussed up to
this point. I suspect that Heidegger could find his way to the
temporalized Ursprungsphilosophie of the later period only by
way of his temporary identification with the National Socialist
movement — to whose inner truth and greatness he still at-
tested in 1935.

It 1s not Heidegger’s “Profession of Faith in Adolf Hitler
and the National Socialist Movement” (the title under which
his address to the election rally of German scholars and sci-
entists held at Leipzig on 11 November 1933 was disseminated)
that calls for a judgment by those born later — who cannot
know whether in a similar situation they, too, would not have
failed. What is irritating is the unwillingness and the inability
of this philosopher, after the end of the Nazi regime, to admit
his error with so much as one sentence — an error fraught with
political consequences. Instead, Heidegger embraces the
maxim that it is not the perpetrators but the victims themselves
who are guilty: “Certainly — it is always presumptuous when
men add up and attribute guilt to other men. But when one
seeks out the guilty and measures their guilt: Is there not also
a guilt of essential omission? Those who were then so proph-
etically gifted that they saw everything coming just as it did —
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I was not that wisc — why have they waited almost ten years
to take action against the malignancy? Why di('in’t those who
thought they knew in 1933, why d‘ldilft they rise up then‘“tﬁ
turn evervthing toward the good, fromlthe ground upr™?°
What is irritating is the repression of guilt in a man w"ho, .When
it was all over, wrote out a denazification certificate justifying
his option for fascism from the Valet’s'perspe.ctive of petty
university intrigues. Just as Heidegger 1mnledlately pins the
blame for his assumption of the rectorship and the quarrel.s
that followed on the “cssentially metaphysical condition of sci-
ence,” so he detaches his actions and statements altogether
from himself as an empirical person and attributes them to a
fate for which one cannot be held responsible. He viewed his
own theoretical development from this perspective as well; he
did not understand the so-called Kehre as the outcome of an
cffort ot thought to solve problems, the result ofg process of
investigation, but always as the objective evem of. an anony-
mous overcoming of metaphysics staged by Being 1t§elf. Up to
this point I have reconstructed the transitiop from fgndamcn—
tal ontology to the meditative thinking of Being as an mterpally
motivated way out of the philosophy of the subject, th:at is, as
a solution to a problem. Heidegger would emphatically reject this
reconstruction. There is also some truth in this protest. As a
matter of fact, the reversal is the result of his historical expe-
rience with National Socialism, that is, of an event that Hei-
degger to a certain extent ran up against. Only this moment
of truth within a metaphysically enraptured self—un(lerstal.]d.mg
can render plausible what would have to remain unintelligible
from the internal perspective of a theoretical development
guided by problems: how Heidegger could understand the
history of Being as truth-occurrence and keep it immune from
any simple historicism of world views or epochal interpreta-
tions of the world. Thus, I am interested in the question of
how fascism played into the very development of Heidegger’s
theory.

So little did Heidegger perceive the position worked out n
Being and Time — and elucidated many times in the succeeding
years until 1933 — as problematic that after the takeover of
power he made an original use precisely of the implications,
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in terms of the philosophy of the subject, of self-assertive Da-
sein in its finitude. 1o be sure, it was a use that signiﬁcantly
shifted the connotations and the original meaning of the ex-
istential analytic. The basic concepts (left unchanged) of fun-
damental ontology were given a new content by Heidegger in
1933. If he had hitherto used “Dasein” in an unmistakable way
for the existentially isolated individual on his course toward
death, now he substitutes for this “in-each-case-mine” Dasein
the collective Dasein of a fatefully cxisting and “in-each-case-
our” people (Volk].?8 All the existential categories stay the same
and yet with one stroke they change their very meaning — and
not just the horizon of their expressive significance. The con-
notations they owe to their Christian origins, especially Kier-
kegaard, are transformed in the light of a New Paganism
prevalent at that time.* The obscene intonation of its semantics
can be made evident by citations that have long been familiar.
In an election manifesto, Rector Heidegger writes in the Frei-
burger Studentenzeitung of 10 November 1933: “The German
people is called by the Fiihrer to an election; but the Fithrer
asks nothing of the people. Rather he gives them the most
direct possibility of the highest free choice: whether the entire
people wills its own Dascin or not. ... This election simply
cannot be compared to previous elections. Its unique quality is
the simple greatness of the decision to be made. . . . This final
decision reaches out to the uttermost boundaries of the Dasein
of our people. . .. The election choice that the German people
now makes is — apart from its outcome — already the occur-
rence of and the strongest testimony to the new German reality
of the National Socialist State. Our will to the self-responsibility
of the people wills that each people find the greatness and

truth of its determination. . .. The Fiihrer has awakened this

will in the whole people and has fused it into a single deci-

sion.” Whereas earlier the ontology was rooted ontically in

the existence of the individual in the lifeworld,*' now Heideg-

ger singles out the historical existence of a nation yoked to-

gether by the Fiihrer into a collective will as the locale in which
Dasein’s authentic capacity to be whole is to be decided. The
first Reichstag elections, taking place in the shadow of KZs
filled with Communists and Social Democrats, shift into the
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aura of some final existential decision. What has actually de-
generated 1nto an empty acclamation Heidegger stylizes Vinto a
decision that, in the light of Being and Time’s conceptual frame-
work, takes on the character of a project: the project of a new,
authentic form of life for the people.

On the occasion of the aforementioned election rally by sci-
entists and scholars for the Fihrer, Being and Time again pro-
vides the script for a speech that is supposed to stir up not
individual existence but now the whole people, and to push
them to a heroic truth: “The people is winning back the truth
of its will to exist [Daseinswille], for truth is the manifestness of
what a pcople makes secure, clear, and strong In its action and
knowledge.” The formal determination of provisional reso-
luteness heard by students since 1927 gets concretized nto the
outbreak of a national revolution — and into a break with the
world of Occidental rationalism: “We have compleiely broken
with idolizing a thinking that has no ground and no power.
We see the end of all philosophy that could serve it. We are
certain of this — that the clear toughness and the certainty that
does justice to achievement, which are proper to simple, un-
compromising questioning about the nature of Being, are com-
ing back to us. The primordial courage to either grow from or
break under the confrontation with what is [dem Seienden] is
the innermost motivation of a national science [einer vilkischen
wissenschaft]. . . . Questioning bids us not to shut ourselves oft
from the terror of the untamed and the chaos of darkness. . ..
And so we — who will henceforth be entrusted with the pre-
servation of our people’s desire to know — proclaim: The
National Socialist revolution is not simply the assumption of
existing power in the state by another party that has become
cqual to the task; rather, this revolution brings with 1t a com-
plete upheaval of our German existence Dasein.”*

As the lectures for the summer semester of 1935 demon-
strate, Heidegger held fast to this profession of faith beyond
the time span of his short term as rector. Once he at last could
no longer be deluded about the true character of the National
Socialist regime, he had maneuvered himself philosophically
into a difficult situation. Because he identified “Dasein” with
the Dascin of the nation, authentic capacity to be with the
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seizure of power, and freedom with the will of the Fiihrer, and
because he had read into the question of Being the National
Socialist revolution, including labor service, military service,
and scholarly service, an internal and not easily touched up
connection between his philosophy and contemporary events
was established. A plain, political-moral revaluation of National
Socialism would have attacked the foundations of the renewed
ontology and called into question the entire theoretical ap-
proach. But if, on the contrary, the disappointment with Na-
tional Socialism could be elevated beyond the foreground
sphere of responsible judgment and action and stylized into an
objective error, to an error gradually revealing itself in history,
the continuity with the point of departure of Being and Time
need not be endangered. Heidegger works up his historical
experience with National Socialism in a manner that does not
call into question the elitist claim to a privileged access to the
truth on the part of philosophers. He interprets the untruth
of the movement by which he had let himself be dragged along
not in terms of an existential fallenness into the “they” for
which one is subjectively responsible, but as an objective with-
holding of the truth. That the eyes of the most resolute phi-
losopher were only gradually opened up to the nature of the
regime — for this astoundingly delaved reading of world his-
tory — the course of the world itself 1s supposed to assume
authorship, not concrete history, indeed, but a sublimated his-
tory promoted to the lofty heights of ontology. Thus was born
the concept of the history of Being.

Within the frame of this concept, Heidegger’s fascist error
takes on a significance related to the history of metaphysics.*!
In 1935 Heidegger still saw the inner truth and greatness of
the National Socialist movement in the “encounter between
global technology and modern man.”** At that time, he still
trusted in the National Socialist movement to enlist the poten-
tial of technology in the service of the project of the new
German Dasein. Only in the later course of the debate with
Nietzsche’s theory of power does Heidegger develop the con-
cept of technology in terms of the history of ontology as that
of Gestell. From that time, he was able to view fascism itself as
a symptom and to classity it, alongside Americanism and com-
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munism, as an expression of the metaphysical domination of
technology. It is only after this turn that fascism, like
Nietzsche’s philosophy, belongs to the objectivety ambigqogs
phase of the overcoming of metaphysics.”® With this slnft.m
meaning, the activism and decisionisim of self-assertive Dasein,
in both its versions, the existentialist and the national revolu-
tionary, also lose their meaning-disclosing function; only now
does the pathos of self-assertion become a basic trait of th-e
subjectivity that holds sway over modernity. In the later phi-
losophy, the pathos of letting be and of readiness to listen takes
its place. .
Our recapitulation of the motivation behind the Kehre

terms of the history of that period confirms the outcome of

our reconstruction of its internal theorctical development. In-
asmuch as he propagates a mere inversion of the thought
patterns of the philosophy of the subject, Heidegger remains
caught up in the problematic of that kind of philosophy.

VII

Beyond a Temporalized
Philosophy of Origins:
Jacques Derrida’s Critique
of Phonocentrism

Insofar as Heidegger was received in postwar France as the
author of the “Letter on Humanism,” Derrida is correct in
claiming for himself the role of an authentic disciple who has
critically taken up the teaching of the master and productively
advanced it. Not without a feeling for the kairos of the situation
in contemporary history, Derrida made this claim in May of
1968 just as the riots had reached their highpoint.! Like Hei-
degger, Derrida takes into consideration “the Occident in its
entirety” and confronts it with its “other,” which announces
itself in “radical upheavals” — economically and politically (that
1s, manifestly) by new constellations between Europe and the
Third World, metaphysically by the end of anthropocentric
thought. The human being as the being toward death has
always lived in relation to its natural end. But now it is a matter
of the end of its humanistic self-understanding: In the home-
lessness of nihilism it is not the human being but the essence
of the human that wanders blindly about. And this end is
supposed to be disclosed 1n the thinking about Being iniuated
by Heidegger. Heidegger prepares the completion of an epoch
that will perhaps never end in a historical-ontic sense.? The
familiar melody of the self-overcoming of metaphysics also sets
the tone for Derrida’s enterprise; destruction is renamed de-
construction: “Within the closure, by an oblique and always
perilous movement, constantly risking falling back within what
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is being deconstructed, 1t 1s necessary to surround the gritical
concepts with a careful and thorough discourse . . . to designate
rigorously their intimate relationship to the machine whose
deconstruction they permit; and, in the same process, t.o des-
ignate the crevice through which the unnameable ghmmqr
beyond the closure of our epoch can be glimpsed.™ To this
p()/int we are on familiar ground. .

To be sure, Derrida distances himself from Heidegger’s later
philosophy, especially from its network of metaphors. He de—
fends himself against the regressively innocuous “metap}'logcs
of pr(’)ximity, of simple and immediate presepce — associating
the proximity of Being with the values of neighboring, shr.elter,
house, service, guard, voice, and listening.”* Whereas Heldeg-‘
ger decks out his history-of-Being fatalism in the style of
Schultze-Naumburg with its sentimental homely pictures of a
preindustrial peasant counterworld,” Derrida moves about In-
stead in the subversive world of the partisan struggle — he
would even like to take the house of Being apart and, out in
the open, “to dance . .. the cruel feast of which the Genealogy
of Morals speaks.”® We shall have to see whether the concept
of the history of Being changes along with the tenor, or
whether under Derrida’s hands the same idea merely takes on
a difterent coloring.

Hcidegger purchases the temporalization of Ursprungsphilo-
sophie with a concept of truth made historically dynamic, but
deracinated. When one lets oneself be as affected by the cir-
cumstances of contemporary history as Heidegger does, and
nonetheless progresses, as if with the force of gravity, into the
dimension of essential concepts, the truth claim of inverted
foundationalism becomes rigidified into a prophetic gesture.
AU least it remains unclear how the normative core of a truth
claim that transcends space and time could be maintained
within the mobility of a happening of truth that 1s not at our
disposal. With his concept of the Dionysian, Nietzsche had still
pointed to a sphere of normative experience; and even Hei-
degger, in his existentialist period, could orient himself in
terms of the normative content of an authentic Dascin. By
contrast, the gracious gift of unfathomable Being lacks any
structure whatsoever; the concept of the holy is ultimately no
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less diffuse than that of life. Distinctions we associate with the
meaning of validity do not find any support within a dispen-
sation of Being removed from all verification. Only religious
connotations furnish any points of support — but they are
immediately rejected as ontotheological remnants.

Derrida, too, perceives this situtation as unsatisfactory; struc-
turalism seems to provide a way out. For Heidegger, language
constitutes the medium of the history of Being; the grammar
of linguistic world views directs the preontological understand-
ing of Being dominant at any given time. Heideggger rests
content with characterizing language globally as the house of
Being; despite the privileged status accorded it, he never sys-
tematically studied language. This is where Derrida starts. A
scholarly climate shaped by the structuralism of Saussure en-
courages him to enlist linguistics, too, in the service of the
critique of metaphysics. He then redoes the step from philos-
ophy of consciousness to philosophy of language in a meth-
odical way and, with grammatology, opens up a field of
research for analyses that could no longer have existed for
Heidegger on the level of his history of Being. For reasons we
still need to explain, Derrida does not make use of the analyses
of ordinary language carried out in the Anglo-Saxon world;
he does not concern himself with the grammar of language or
with the logic of its use. Instead, in a countermove to structur-
alist phonetics, he sets out to study the foundations of gram-
matology, that is, the science of writing. He cites from Littré
the lexical entry for “grammatology” — “A treatise upon let-
ters, upon the alphabet, syllabation, reading, and writing” —
and names as a relevant study I. J. Gelb’s book A Study of
Writing: The Foundations of Grammatology.”

Grammatology recommends itself as a guide for the critique
of metaphysics because it goes to the roots of phonetic writing,
that is, of writing that copies the sound of words; and this is
not only coextensive but also equiprimordial with metaphysical
thought. Derrida is convinced “that phonetic writing, the me-
dium of the great metaphysical, scientific, technical, and eco-
nomic adventure of the West, is limited in space and time” —
and in our day has reached its limit.® The early Derrida hopes
to carry out the enterprise of the self-overcoming of meta-
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physics in the form of a grammatologigal stpdy Lhat.reac_hes
back beyond the beginnings of phonetic writing. It inquires
beyond any writing that remains within the enchanted ‘c1rcle
of the phonctic as a sheer fixation of sound patterns. (;rar.n—
matology is supposed to explain instecad why WhE‘iL. is essential
to language has to be grasped on the model of writing and not
that of speech: “The ‘rationality’ — but perhaps that word
should be abandoned for reasons that will appear at the end
of this sentence — which governs a writing thus enlarged and
radicalized, no longer issues trom a logos. Further, it inaugu-
rates the destruction, not the demolition but the de-sedimen-
tation, the de-construction, of all the significations that have
their source in that [signification] of the logos. Particulquy Lhe‘
signification of truth. All the metaphysical determinations of
truth, and even the one beyond metaphysical ontotheology that
Heidegger reminds us of, are more or less immediately insep-
arable from the instance of the logos.” Since the logos, as we
shall see, constantly indwells the spoken word, Derrida wants
to confront the logocentrism of the West in the form of
phonocentrism. ,
To understand this startling turn to grammatology it is useful
to recall the metaphor of the book of nature or the book of
the world, which points to the hard-to-read, painstakingly to‘
be deciphered handwriting of God. Derrida quotes a saying of
Jaspers: “T'he world is the handwriting of another, never tully
legible world, which only existence deciphers.” There are only
books in the plural because the original text has been lost. Yet
Derrida removes any optimistic note from this picture by rad-
icalizing the notion of the lost book in a Kafkaesque manner.
‘T'his book written in God’s handwriting never existed, but only
traces of it, and even they have been obliterated. This aware-
ness has left its imprint on the self-understanding of modern-
ity, at least since the nineteenth century: “It is not only to have
lost the theological certainty of seeing every page bind itself
into the unique text of the truth, ... the genealogical anthol-
ogy, the Book of Reason this time, the infinite manuscript read
by a God who, in a more or less deferred way, is said to have
given us the use of this pen. This lost certainty, this absence of
divine writing, that is to say, first of all, the absence of the
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Jewish God (who himself writes, when necessary), does not
solely and vaguely define something like ‘modernity.” As the
absence and haunting of the divine sign, it regulates all modern
criticism and aesthetics.”!"” Modernity is in search of the traces
of a writing that no longer holds out the prospect of a mean-
ingful whole as the book of nature or the Holy Scripture had
done.

Within a traditional context marked by catastrophe, the sub-
strate of written signs is the only thing that survives corruption.
The text is often damaged and fragmented so that it denies
any access 1o interpreters in succeeding gencrations. But the
signification remains upon even unintelligible texts, the signs
last — matter survives as the trace of a spirit that has vanished.

[t is obvious that Derrida, taking up from Levinas, is inspired
by the Jewish understanding of tradition, which is more re-
moved than the Christian from the idea of the book and pre-
cisely for this reason remains more rigorously bound to
crudition in scripture. The program of a scripture scholarship
with claims to a critique of metaphysics is nourished from
religious sources. By the same token, Derrida does not want to
think theologically; as an orthodox Heideggerian, he is forbid-
den any thought about a supreme entity. Instead, similarly to
Heidegger, Derrida sees the modern condition as constituted
by phenomena of deprival that are not comprehensible within
the horizon of the history of reason and of divine revelation.
As he assures us at the start of his essay on “différance,” he
does not want to do any theology, not even negative theology.
Even less does he want whatever thus deprives us of itself to
Just trickle away through our fingers like the fluid of an intrins-
ically paradoxical history of Being.

The medium of writing provides, for this reason as well, a
model in terms of which the aura is to be removed from the
happening of truth, the Being distinguished from entities
taken in sum and also from any supreme entity, and it is to be
given a certain playful consistency. Consequently, Derrida has
in mind here not the “solid permanence of the written,” but
primarily the circumstance that the written form detaches any
given text from the context in which it arose. Writing makes
what is said independent from the mind of the author, from
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the breath of the audience, as well as from the presence of the
objects under discussion. The medium of writing lends the text
a stony autonomy in relation to all living contexts. It extin-
.Quishe/s the concrete connections with individual subjects and
determinate situations, and yet the text still retains its reada-
bility. Writing guarantees that a text can always repeated}y.be
read in arbitrarily changing contexts. What fascinates Derrida
is this thought of an absolute readability: Even in th-e ZleCI.lCC of
every possible audience, after the death of all bfj’mgs w1th'an
intelligent nature, the writing holds open in heroic abstraction
the possibility of a repeatable readability that transcepds every-
thing in this world. Because writing mortifies the 11v1n'g con-
nections proper to the spoken word, it promises salvation for
its semantic content even beyond the day on which all who can
speak and listen have fallen prey to the holocaust.'! “All gra-
phemes are of a testamentary essence.”'® o
Of course, this idea is merely a variation on the motif of the
dependency of living discourse upon self-sufficient structures
of language. Inasmuch as Derrida replaces grammar as the
science of language with grammatology as the science of writ-
ing, he intends to make the basic insight of structuralism‘e.ven
more pointed. Heidegger lacked the concept of a self-stabilized
linguistic medium. This is why in Being and Time he had to base
the constitution and maintenance of the world initially on the
productivity of a world-projecting and self-grounding Dasein,
which is to say, on an equivalent for the creative activity of
transcendental  subjectivity. Derrida is spared the detour
through Being and Time. Backed by structuralism, he can forge
a direct route from Husserl’s earlier philosophy of conscious-
ness to the tate Heidegger’s philosophy of language. 1 want to
test whether his grammatologically distanced conception of the
history of Being avoids the objection that was raised by Hei-
degger against Nietzsche and that recoils upon Heidegger him-
self: “The Nietzschean demolition remains dogmatic and, like
all reversals, a captive of that metaphysical edifice which it
professes to overthrow.”!® To anticipate my thesis: Even Der-
rida does not extricate himself from the constraints of the
paradigm of the philosophy of the subject. His attempt to go
beyond Heidegger does not escape the aporetic structure of a

b
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truth-occurrence eviscerated of all truth-as-validity. Derrida
passes beyond Heidegger’s inverted foundationalism, but re-
mains in its path. As a result, the temporalized Ursprungsphi-
losophie takes on clearer contours. The remembrance of the
messianism of Jewish mysticism and of the abandoned but well-
crrcumscribed place once assumed by the God of the Old Tes-
tament preserves Derrida, so to speak, from the political-moral
insensitivity and the aesthetic tastelessness of a New Paganism
spiced up with Holderlin.

11

The text through which we can examine in detail Derrida’s
attempt to break out of the philosophy of the subject 1s the
critique of Husserl’s theory of meaning that was published in
1967, at the same time as Of Grammatology.'* From the stand-
point of a deconstruction of the philosophy of consciousness,
Derrida could scarcely have chosen a more fitting target than
the section on “Expression and Meaning” from the second
volume of the Logical Investigations.'> Here Husserl energeti-
cally defends the sphere of pure consciousness against the
intermediate domain of linguistic communication; he pushes
meaning emphatically to the side of ideal essence and of the
intelligible, in order to purify it from the empirical associations
of the linguistic expression without which we cannot get hold
of the meaning.

Husserl distinguishes the sign, which expresses a linguistic
meaning, from a mere indication. Fossil bones attest to the
existence of antediluvian animals; flags or banners testify to
the nationality of their bearers; knots in a handkerchief remind
one of a not yet carried out plan. In all these cases, the signal
calls a situation to consciousness. It is immaterial whether the
indicator 1s connected with the existence of the situation indi-
cated by causal, logical, iconic, or purely conventional connec-
tions; 1t funcuons as an indication when, like the knots in the
handkerchief, the sign-perception evokes the thought of a non-
present state of affairs in virtue of an association effective in
the psyche. The linguistic expression represents its meaning
(or the object to which it 1s related when it appears with a
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referential function) in a different mode. Unlike the signal,
the linguistic expression has its meaning on the basis of an
ideal connection and not in virtue of association. Interestingly
enough, Husserl reckons mimicry and gesturc as indications
because he misses in these spontaneous bodily expressions the
act of will or the communicative intent — in brief, the inten-
tionality of the speaker. They take on a meaning, to be sure,
as soon as they substitute for linguistic expressions. Expressions
can be set off from indications by reason of their genuinely
linguistic structure. “Each expression not only has a meaning,
but refers to certain objects.”'® In other words, an expression
can always be expanded into a sentence that refers the content
of what is said to something about which something is stated.
In contrast, the indication lacks this differentiation into object
reference and predicated content — and hence that indepen-
dence of situation which is specifically characteristic of the
linguistic expression.

Husserl’s theory of meaning — like that of Saussure —
adopts a semiotic and not a semantic approach. He does not
expand the semiotic distinction between sign-types (indication
versus expression) into a grammatical distinction between sig-
nal language and propositionally differentiated language.'”
Derrida’s critique confines itself to semiotic considerations as
well. He refers especially to the peculiar use Husserl makes of
his distinction between sign and indication to devalue expres-
sions employed communicatively as against linguistic expres-
sions strictu sensu. Husserl expounds the thesis that linguistic
expressions, which arise pure, as it were, in the internal forum
of the “solitary mental life,” have to take on the additional
function of indication as soon as they are to serve the pragmatic
function of communication and pass over into the cxternal
sphere of speech. In the course of communicative speech, ex-
pressions are supposed to be “intertwined” with indications. It
Is common practice in analytic philosophy as well to prescind
from the pragmatic aspects of the use of expressions in utter-

ances and to concentrate only on the semantic structure of

sentenices and components of sentences. This conceptual cut
can be clarified in relation to the transition from intersubjective
discourse to internal monologue — the semantic point of view

N
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is satisfied with just the aspects constitutive of a monological
use of linguistic expressions. But the semanticist position,
which denies the intrinsic connection of language in its seman-
tic dimension with speech, and proceeds as if the pragmatic
funcuons of speech were extrinsic, does not necessarily follow
from choosing formal scmantics as one’s level of analysis.
Within the framework of phenomenology, Husserl espouses
just this (semanticist) position; given the premises of the phi-
losophy of consciousness, he has no other choice.'?

The monadological start from the transcendental ego forces
Husserl to reconstruct intersubjective relationships produced
in communication from the perspective of the individual con-
sciousness directed toward intentional objects. The process of
coming to an understanding breaks down into “informing,” on
the part of a speaker who produces sounds and links them
with meaning-engendering acts, and the “being informed” of
a hearer, for whom the signs perceived indicate the “informa-
tive” psychic experiences: “What first makes mental commerce
possible, and turns connected speech into discourse, lies in the
correlation among the corresponding physical and mental ex-
periences of communicating persons.”!? Since at first the sub-
jects stand immediately before one another and perceive one
another as objects, communication between them 1s portrayed
on the model of signaling contents of experience, that is, in
expressivistic terms. The mediating signs function as indications
for acts that the speaker performs in his solitary mental life:
“It onc surveys these interconnections, one sees at once that
all expressions in communicative speech function as indica-
tions. They serve the hearer as signs of the ‘thoughts’ of the
speaker, 1.e. of his sense-giving inner experiences.”?"

Because Husserl posits as originary the subjectivity of sense-
giving acts rather than the linguistically created intersubjectiv-
ity of mutual understanding, the process of reaching under-
standing between subjects has to be represented on the model
of transmitting and deciphering experiential signals. Taking
recourse in the distinction between expression and indication,
he describes the communicative use of signs in such a fashion
that they take on the function of external indications of the
inwardly performed acts of the speaker. However, if linguistic
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expressions are joined to indications only in communication,
that is, secondarily, expressions as such have to be ascribed to
the sphere of solitary mental life — and only when they depart
the sphere of interiority do they enter among the determina-
tions of the indication. Then, however, the physical sign-sub-
strate is devalued in relation to the meaning of the linguistic
expression and demoted to a virtual state; its existence is, sO
to speak, canceled. Everything external is relegated to the cat-
egory of the indication. Since the expression gets sublimated
into pure meaning, released from any communicative function
and shed of anything bodily, one is not at all sure why it is that
meanings still need to be expressed with the help of word and
sentence signs. In the internal monologue, there is no need
for the subject in interchange only with itself to manifest to
itsclf something of its inner experience: “Shall one say that in
soliloquy one speaks to oneself, and employs words as signs,
i.e. as indications, of one’s own inner experience? I cannot
think such a view acceptable.”?! In the inward monologue, the
sign-substrate of the meaning expressed liquefies into some-
thing “essentially indifferent.” “The expression seems to direct
interest away from itself towards its sense, and to point to the
latter. But this pointing is not an indication in the sense pre-
viously discussed. . . . What we are to use as an indication, must
be perccived by us as existent. This also holds for expressions
used in communication, but not for expressions used in solil-
oquy. . .. In imagination a spoken or printed word Hoats before
us, though in reality it has no existence.”*

This rendering virtual of the interiorized sign that issues
from the philosophy of the subject has an important implica-
tion. T'hat is to say, Husserl finds himself forced to anchor the
identity of the meaning in something other than rules for sign-
usage. This latter conception, subsequently developed by Witt-
genstein, would presuppose an instrinsic connection between
the identity of meaning and the intersubjective validity of the
rules of meaning. Husserl, too, compares the signs we use in
calculating with figures we move in accord with the rules of a
chess game. But in contrast to Wittgenstein, Husserl has to
postulate the primacy of pure meanings; only by virtue of our
acquaintance with these originary meanings can we know how
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to proceed with the chess figures: “and so arithmetical signs
have, besides their original meaning, their so-to-say games-
meaning, . . . . If one treats arithmetical signs as mere counters
in the rule-sense, to solve the tasks of the reckoning games
leads to numerical signs or formulae whose interpretation in
their original, truly arithmetical senses also represents the so-
lution of corresponding arithmetical problems.™?

The meaning of an expression is grounded in acts of mean-
ing-intention and of intuitive fulfillment of this intention —
this is meant not psychologically, but in the sense of a tran-
scendental grounding. The content of meaning is an ideal
something-in-itself that Husserl wants to get from the inten-
tional nature of the meaning-bestowing act, and ultimately
from the nature of the meaning-fulfilling act of a correlative
ideal intuition. However, no necessary connection exists “be-
tween the ideal unities which in fact operate as meanings, and
the signs to which they are tied, i.e. through which they become
real in human mental life.”?* This Platonism of meaning, which
unites Husserl with Frege, is what ultimately permits the dis-
tinction between meanings “in themselves” and merely “ex-
pressed” meanings, which recalls Popper’s equivalent
distinction between the third and second worlds. The expres-
sion that emerges in the interior monologue as a “sign fantasy”
serves the cognitive appropriation of ideal unities, which are
available for knowing subjects only as expressed: “Wherever a
new concept is formed, we see how a meaning becomes realized
that was previously unrealized.”*

I have gone through Husserl’s theory of meaning step by
step in order to show exactly the point at which Derrida’s
critique begins. Against the Platonizing of meaning and against
the disembodying interiorization of its linguistic expression,
Derrida wants to bring out the indissoluble interweave of the
intelligible with the sign-substrate of its expression, one might
even say: the transcendental primacy of the sign as against the
meaning. Interestingly, his reflections are not aimed at those
premises of the philosophy of consciousness that make it im-
possible to identify language as an intersubjectively constituted
intermediate domain that has a share in both the transcenden-
tal character of world-disclosure and the empirical character
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of the innerworldly experienceable. Derrida does not take as
his point of departure that nodal point at which the. philosop.hy
of language and of consciousness branch oftt, that is, the point
where the paradigm of linguistic philosophy separates fro.m
that of philosophy of consciousness and renders the 1d.ent1t/v
of meaning dependent upon the inl.crsubjecti‘ve practice of
employing rules of meaning. Instcad, Derrida‘follows Husserl
along the path of separating off (in terms ot tx'ansgel*l(icrltzll
philosophy) every innerworldly thing from the pe.rformances
of the subject that are constitutive of the world, in o.rdel.‘ to
take up the battle against the sovereignty of ideally intuited
essences within its innermost precincts.

III1

Derrida’s critique approaches Husserl’s concept of evidence in
a manner similar to Heidegger’s carlier critique of Huss¢rl’s
concept of phenomenon. To secure the status of meanings
existing “in themselves” beyond all embodiments, Husserl has
to have recourse to an intuition in which these essences show
themselves “of their own accord” and attain to givenness as
purc phenomena. He constructs this intuition as the fulﬁlthent
of a meaning-intention, as the sclf-givenness of the “object”
intended by the linguistic expression. The act intending mean-
ing is related to the act fulfilling meaning as an image is to the
actual perception of an object. The intuition makes good th.e
promissory note issucd by the expressed meaning. With this
conception, however, Husserl trims down a priori all linguist-
ically expressible meanings to their cognitive dimension.
Derrida rightly takes exception to the fact that language is
then reduced to those components useful for knowing or for
stating facts. Logic takes precedence over grammar, the cog-
nitive function over the function of reaching understanding.
To Husserl this seems obvious: “If we ask what an expression
means, we naturally recur to cases where it actually contributes
to kn()Wl@dgG.”“ Husserl himself remarks that, for example,
the significance of singular terms could not be explained with-
out further ado in accord with this model — there are “sub-
Jective expressions” whose meaning shifts along with the speech
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situation. But he meets this difficulty with the assertion that
“each subjective expression is replaceable by an objective ex-
pression which will preserve the identity of each momentary
meaning-intention.”? Individual names are supposed to be
replaceable by specification of distinguishing characteristics,
deictic expressions of place and time by specification of spati-
otemporal points, and so forth. As Tugendhat has shown, this
program of translating subjective expressions into situation-
indcpendent objective expressions cannot be carried through;
singular terms, like performative expressions, are examples of
genuinely pragmatic meanings that cannot be explained inde-
pendently of an intersubjective practice of applying rules. Der-
rida, to be sure, interprets this state of affairs completely
differently. He understands the fact that Husserl has to couple
all inguistic meanings with truth-related objective expressions,
which are tied to {ulfillment by actual intuition and hence are
foreshortened to their cognitive function, as a symptom of a
logocentrism with a long pedigree and by no means remediable
through linguistic analysis: “Clearly, in fact, to say that each
subjective expression could be replaced by an objective ex-
pression, is no more than to assert the unbounded range of
objective reason.” It is this prior metaphysical bounding of
language by reason, of meaning by knowledge, that evokes
Derrnida’s resistance. In Husserl’s evidential concept of truth,
he sees a metaphysics at work that necessitates thinking Being
as presence, as making-present or presentment.

This is where Derrida brings into play the exteriority of the
sign that was pushed aside as inessential in Husserl’s argument
— a semiotic insight, but by no means one based on the prag-
matics of speech. For Derrida, the idea of the identity of an
experience as certified by presence reveals the metaphysical
heart of phenomenology — metaphysical inasmuch as the
model of an intuitively fulfilled meaning-intention does away
with the temporal difference and otherness that are constitutive
for the act of intuitively re-presenting [Vergegenwdrtigung] the
same object and thus also for the identity of the mecaning of a
linguistic expression. In Husserl’s suggestion of the simple
presence of something given in itself, the structure of repeti-
tion is lost, without which nothing can be torn out of the flux
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of time and the stream of experiences and made present as
the same, which is to say, can be represented [reprisentiert).

In the central chapter 5 of Speech and Phenomena, Derrida
goes back to Husserl’s analyses of internal time-consciousness
to work out — with Husserl and against Husserl — the differ-
ential structure of the intuition of what is actually given, an
intuition that is made possible only through primary expecta-
tion and remembrance. The simple presence of an undivided
object that is identical with itself falls apart as soon as we
become conscious of the net-of protentions and retentions in
which every actual experience is embedded. The experience
that is present “at the moment” is indebted to an act of re-
presentation, perception is indebted to a reproducing recog-
nition, such that the difference of a temporal interval and thus
also an element of otherness is inherent in the spontaneity of
the living moment. The intimately fused unity of what is in-
tuitively given proves in fact to be something compounded and
produced. Because the Husserl of the Logical Investigations
failed to appreciate this original process of temporizing and
spacing at the heart of transcendental subjectivity, he could
also misconstrue the role of the sign in the constitution of
objects and meanings identical with themselves. The sign 1s
indispensable for every representation that relates past and
present to one another: “A phoneme or grapheme 1s necessar-
ily always to some extent different each time that it is presented
in an operation or a perception. But it can function as a sign,
and in general as language, only if a formal identity enables it
to be issued again and to be recognized. This identity 1s nec-
essarily ideal.”? In place of the ideal character of some mean-
ing in itself, which Husserl separates as rigorously from the
acts of intending and of communication as from the sign-
substrate of the expression and of the referent, Derrida has
recoursc to the “ideality of the sensible form of the signifier.”*
Nevertheless he does not explain this pragmatically from rule-
usage, but by setting it off from what he calls Husserl's meta-
physics of presence.

According to Derrida’s central objection, Husserl permitted
himself to be blinded by the fundamental idea of Western
metaphysics: that the ideal nature of self-identical meaning is
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only guaranteed by the living presence of the unmediated,
intuitively accessible, actual experience in the interiority of a
transcendental subjectivity purified of all empirical associa-
tions. Otherwise he could not have deluded himself about the
fact that, at the very source of this apparently absolute pres-
ence, a temporal difference and otherness looms on the hori-
zon, which Derrida characterizes both as a passive difference and
as a deferral that produces difference. This not-yet of a temporarily
withheld, potential, still outstanding present forms the foil of
references without which nothing at all could be experienced
as something present. Derrida disputes that any meaning-in-
tention can ever be wholly absorbed in the fulfilling intention,
can be congruent with it, can ever melt away into it. An intul-
tion can never make good that promissory note of meaning-
intention issucd by the expression. Rather, temporal difference
and otherness are constitutive for both — for the meaning-
function of a linguistic expression, which has to remain intel-
ligible precisely in the absence of that to which the intended
and the said refer; and for the structure of the experience of
an object, which can be identified and held on to as something
presently perceived only in anticipation of an interpretative
expression, an expression, that is to say, that transcends actual
experience and to that extent is not present.

A structure of repeatability investigated by Husserl himself
in the concepts of protention and retention lies at the basis of
every perception. Husserl did not recognize that the structure
of re-presentation is only made possible by the symbolizing
power or representative function of the sign. Only the expres-
sion, in its substratelike, nonsublimatable externality of the
sign-character, brings forth the irrevocable difference, on the
one hand, between itself and that for which it stands — its
meaning — and, on the other hand, between the sphere of
linguistically articulated meanings and the innerworldly sphere
to which the speaker and hearer belong, together with their
experiences and their speech, and above all the objects of the
latter. Derrida interprets the internally differentated relation-
ship between expression, meaning, and experience as a crevice
through which shines the light of language in which something
can first be present as something in the world. Expression and
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meaning represent something — and Derrida grasps this sym-
bolic representation as a process of temporalization, as a'de-
ferring, as an active being absent and withheld that comes into
play in the structure of making-present and coming-to-the-
light-of-day characteristic of the act ot intuition.

Husserl was mistaken about the internal connection between
this structure of repetition and the representative function of
the linguistic sign. To explain this, Derrida refers to a cqsual
remark of Husserl’s: “that I imagine the verbal presentations
which accompany and support my silent thinking sometimes
involve picturings of words spoken by my own voice.”' Derrida is
convinced that Husserl could only neglect the substrate char-
acter of the linguistic sign as an inessential moment becausc in
the Western tradition the sound pattern has enjoyed a ques-
tionable primacy over the written pattern, as has the phonetic
cmbodiment over the graphic inscription. The fleeting trans-
parency of the voice promotes the assimilation of the word to
the expressed meaning. Herder already pointed out the unique
relation to self that resides in listening to oneself talk. Like
Herder (and Gehlen), Derrida emphasizes the intimacy and
transparcncy, the absolute proximity of the expression ani-
mated simultaneously by my breath and my meaning-intention.

Inasmuch as the speaker hears himself, he performs threc
almost indistinguishable acts together: He produces sound pat-
terns; inasmuch as he affects himself, he percetves the sensual
form of the phoneme; and at the same time he understands
the intended mecaning. “Every other form of auto-affection
must either pass through what is outside the rcalm of ‘ownness’
or forego any claim to universality.”? This property explains
not merely the primacy of the spoken word but also the sug-
gestuon that the being of the intelligible is, as it were, incor-
porcally present and is authenticated through what 1s present
and experienced with immediate evidence. To this degree,
phonocentrism and logocentrism are akin to one another:
“[The voice] can show the ideal object or the ideal Bedeutung

.. without venturing outside ideality, ouside the interiority of
self-present life.”®® This then becomes the starting thesis of
grammatology as a critique of metaphysics: “Within the closure
of this experience, the word is lived as the clementary and
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undecomposable unity of the signified and the voice, of the
concept and a transparent substance of expression.”*

However, if phonocentrism is the ground for the metaphys-
ical privileging of the present, and if this metaphysics of pres-
ence in turn explains why Husserl remained closed to the basic
semiotic insights into the representative function of the sign
and its world-disclosing power, then it makes sense no longer
to explicate the sign-structure of the linguistic expression and
of its representative structure from the horizon of listening to
oneself talk, but to select instead writing as the point of depar-
ture for the analysis. The written expression reminds us more
nsistently that the linguistic sign, “despite the total absence of
a subject and beyond the subject’s death,” makes possible the
decipherability of a text and, if it does not exactly guarantee
its intelligibility, at least holds it in prospect. Writing is the
testamentary promuse of understanding. Derrida’s critique of
Husserl’s theory of meaning aims at this strategic point: Till
Husserl (and even Heidegger), metaphysics thought of Being
as presence — Being is the “production and recollection of
beings in presence, in knowledge and mastery.” The history
of metaphysics culminates in a phenomenological intuitionism
that annihilates the original difference of temporal separation
and otherness that first makes possible the identity of objects
and meanings, in the suggestive self-affection by one’s own
voice, a voice without differance: “A voice without differance,
avoice without writing, is at once absolutely alive and absolutely
dead.”

The German translator uses the artificial word “Differinz”
[translated “differance” above] to capture Derrida’s word-play
with the (French) homophonic expressions “différence” and
“différance.” The sign-structure that is at the basis of the rep-
eution-structure of experience is combined with the temporal
meaning of deferral, of circuitous hesitation, of calculative
holding back, of the hint of a later payoff. The reference-
structure of substitution, of represcentation, or of one thing’s
taking the place of another thereby gains a dimension of tem-
porizing and of making-place-for in a differentiated way. “Différer
i this sense is to temporize, to take recourse, consciously or
unconsciously, in the temporal and temporizing mediation of
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a detour that suspends the accomplishment or fulfillment of
‘desire’ or ‘will.””3 With the help of this concept of “differ-
ance,” so loaded with a temporal dynamism, Derrida wants
simultaneously to undermine by radicalizing Husserl’s attempt
to elaborate the ideal sense of meaning “in itself” and purified
of all empirical associations. Derrida pursues Husser!’s ideali-
zations right to the most inward point of transcendental sub-
jectivity in order to make plain here, at the source‘of the
spontaneity of experience that is present to itself, the inerad-
icable difference which, if it is presented on the model of the
referential structure of a written text, as an operation disso-
ciated from the performing subject, can thus be conceived
precisely as an event without any subject. Writing counts as the
absolutely originary sign, abstracted from all pragmatic con-
texts of communication, independent of speaking and listening
subjects. ‘

This writing, which is prior to any subsequent fixing of sound
patterns, this Urschrift (archewriting) makes possible — S0 1o
speak, without the help of the transcendental subject, in ad-
vance of any accomplishments of this subject — the world-
disclosing differentiations between the intelligibility of mean-
ings and the empirical element that comes to appearance within
its horizon, between the world and what is within the world.
This “making-possible” is a process of deferring that goes on
inside the act of distinguishing: From this perspective, the
intelligible that is distinguished from the sensible appears si-
multaneously as the postponed sensible; the concept distin-
guished from intuition as the postponed intuition; the culture
distinguished from nature as postponed nature. Thus, Derrida
achieves an inversion of Husserlian foundationalism inasmuch
as the originative transcendental power of creative subjectivity
passes over into the anonymous, history-making productivity
of writing. The presence of whatever shows itself in actual
intuition becomes directly dependent on the representative
power of the sign.

It is important to note that in the course of pursuing this
line of thought Derrida by no means breaks with the founda-
tionalist tenacity of the philosophy of the subject; he only
makes what it had regarded as fundamental dependent on the
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still profounder — though now vacillating or oscillating — basis
of an originative power set temporally aflow. Unabashedly, and
in the style of Ursprungsphilosophie, Derrida falls back on this
Urschrift, which leaves its traces anonymously, without any sub-
ject: “New names indeed will have to be used if we are to
conceive as ‘normal’ and pre-primordial what Husserl believed
he could isolate as a particular and accidental experience,
something dependent and secondary — that is, the indefinite
drift of signs, as errance and change of scene, and linking
representations one to another without beginning or end.”?
What is first and last is not the history of Being, but a picture-
puzzle: The labyrinthine mirror-effects of old texts, each of
which points to another, yet older text without fostering any
hope of ever attaining the archewriting. As Schelling once did
in speculating about the timelessly temporalizing internesting
of the past, present, and future ages of the world, so Derrida

clings to the dizzying thought of a past that has never been
present.

v

To get a purchase on these ideas about the model of an arche-
writing prior to all identifiable inscriptions, Derrida takes up
themes from Saussure’s Course in General Linguistics to cast light
on his thesis that writing is in a certain respect the primary
medium of expression in language. Again and again he charges
into the seemingly trivial idea that in its structure language is
oriented toward the spoken word and that writing merely im-
itates phonemes. Of course, Derrida does not espouse the em-
pirical assertion that writing emerged chronologically sooner
than speech. He even bases his argument on the usual idea
that writing is par excellence the sign become reflective. And yet
writing is not parasitic; the spoken word is by its very nature
meant to be supplemented by the written word, so that the
essence of language — fixing and “institutionalizing” meanings
conventionally in sign substrata — can be explained in connec-
tion with the constitutive properties of writing. Every means
of expression is essentially “writing.” Every linguistic sign is
arbitrary, stands in a conventional relationship to the meaning
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that it symbolizes; and “the idea of institut.ion e 1s unthinka}Ple
before the possibility of writing and outside of its horizon. 3

Derrida makes use of the basic notion of structuralist pho-
netics that the defining characteristics of every single ph0n§me
are determined only by the systematically established re.la.tlon—
ship of a phoneme to all the other phone-mes. The individual
sound pattern is then constituted not by its substance as pho-
netic, but by a bundle of systematically interrelated z.lbstract
characteristics. With a sense of satisfaction, Derrida cites [he
following passage from Saussure’s Course: “The l'inguistic sig-
nifier ... is not (in essence) phonic but immaterial — constl-
tuted not by its material substance but the differences that
separate its sound-image from all others.”® HC looks to the
structural properties of the sign that can be realized as well‘ in
the substance of ink as in that of air; in these abstract expressive
forms, which are indifferent to the various media of expression
in phonetic and written forms, he recognizes the chgracter of
language as writing. This archewriting is at the basis of both
the spoken and the written word.

The archewriting takes on the role of a subjectless generator
of structures that, according to structuralism, are without any
author. It establishes the differences between sign elements
that are reciprocally related to one another in an abstract o.rfier.
Not without some violence, Derrida combines these “differ-
ences,” in the structuralist sense of the term, with the “differ-
ance” worked out in connection with Husserl’s theory of
meaning, which is supposed to go beyond Heidegger’s onto-
logical difference: “It [the differance] permits the articulation
of spoken speech and writing — in the colloquial sense — as
it founds the metaphysical opposition between the sensible gnd
the intelligible, then between signifier and signified, expression
and content, etc.”* Whether they emerge as phonemes or as
graphemes, all linguistic expressions are to a certain extent set
in operation by an archewriting not itself present. The latter
fulfills the function of world-disclosure by preceding every
process of communication and every participating subject; and
it does so, of course, by withholding itself, resisting parousia,
and leaving behind no more than its trace in the referential
structure of the produced text, in the “general text.” In the
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metaphor of the archewriting and 1its trace, we sec again the
Dionysian motif of the god making his promised presence all
the more palpable to the sons and daughters of the West by
means of his poignant absence: “But the movement of the trace
is necessarily occulted, it produces itself as occultation. When
the other announces itself as such, it presents itselt in the
dissimulation of itself.”*!

Derrida’s deconstructions faithfully follow the movement of
Heidegger’s thought. Against his will, he lays bare the inverted
foundationalism of this thought by once again going beyond
the ontological difference and Being to the differance proper
to writing, which puts an origin already set in motion yet one
level deeper. Thus, the advantage that Derrida may have
hoped to gain from grammatology and an apparent concretiz-
ing/textualizing of the history of Being remains insignificant.
As a participant in the philosophical discourse of modernity,
Derrida inherits the weaknesses of a critique of metaphysics
that does not shake loose of the intentions of first philosophy.
Despite his transformed gestures, in the end he, too, promotes
only a mystification of palpable social pathologies; he, too,
disconnects essential (namely, deconstructive) thinking from
scientific analysis; and he, too, lands at an empty, formulalike
avowal of some indeterminate authority. It is, however, not the
authority of a Being that has been distorted by beings, but the
authority of a no longer holy scripture, of a scripture that is
in exile, wandering about, estranged from its own meaning, a
scripture that testamentarily documents the absence of the
holy. Derrida initially distinguished himself from Heidegger
by what looked like a scientific claim; but then with his new
science he only placed himself above the deplored incompe-
tency of the sciences in general and of linguistics in particular.*?

Derrida develops the history of Being — which 1s encoded
in writing — in another variation from Heidegger. He, too,
degrades politics and contemporary history to the status of the
ontic and the foreground, so as to romp all the more freely,
and with a greater wealth of associations, in the sphere of the
ontological and the archewriting. But the rhetoric that serves
Heidegger for the initiation into the fate of Being, in Derrida
comes to the aid of a different, rather more subversive orien-
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tation. Derrida stands closer to the anarchist Wish to exp-l(')de
the continuum of history than to the authoritarian admonition
to bend before destiny.*? .

This contrasting stance may have something to QO with the
fact that Derrida, all denials notwithstanding, remains Clpse to
Jewish mysticism. He is not interested 1n going 'back, in the
fashion of the New Paganism, beyond the begmnmgs of mon-
otheism, beyond the concept of a traditlop that spcks to the
traces of the lost divine scripture and keeps itself going thrqugh
heretical exegesis of the scriptures. Derrida cites app.rovmgly
the saying of Rabbi Eliezer passed on by Emanuel Levmas: I.f
all the seas were of ink, and all ponds planted with reed§, if
the sky and the earth were parchments and if all human beings
practised the art of writing — they would not exhaust the
Torah | have learned, just as the Torah itself would not be
diminished any more than is the sea by th§ water removed by
a paint brush dipped in it.”** The Cabalists already.had an
interest in upgrading the value of the oral Torah, W.hlch goes
back to human words, in relation to the presumptive divine
word of the Bible. They conferred a high rank on the com-
mentarics with which each generation appropriates the reve-
lation anew. For the truth has not been fixed; it has not been
made positive once and for all in some well—circumscrlped set
of statements. This cabalist conception was later radlcallze@
again. Now even the written Torah is considered a problematic
translation of the divine word into the language of human
beings — as a mere, that is, a disputable, interpretati.on. Every—
thing is oral Torah, no syllable is authentic, transmltted, as it
were, in archewriting. The Torah of the Tree of Know.'led.ge
1s a concealed Torah from the beginning. It keeps changing its
clothes permanently, and these clothes are the traditon.

Gershom Scholem reports on discussions enkindled by. the
question of whether all ten commandments were transmltt.ed
by Moses to the people of Israel unadulterated. Some Ca.ball.sts
were of the opinion that only the first two, those constitutive
of monotheism, stemmed directly from God; others doubted
the authenticity of even the first two commandments handed
over by Moses. Rabbi Mendel of Rymanow puts' an eve’n
sharper point on an idea of Maimonides: “In Rabbi Mendel’s
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view not even the first two commandments were revealed dj-
rectly to the whole people of Isracl. All that Israel heard was
the aleph with which in the Hebrew text the first commandment
begins. . .. This strikes me,” Scholem adds, “as a highly re-
markable statement, providing much food for thought. For in
Hebrew the consonant aleph represents nothing more than the
position taken by the larynx when a word begins with a vowel.
Thus the aleph may be said to denote the source of all articulate
sound. ... To hear the aleph is to hear next to nothing; it is
the preparation for all audible language, but in itself contains
no determinate, specific meaning. Thus, with his daring state-
ment . .. Rabbi Mendel transformed the revelation on Mount
Sinai into a mystical revelation, pregnant with infinite meaning,
but without specific meaning. In order to become a foundation
of religious authority, it had to be translated into human lan-
guage, and thatis what Moses did. In this light every statement
on which authority is grounded would become a human inter-
pretation, however valid and exalted, of something that tran-
scends it.”* The aleph of Rabbi Mendel is akin to the soundless
“a” of différance, discriminated only in writing, for in the in-
determinacy of this fragile and ambiguous sign is concentrated
the entire wealth of the promise.

Derrida’s grammatologically circumscribed concept of an ar-
chewriting whose traces call forth all the more Interpretations
the more unfamiliar they become, renews the mystical concept
of tradition as an ever delayed event of revelation. Religious
authority only maintains its force as long as it conceals its truc
face and thercby incites the frenzy of deciphering interpreters.
Earnestly pursued deconstruction is the paradoxical labor of
continuing a tradition in which the saving energy is only re-
newed by expenditure: The labor of deconstruction lets the
refuse heap of interpretations, which it wants to clear away in
order to get at the buried foundations, mount ever higher.

Derrida means to go beyond Hcidegger; f()rtunately, he goes
back behind him. Mystical experiences were able to unfold
their explosive force, their power of liquetying institutions and
dogmas, in Jewish and Christian traditions because they re-
mained related in these contexts to a hidden, world-transcen-
dent God. Hluminations cut off from this concentrated font of
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light become peculiarly diffuse. Thc.: path ()f.their cons.isten[
secularization points into the domain (')f radical experiences
that avant-garde art has opened up. Nietzsche had tak-en his
orientations from the purely aesthetic rapture.of ecstatic §ub-
jectivity, gone out from itself. Heidegger Fook his stapd hz.llfw.ay
‘down this path; he wanted to retain the torce 'of an zlluw'mm.tzon
without direction and yet not pay the price of its seculan:zat.lon.
So he toyed with an aura that the sacred had lgst. Within a
mysticism of Being, illuminations retrogress back into the mag-
ical. In the mysticism of the New Paganism, the unbf)undf?d
charisma of what is outside the everyday does not issue 1n
something liberating, as it does with the aes[.hetlc; nor in some-
thing renewing, as with the religiogs — 1t ha§ .’d[ mqst Fhe
stimulus of charlatanry. Derrida purifies the mysticism of Being
of this stimulus, taking it back into the context of the mono-
theistic tradition.* -

If this suspicion is not utterly false, Derrida returns to the
historical locale where mysticism once turned into enlighten-
ment. His whole life long, Scholem traced this upheaval that
took place in the eighteenth century. As Adorno has remarked,
mysticism and enlightenment have been found together und¢r
the conditions of the twentieth century for “one last time” in
Benjamin, and in this case with the conceptual. tool_s of histor-
ical materialism. It seems to me doubtful that this unique move-
ment of thought could be repeated with the tools of a negative
foundationalism; in any case, it could only lead us deeper into
the very modernity that Nietzsche and his followers wanted to
overconie.

Excursus on Leveling the Genre
Dustinction between Philosophy
and Literature

Adorno’s “negative dialectics” and Derrida’s “deconstruction”
can be secn as different answers to the same problem. The
totalizing self-critique of reason gets caught in a performative
contradiction since subject-centered reason can be convicted of
being authoritarian in nature only by having recourse to its
own tools. The tools of thought, which miss the “dimension of
nonidentity” and are imbued with the “metaphysics of pres-
cnce,” are nevertheless the only available means for uncovering
thetr own insufficiency. Heidegger flees from this paradox to
the luminous heights of an esoteric, special discourse, which
absolves itself of the restrictions of discursive speech generally
and 1s immunized by vagueness against any spectfic objections.
He makes usc of metaphysical concepts for purposes of a cri-
tique of metaphysics, as a ladder he casts away once he has
mounted the rungs. Once on the heights, however, the late
Heidegger does not, as did the early Wittgenstein, withdraw
into the mystic’s silent intuition; instead, with the gestures of
the seer and an abundance of words, he lays claim to the
authority of the initiate.

Adorno operates differently. He does not slip out of the
paradoxes of the self-referential critique of reason; he makes
the performative contradiction within which this line of
thought has moved since Nietzsche, and which he acknowl-
edges to be unavoidable, into the organizational form of indi-
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rect communication. Identity thinking turned against itself
becomes pressed into continual self-denial and allows th.e
wounds it inflicts on itself and its objects to be seen. This
exercise quite rightly bears the name negative dialfchics because
Adorno practices determinate negation unrermttmgly, even
though it has lost any foothold in the cgpfzgo.rlal network of
Hegelian Logic —as a fetishism of demystification, so to speak.
This fastening upon a critical procedure that can no longer \?e
sure of its foundations is explained by the fact that Adorno (in
contrast to Heidegger) bears no elitist contempt for d%scurs'}ve
thought. Like exiles, we wander about lost in the discursive
zone; and yet it is only the insistent force of a groundl'ess
reflection turned against itself that preserves our connection
with the utopia of a long since lost, uncoerced apd intuitive
knowledge belonging to the primal past.! Discur.swe thought
cannot identify itself as the decadent form of this kn()wledge
by means of its own resources; for this purpose, thg aesthetic
expericnce gained in contact with avant-garde art is n'e‘ede('i.
The promise for which the surviving philosophlc tr'dd'lFIOIl 18
no longer a match has withdrawn into the mlrror-wjrltmg. of
the esoteric work of art and requires a negativistic deciphering.
From this labor of deciphering, philosophy sucks the residue
of that paradoxical trust in reason with which negative dialfzc—
tics executes (in the double sense of this word) its performative
contradiction.

Derrida cannot share Adorno’s aesthetically certified, resid-
ual faith in a de-ranged reason that has been expelled from
the domains of philosophy and become, literally, utopian [hav-
ing no place]. He is just as lhule convinced that Heidegger
actually escaped the conceptual constraints of the philosophy
of the subject by using metaphysical concepts in order to “can-
cel them out.” Derrida does, to be sure, want to advance the
already forged path of the critique of metaphysics; he, too,
would just as soon break out of the paradox as broodingly
encircle it. But like Adorno, he guards against the gestures of
profundity that Heidegger unhesitatingly imitates from his op-
posite number, the philosophy of origins. And so there are
also parallels between Derrida and Adorno.
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This affinity in regard to their thought gestures calls for a
more precise analysis. Adorno and Derrida are sensitized in
the same way against definitive, totalizing, all-incorporating
models, especially against the organic dimension in works of
art. Thus, both stress the primacy of the allegorical over the
symbolic, of metonymy over metaphor, of the Romantic over
the Classical. Both use the fragment as an expository form;
they place any system under suspicion. Both are abundantly
insighttul in decoding the normal case from the point of view
of its limit cases; they meet in a negative extremism, finding
the essential in the marginal and incidental, the right on the
side of the subversive and the outcast, and the truth in the
peripheral and the inauthentic. A distrust of everything direct
and substantial goes along with an intransigent tracing of me-
diations, of hidden presuppositions and dependencies. The
critique of origins, of anything original, of first principles, goes
together with a certain fanaticism about showing what is merely
produced, imitated, and secondary in everything. What per-
vades Adorno’s work as a materialist motif — his unmasking
of idealist positings, his reversal of false constitutive connec-
tions, his thesis about the primacy of the object — even for this
there is a parallel in Derrida’s logic of the supplement. The
rebellious labor of deconstruction aims indeed at dismantling
smuggled-in basic conceptual hierarchies, at overthrowing
foundational relationships and conceptual relations of domi-
nation, such as those between speech and writing, the intelli-
gible and the sensible, nature and culture, inner and outer,
mind and matter, male and female. Logic and rhetoric consti-
tute one of these conceptual pairs. Derrida is particularly in-
terested in standing the primacy of logic over rhetoric,
canonized since Aristotle, on its head.

It is not as though Derrida concerned himself with these
controversial questions in terms of viewpoints familiar from
the history of philosophy. If he had done so, he would have
had to relativize the status of his own project in relation to the
tradition that was shaped from Dante to Vico, and kept alive
through Hamann, Humboldt, and Droysen, down to Dilthey
and Gadamer. For the protest against the Platonic-Aristotelian
primacy of the logical over the rhetorical that is raised anew
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by Derrida was articulated in this tradition. Dcrridya wants 1o
expand the sovereignty of rhetoric over the realm of the ng1cal
in order to solve the problem confronting the totalizing crinque
of reason. As 1 have indicated, he is satished ncithér w1th‘
Adorno’s negative dialectics nor with Heidcgger’.s (:l‘ithge ()f‘
metaphysics — the one remaining tied to t‘hc Ta.tl(mal bliss of
the dialectic, the other to the elevation of origins proper to
metaphysics, all protestations to the C()ntfary notwithstapding.
Heidegger only escapes the paradoxes of a sg}lf—referentlal cri-
tique of reason by claiming a special status for And(m.ken, that
is, its release from discursive obligations. He remains com-
pletely silent about the privileged access to truth. Derrida
striveé to arrive at the same esoteric access to truth, but he does
not want to admit it as a privilege — no matter for what or for
whom. He does not place himself in lordly fashi().n abovc the
objection of pragmatic inconsistency, but render§ it ob]eftless.

There can only be talk about “contradiction” m-the light of
consistency requirements, which lose their authorlty.or are at
least subordinated to other demands — of an aesthetic nature,
for example — if logic loses its conventional primacy over
rhetoric. Then the deconstructionist can deal with the works
of philosophy as works of literature and adapt' the critique of
metaphysics to the standards of a literary criticism that does
not misunderstand itself in a scientistic way. As soon as we talfe
the literary character of Nietzsche’s writings seriously, the suit-
ableness of his critique of reason has to be assessed in accord
with the standards of rhetorical success and not those of logic:al
consistency. Such a critique (which is more adequate to its
object) is not immediately directed toward the network of dis-
cursive relationships of which arguments are built, but toward
the figures that shape style and are decisive for the literary apd
rhetorical power of a text. A literary critcism that in a certain
sense merely continues the literary process of its objects cannot
end up in science. Similarly, the deconstruction of great philo-
sophical texts, carried out as literary criticism in this broader
sense, is not subject to the criteria of problem-solving, purely
cognitive undertakings.

Hence, Derrida undercuts the very problem that Adorno ac-
knowledged as unavoidable and turned into the starting point
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of his reflectively self-transcending identity-thinking. For Der-
rida, this problem has no object since the deconstructive en-
terprise cannot be pinned down to the discursive obligations
of philosophy and science. He calls his procedure deconstruc-
tion because it is supposed to clear away the ontological scaf-
folding erected by philosophy in the course of its subject-
centered history of reason. However, in his business of decon-
struction, Derrida does not proceed analytically, in the sense
of identifying hidden presuppositions or implications. This is
just the way in which cach successive generation has critically
reviewed the works of the preceding ones. Instead, Derrida
proceeds by a critique of style, in that he hnds something like
indirect communications, by which the text itself denies its
manifest content, in the rhetorical surplus of meaning inherent
in the literary strata of texts that present themselves as nonli-
terary. In this way, he compels texts by Husserl, Saussure, or
Rousseau to confess their guilt, against the explicit interpre-
tations of their authors. Thanks to their rhetorical content,
texts combed against the grain contradict what they state, such
as the explicitly asserted primacy of signification over the sign,
of the voice in relation to writing, of the intuitively given and
immediately present over the representative and the post-
poned-postponing. In a philosophical text, the blind spot can-
not be identified on the level of manifest content any more
than it can in a literary text. “Blindness and insight” are rhe-
torically interwoven with one another. Thus, the constraints
constitutive for knowledge of a philosophical text only become
accessible when the text 1s handled as what it would not like to
be — as a literary text.

If, however, the philosophical (or scholarly) text were
thereby only extraneously turned into an apparently literary one,
deconstruction would still be an arbitrary act. Derrida can only
attain Heidegger’s goal of bursting metaphysical thought-
forms from the inside by means of his essentially rhetorical
procedure if the philosophical text is i truth a literary one —
if one can demonstrate that the genre distinction between phi-
losophy and literature dissolves upon closer examination. This
demonstration is supposed to be carried out by way of decon-
struction itself; in every single case we see anew the impossi-
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bility of so specializing the language of philosophy and scicpce
for cognitive purposes that they are cleansed of evgrythmg
metaphorical and merely rhetorical, and kept free ot hterar.y
admixtures. The frailty of the genre distinction between phi-
losophy and literature is evidenced in the practice of decop—
struction; in the end, «ll genre distinctions are submerged in
one comprehensive, all-embracing context of texts — Derrida
talks in a hypostatizing manner about a “universal text.” What
remains is self-inscribing writing as the medium in which each
text is woven together with everything else. Even before it
makes its appearance, every text and every particular genre
has already lost its autonomy to an all-devouring context and
an uncontrollable happening of spontaneous text production.
This is the ground of the primacy of rhetoric, which is con-
cerned with the qualities of texts in general, over logic, as a
system of rules to which only certain types of discourse are

subjected in an exclusive manner — those bound to
argumentation.
11

This — at first glance inconspicuous — transformation of the
“destruction” into the “deconstruction” of the philosophical
tradition transposes the radical criique of reason into the do-
main of rhetoric and thereby shows it a way out of the aporia
of self-referentiality: Anyone who still wanted to attribute par-
adoxes to the critique of metaphysics after this transformation
would have misunderstood it in a scientistic manner. This ar-
gument holds good only if the following propositions are true:

1. Literary criticism is not primarily a scientific (or scholarly:
wissenschaftliches) enterprise but observes the same rhetorical
criteria as its literary objects.

2. Far from there being a genre distinction between philosophy
and literature, philosophical texts can be rendered accessible
in their essential contents by literary criticism.

3. The primacy of rhetoric over logic means the overall re-
sponsibility of rhetoric for the general qualities of an all-em-
bracing context of texts, within which all genre distinctions are
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ultimately dissolved; philosophy and science no more constitute
their own proper universes than art and literature constitute a
realm of fiction that could assert its autonomy vis-a-vis the
universal text.

Proposition 3 explicates propositions 2 and 1 by despecial-
izing the meaning of “literary criticism.” Literary criticism does
serve as a model that clarifies itself through a long tradition;
but it is considered precisely as a model case of something
more universal, namely, a criticism suited to the rhetorical
qualities of everyday discourse as well as of discourse outside
the everyday. The procedure of deconstruction deploys this
generalized criticism to bring to light the suppressed surpluses
of rhetorical meaning in philosophical and scientific texts —
against their manifest sense. Derrida’s claim that “deconstruc-
tion” is an instrument for bringing Nietzsche’s radical critique
of reason out of the dead end of its paradoxical self-referen-
tiality therefore stands — or falls — along with thesis number

Just this thesis has been the centerpoint of the lively recep-
tion Derrida’s work has enjoyed in the literature faculties of
prominent American universities.? In the United States, liter-
ary criticism has for a long time been institutionalized as an
academic discipline, that is, within the scholarly-scientific en-
terprise. From the very start, the self-tormenting question
about the scholarly-scientific character of literary criticism was
institutionalized along with it. This endemic self-doubt forms
the background for the reception of Derrida, along with the
dissolution of the decades-long domination of the New Criti-
cism, which was convinced of the autonomy of the literary work
of art and drew nourishment from the scientific pathos of
structuralism. The idea of “deconstruction” could catch on in
this constellation because it opened up to literary criticism a
task of undoubted significance, under exactly the opposite
premises: Derrida disputes the autonomy of the linguistic work
of art and the independent meaning of the aesthetic illusion
no less energetically than he does the possibility of criticism’s
ever being able to attain scientific status. At the same time,
literary criticism serves him as the model for a procedure that
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takes on an almost world-historical mission with its overcoming
of the thinking of the metaphysics of presence and of the age
of logocentrism. . N
The leveling of the genre distinction between literary criti-
cism and literature frees the critical enterprise from the un-
fortunate compulsion to submit to pseudo-scientific stgndargls;
it simultaneously lifts it above science to the level of creat.lve
activity. Criticism does not need to consider itself as §qmeth1ng
secondary; it gains literary status. In the texts of Hillis Miller,
Geoffrey Hartman, and Paul de Man we can find the new seli-
awarelléss: “that critics are no more parasites than the texts
they interpret, since both inhabit a h(')st-text'of pre-'existipg
language which itself parasitically feeds on their l.]()St—llke w1u-
ingness to receive it.” Deconstructionists break \'nth the tradi-
tional Arnoldian conception of criticism’s function as a mere
servant: “Criticism is now crossing over into literature, rejecting
its subservient, Arnoldian stance and taking on the freedom of
interpretive style with a matchless gusto.” Thus, in perhaps
his most brilliant book, Paul de Man deals with critical texts by
Lukacs, Barthes, Blanchot, and Jakobson with a method and
finesse that are usually reserved only for literary texts: “Since
they are not scientific, critical texts have to be read with the‘
same awareness of ambivalence that is brought to the study of
non-critical literary texts.”™ .
Just as important as the equation of literary criticism with
creative literary production is the increase in significance en-
joyed by literary criticism as sharing in the business of the
critique of metaphysics. This upgrading to the critique of me-
taphysics requires a counterbalancing supplement to Derrida’s
interpretation of the leveling of the genre distinction between
philosophy and literature. Jonathan Culler recalls the strategic
meaning of Derrida’s treatment of philosophical texts through
literary criticism in order to suggest that, in turn, litcrary crit-
icism treat literary texts also as philosophical texts. Simulta-
neously maintaining and relativizing the distinction between
the two genres “is essential to the demonstration that the most
truly philosophical reading of a philosophical text ... is one
that treats the work as literature, as a fictive, rhetorical con-
struct whose elements and order are determined by various
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textual exigencies.” Then he continues: “Conversely, the most
powerful and opposite readings of literary works may be those
that treat them as philosophical gestures by teasing out the
implications of their dealings with the philosophical opposi-
tions that support them.” Proposition 2 is thus varied in the
following sense:

2'. Far from there being a genre distinction between philoso-
hy and literature, literary texts can be rendered accessible in

phy Y

their essential contents by a critique of metaphysics.

Of course, the two propositions, 2 and 2’, point in the di-
rection of the primacy of rhetoric over logic, which is asserted
in proposition 3. Consequently, American literary critics are
concerned to develop a concept of general literature, equal in
overall scope to rhetoric, which would correspond to Derrida’s
“universal text.” The notion of literature as confined to the
realm of the hetive is deconstructed at the same time as the
conventional notion of philosophy that denies the metaphorical
basis of philosophical thought: “T'he notion of literature or
literary discourse 1s involved in several of the hierarchical op-
positions on which deconstruction has focussed: serious/non-
serious, literal/metaphorical, truth/fiction. . . . Deconstruction’s
demonstration that these hierarchies are undone by the work-
ing of the texts that propose them alters the standing of literary
language.” There now follows, in the form of a conditional
statement, the thesis on which everything depends — both the
self-understanding of a literary criticism upgraded to the cri-
tique of metaphysics and the deconstructionist dissolution of
the performative contradiction of a selt-referential critique of
reason: “If serious language is a special case of non-serious, if
truths are fictions whose fictionality has been forgotten, then
literature is not a deviant, parasitical instance of language. On
the contrary, other discourses can be scen as cases of a gener-
alized literature, or archi-literature.”® Since Derrida does not
belong to those philosophers who like to argue, it is expedient
to take a closer look at his disciples in literary criticism within
the Anglo-Saxon climate of argument in order 1o see whether
this thesis really can be held.
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Jonathan Culler reconstructs in a very clefar way the some-
what impenetrable discussion between Derrida and Searle in
order to show by the example of Austin’s speec'h—acF theory
that any attempt to demarcate the ordinary domal'n f)f r’1’ormal
speech from an “unusual” use of language, “dewatmg .from
the standard cases, 1s doomed to failure. Culler’s thesis 1s ex-
panded and indirectly confirmed in a study of speech-act the-
ory by Mary Louise Pratt, who wants to prove, by the example
of the structuralist theory of poetics, that even the attempt to
delimit the extraordinary domain of fictive discourse from
everyday discourse fails (see section I1I below). But ﬁrﬁst let us
take a look at the debate between Derrida and Searle.”

From this complex discussion, Culler seclects as the. central
issue the question of whether Austin does in fact, as it seems
he does, make a totally unprejudiced, provisory, and purely
methodical move. Austin wants to analyze the rules intuitively
mastercd by competent speakers, in accordance with which
typical speech acts can be successfully executed. He undertakes
this analysis with respect to sentences from Tzormal eve‘ryday
practice that arc uttered seriously and used as simply and literally
as possible. Thus, the unit of analysis, the standard speech act,
1s the result of certain abstractions. The theoretician of speech
acts directs his attention to a sample of normal linguistic utter-
ances from which all complex, derivative, parasitic, and deviant
cases have been filtered out. A concept of “usual” or normal
linguistic practice underpins this isolation, a concept ()f “or'di—
nary language” whose harmlessness and consistency Derrida
puts in doubt. Austin’s intention is clear: He wants to analyze
the universal properties of “promises,” for example, with re-
spect to cases in which the utterance of corresponding sen-
tences actually functions as a promise. Now there are contexts
in which the same sentences lose the illocutionary force of a
promise. Spoken by an actor on the stage, as part of a poem,
or cven in a monologue, a promise, according to Austin, be-
comes “null and void in a unique manner.” The same holds
true for a promisc that comes up in a quotation, or one merely
mentioned. In these contexts, there is no serious or binding use,
and sometimes not even a literal use, of the respective perfor-
mative sentence, but a derivative or parasitic use instead. As
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Searle constantly repeats, these fictive or simulated or indirect
modes of use are “parasitic” in the sense that logically they
presuppose the possibility of a serious, literal, and binding use
of sentences grammatically appropriate for making promises.
Culler extracts what are in essence three objections from Der-
rida’s texts; they point toward the impossibility of such an
operation and are meant to show that the common distinctions
between serious and simulated, literal and metaphorical, every-
day and fictional, usual and parasitic modes of speech break
down.

(@) In his initial argument, Derrida posits a not very clear
link between quotability and repeatability on the one hand,
and fictionality on the other. The quotation of a promise is
only apparently something secondary in comparison to the
directly made promise, for the indirect rendition of a perfor-
mative utterance in a quote is a form of repetition, and as
quotability presupposes the possibility of repetition in accord
with a rule, that is, conventionality, it belongs to the nature of
any conventionally generated utterance (including performa-
tive ones) that it can be quoted — and fictively imitated, in a
broader sense: “If it were not possible for a character in a play
to make a promise, there could be no promise in real life, for
what makes it possible to promise, as Austin tells us, is the
existence of a conventional procedure, of formulas one can
repeat. For me to be able to make a promise in real life, there
must be iterable procedures or formulas such as are used on
stage. Serious behavior is a case of role-playing.”®

In this argument, Derrida obviously already presupposes
what he wants to prove: that any convention which permits the
repetition of exemplary actions possesses from the outset not
only a symbolic, but also a fictional character. But it must first
be shown that the conventions of a game are ultimately indis-
tinguishable from norms of action. Austin introduces the quo-
tation of a promise as an example of a derivative or parasitic
form because the illocutionary force is removed from the
quoted promise by the form of indirect rendition: it is thereby
taken out of the context in which it “functions,” that is, in
which it coordinates the actions of the different participants in
interaction and has consequences relevant to action. Only the
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actually performed speech act is effective as action; tl_le promise
mentioned or reported in a quote depends gramma\tlcally upon
this. A setting that deprives it of its illocutionary force consti-
tutes the bridge between quotation and fictional representa-
tion. Even action on the stage rests on a basis of everyday
action (on the part of the actors, dircctorf stage-workers, z}nd
theater people); and in the context of this framework, promises
can function in another mode than they do “on stage,” [hat. 18,
with obligations and consequences relevant for a;ti()q. De.rrlda
makes no attempt to “deconstruct” this distinctlve'functlonal
mode of ordinary speech within communicative action. .In the
ilfocutionary binding force of linguistic utterances Austin dis-
covered a mechanism for coordinating action that places nor-
mal speech, as part of everyday practice, un(.ler co‘nstraints
different from those of fictional discourse, simulation, and
interior monologue. The constraints under which illocutionary
acts develop a force for coordinating act.i().n and have conse-
quences relevant to action define the domal.n of “n()r.mal 'l:an—
guage. They can be analyzed as the 'klnFls of . idealizing
suppositions we have to make in communicative action. .
(b) The second argument brought forward by Culler., w1th
Derrida, against Austin and Searle relates to just such ideali-
zations. Any generalizing analysis of speech acts h"&S to b.e able
to specify general contextual conditions for the llloc11t1(,)pary
success of standardized speech acts. Searle has been especially
occupied with this task.” Linguistic expressions, however,
change their meanings depending on shifting contexts; more-
over, contexts are so constituted as to be open to ever wider-
reaching specification. It is one of the peculiarities of our lan-
guage that we can separate utterances from their original con-
texts and transplant them into different ones — Derrida speaks
of “gra{'ting.” In this manner, we can think of a speech act,
such as a “marriage vow,” in ever new and more improbable
contexts; the specification of universal contextual conditipns
does not run into any natural limits: “Suppose that the require-
ments for a marriage ceremony were et but that one of .Lhe
parties were under hypnosis, or that the ceremony were im-
peccable in all respects but had been called a ‘rehearsal,’ or
finally, that while the spcaker was a minister licensed to per-
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form weddings and the couple had obtained a license, that
three of them were on this occasion acting in a play that,
coincidentally, included a wedding ceremony.”!'” These varia-
tions of context that change meaning cannot in principle be
arrested or controlled, because contexts cannot be exhausted,
that is, they cannot be thcoretically mastered once and for all.
Culler shows clearly that Austin cannot escape this difficulty
by taking refuge in the intentions of speakers and listeners. It
1s not the thoughts of bride, bridegroom, or priest that decide
the validity of the ceremony, but their actions and the circum-
stances under which they are carried out: “What counts is the
plausibility of the description: whether or not the features of
the context adduced create a frame that alters the illocutionary
force of the utterances.”!

Searle reacted to this difficulty by introducing a qualification
to the effect that the literal meaning of a sentence does not
completely fix the validity conditions of the speech act in which
it is employed; it depends, rather, on tacit supplementation by
a system of background assumptions regarding the normality
of general world conditions. These parareflective background
certainties have a holistic nature; they cannot be exhausted by
a countably finite set of specifications. Meanings of sentences,
however well analyzed, are thus valid only relative to a shared
background knowledge that is constitutive of the lifeworld of
a linguistic community. But Searle makes clear that the addition
of this relational moment does not bring with it the relativism
of meaning that Derrida is after. As long as language games
are functioning and the preunderstanding constitutive of the
lifeworld has not broken down, participants rightly count on
world conditions being what is understood in their linguistic
community as “normal.” And in cases where individual back-
ground convictions do become problematic, they assume that
they could reach a rationally motivated agreement. Both are
strong, that is to say idealizing, suppositions; but these ideali-
zations are not arbitrary, logocentric acts brought to bear by
theoreticians on unmanageable contexts in order to give the
illusion of mastery; rather, they are presuppositions that the

participants themselves have to make if communicative action
is to be at all possible.
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(¢) The role of idealizing suppositions can also. be clarified
in conncection with some other consequences of this same state
of affairs. Because contexts are changeable and can be ex-
panded in any desired direction, the same text can be open .to
different readings; it is the text itself that makes possible its
uncontrollable effective history. Still, Derrida’s purposely par-
adoxical statement that any interpretation is inevitably a fglse
interpretation, and any understanding a mi§und§rstanfilng,
does not follow from this venerable hermeneutic insight. Cul}er
justifies the statement “Every reading is a mi.sre.ading” as fol-
lows: “If a text can be understood, it can in principle be under-
stood repeatedly, by different readers in' different
circumstances. These acts of reading or understanding are not,
of course, identical. They involve modifications and differ-
ences, but differences which are deemed not to matter. We can
thus say that understanding is a special case of: m%sunderstand-
ing, a particular deviation or determinat.lon of mlsunderstanﬁl;
ing. It 1s a misunderstanding whose misses do not matter.
Yet Culler leaves one thing out of consideration. The produ.c—
tivity of the process of understanding remain§ unproble'matlcv
only so long as all participants stick to the neference point of
possibly achieving a mutual understanding in which the same
utterances are assigned the same meaning. As Gadamer has
shown, the hermeneutic effort that would bridge over temporal
and cultural distances remains oriented toward the idea of a
possible consensus being brought about in the present. .

Under the pressure for decisions proper to the communi-
cative practice of everyday life, participants are dependent
upon agrcements that coordinate their actions. The more re-
moved interpretations are from the “seriousness of this type
of situation,” the more they can prescind from the idealizing
supposition of an achievable consensus. But they can never ne
wholly absolved of the idea that wrong interpretations mustiln
principle be criticizable in terms of consensus to be aimed. for
ideally. The interpreter does not impose this idea on his object;
rather, with the performative attitude of a participant observer,
he takes it over from the direct participants, who can act com-
municatively only under the presupposition of intersubjectively identi'cal
ascripltions of meaning. 1 do not mean to marshal a Wittgenstein-
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ian positivism of language games against Derrida’s thesis. It is
not habitual linguistic practice that determines just what mean-
ing is attributed to a text or an utterance,!? Rather, language
games only work because they presuppose idealizations that
transcend any particular language game; as a necessary con-
dition of possibly reaching understanding, these idealizations
give rise to the perspective of an agreement that is open to
criticism on the basis of validity claims. A language operating
under these kinds of constraints is subject to an ongoing test.
Everyday communicative practice, in which agents have to
reach an understanding about something in the world, stands
under the need to prove its worth, and it is the idealizing
suppositions that make such testing possible in the first place.
Itis in relation to this need for standing the test within ordinary
practice that one may distinguish, with Austin and Searle, be-
tween “usual” and “parasitic” uses of language.

111

Up to this point, I have criticized Derrida’s third and funda-
mental assumption only to the extent that (against Culler’s
reconstruction of Derrida’s arguments) 1 have defended the
possibility of demarcating normal speech from derivative forms.
I have not yet shown how fictional discourse can be separated
from the normal (everyday) use of language. This aspect is the
most important for Derrida. If “literature” and “writing” con-
stitute the model for a universal context of texts, which cannot
be surpassed and within which all genre distinctions are ulti-
mately dissolved, they cannot be separated from other dis-
courses as an autonomous realm of fiction. For the literary
critics who follow Derrida in the United States, the thesis of
the autonomy of the linguistic work of art is, as I mentioned,
also unacceptable, because they want to set themselves off {from
the formalism of the New Criticism and from structuralist
aesthetics.

The Prague Structuralists originally tried to distinguish po-
etic from ordinary language in view of their relations to ex-
tralinguistic reality. Insofar as language occurs in communicative
functions, it has to produce relations between linguistic expres-
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sion and speaker, hearer, and the state of affairs rep.reser‘lted.
Bithler articulated this in his semiotic scheme as the sign-func-
tions of expression, appeal, and repres'enl.atlon.lf Hewever,
when language fulfills a poetic funcuon, 1t d.()es S0 in Vlr‘tu‘e of
a reflexive relation of the linguistic expression 10 itself. Con-
sequently, reference to an object, informational contem,.an.d
truth-value — conditions of validity in general — are extrinsic
to poetic speech; an utterance can be p()GFIC Le the ext.ent Fhi.lt
it is directed to the linguistic medium itself, to its own llqullstlc
form. Roman Jakobson integrated this characterizatlon.lneo an
expanded scheme of functions; in add.ition to the bE.lSIC .func-
tions — expressing the speaker’s intentions, esta})l{shlng mter-
personal relations, and representing states of affairs — wh}ch
go back to Biihler, and two more functions relqted to making
EOlltact and to the code, he ascribes to linguistic utterances a
poetic functon, which directs our attention to “the message as
such.”'® We are less concerned here with a closer characteri-
zation of the poetic function (in accord wit.h which the principle
of equivalence is projected from the axis of selection to the
axis of combination) than with an interesting consequence that
is important for our problem of delimiting normal from OFhGI’
instances of speech: “Any attempt to reduce. the 'sphe.re ofr Ehe
poetic function would be a deceptive oversimplification. _lhe
poetic function is not the only function of. verbal artistry,
merely a predominant and structurally determmatzve one, whereas
in all other linguistic activities it plays a sub()rdl.nate and sup-
plementary role. Inasmuch as it direcls our attenion to the sign’s
perceptibility, this function decpens the fundamental ellchotomy
between signs and objects. For this reason, linguistics should
not, when it studies the poetic function, restrict itself S(')le}y't()
the field of poetry.”' Poetic speech, therefore, is to be dlSL.II’l-
guished only in virtue of the primacy and structure-forming
force of a certain function that is always fulfilled together with
other linguistic functions.

Richard Ohmann makes use of Austin’s approach to specify
poetic language in this sense. For him, the phenomenon In
need of clarification is the fictionality of the linguistic work of
art, that is, the generation of aesthetic illusion by which a
sccond, specifically de-realized arena is opened up on the basis

201

On Leveling the Genre Distinction between Philosophy and Literature

of a continued everyday practice. What distinguishes poetic
language is its “world-generating” capacity: “A literary work
creates a world . .. by providing the reader with impaired and
incomplete speech acts which he completes by supplying the
appropriate circumstances.”!” The unique impairment ot speech
acts that generates fictions arises when they are robbed of their
illocutionary force, or maintain their illocutionary meanings
only as in the refraction of indirect repetition or quotation: “A
literary work is a discourse whose sentences lack the illocution-
ary forces that would normally attach to them. Its illocutionary
force is mimetic. . .. Specifically, a literary work purportedly
imitates a series of speech acts, which in fact have no other
existence. By doing so, it lcads the reader to imagine a speaker,
a situation, a set of ancillary events, and so on.”!'® The brack-
cting ol illocutionary force virtualizes the relations to the world
in which the speech acts are involved due to their illocutionary
force, and releases the participants in interaction from reach-
ing agreement about something in the world on the basis of
idealizing understandings in such a way that they coordinate
their plans of action and thus enter into obligations relevant
to the outcomes of action: “Since the quasi-speech acts of lit-
erature are not carrying on the world’s business — describing,
urging, contracting, etc. — the reader may well attend to them
in a non-pragmatic way.”" Neutralizing their binding force
rcleases the disempowered illocutionary acts from the pressure
to decide proper to everyday communicative practice, removes
them from the sphere of usual discourse, and thereby empow-
ers them for the playful crecation of new worlds — or, rather,
for the pure demonstration of the world-disclosing force of
innovative linguistic expressions. This specialization in the
world-disclosive function of speech explains the unique self-
reflexivity of poctic language to which Jakobson reters and
which leads Geoffrey Hartman to pose the rhetorical question:
“Is not literary language the name we give to a diction whose
frame of reference 1s such that the words stand out as words
(even as sounds) rather than being, at once, assimilable
meanings?"2"

Mary L. Pratt makes use of Ohmann’s studies?! to refute, by
mcans of speech-act theory, the thesis of the independence of
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the literary work of art in Derrida’s sense. She floes not con-
sider fictionality, the bracketing of illocutionary force, and th¢
disengagement of poctic language fror.n eyeryday communi-
cative practice to be adequate selective cr1t¢rla,ybecal}se ﬁcuopal
speech elements such as jokes, iron'y, wish-fantasies, stories,
and parables pervade our everyday discourse and by no means
constitute an autonomous universe apart from “the world’s
business.” Conversely, nonfiction works, me‘moirs, ‘travel re-
ports, historical romances, even romans a clef or thrillers that,
like Truman Capote’s In Cold Blood, adapt a factually dpcu—
mented case, by no means create an unambiguously.ﬁctloqal
world, even though we often relegate these productions, for
the most part at least, to “literature.” Pratt uses the results of
studies in sociolinguistics by W. Labov*? to prove that natural
narratives, that is, the “stories” told spontaneously or upon
request in everyday life, follow the same rhe.to.rical. lqws of
construction as and exhibit structural chracteristics similar to
literary narratives: “Labov’s data make it necessary to account
for narrative rhetoric in terms that are not exclusively literary;
the fact that fictive or mimetically organized utterances can
occur in almost any realm of extraliterary discourse requires
that we do the same for fictivity or mimesis. In other words,
the relation between a work’s fictivity and its literariness is
indirect.”?3

Nonetheless, the fact that normal language is permeated with
fictional, narrative, metaphorical, and, in general, with rheto'r—
ical elements does not yet speak against the attempt to explain
the autonomy of the linguistic work of art by the bracketing
of ill()cuti()nal‘y forces, fof, according to Jakobson, the mark of
fictionality is suited for demarcating literature from everyday
discourses only to the degree that the world-disclosing function
of language predominates over the other linguistic functions
and determines the structure of the linguistic artifact. In a
certain respect, it is the refraction and partial elimination of
illocutionary validity claims that distinguishes the story from
the statcment of the cyewitness, teasing from insulting, being
ironic from misleading, the hypothesis from the assertion,
wish-fantasy from perception, a training maneuver from an
act of warfare, and a scenario from a report of an actual
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catastrophe. But in none of these cases do the illocutionary
acts lose their binding force for coordinating action. Even in
the cases adduced for the sake of comparison, the communi-
cative functions of the speech acts remain intact insofar as the
fictive elements cannot be separated from contexts of life prac-
tice. The world-disclosive function of language does not gain
independence over against the expressive, regulative, and in-
formative functions. By contrast, in Truman Capote’s literary
elaboration of a notorious and carefully researched incident,
precisely this may be the case. That is to say, what grounds the
primacy and the structuring force of the poetic function is not
the deviation of a fictional representation {from the documen-
tary report of an incident, but the exemplary elaboration that
takes the case out of its context and makes it the occasion for
an innovative, world-disclosive, and eye-opening representa-
tion in which the rhetorical means of representation depart
from communicative routines and take on a life of their own.

It is interesting to see how Pratt is compelled to work out
this poetic function against her will. Her sociolinguistic coun-
terproposal begins with the analysis of a speech situation that
poetic discourse shares with other discourses — the kind of
arrangement in which a narrator or lecturer turns to a public
and calls its attention to a text. The text undergoes certain
procedures of preparation and selection before it is ready for
delivery. Before a text can lay claim to the patience and dis-
cretion of the audience, it has also to satisfy certain criteria of
relevance: it has to be worth telling. The tellability is to be assessed
in terms of the manifestation of some significant exemplary
experience. In its content, a tellable text reaches beyond the
local context of the immediate speech situation and is open to
turther elaboration: “As might be expected, these two features
— contextual detachability and susceptibility to elaboration —
are equally important characteristics of literature.” Of course,
literary texts share these characteristics with “display texts” in
general. The latter are characterized by their special commu-
nicative functions: “They are designed to serve a purpose I
have described as that of verbally representing states of affairs
and experiences which are held to be unusual or problematic in
such a way that the addressee will respond aftectively in the
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intended way, adopt the intended evaluation and interpreta-
tion, take pleasure in doing so, and generally ﬁn,.d tﬁe w.ho'le
undertaking worth 1t.7*" One sees how the pragmatic lmgurlftlc
analyst creeps up on literary texts from outside, as it were. I'he
latter have still to satisfy a final condition; in the case of literary
texts, tellability must gain a preponderance over other func-
tional characteristics: “In the end, tellability can take prece-
dence over assertability itself.” Only in this case do the
functional demands and structural constraints of everyday
communicative practice (which Pratt defines by means of
Grice’s conversation postulates) lose their force. The concern
to give onc’s contribution an informative shape, to say whg[ 15
relevant, to be straightforward and to avoid obscu.rG.:, amb‘lgu—
ous, and prolix utterances are idcalizing presuppositions .oi tbe
communicative action of normal speech, but not of poetic dis-
course: “Our tolerance, indeed propensity, for elaboration
when dealing with the tellable suggests that, in Gricean terms,
the standards of quantity, quality and manner for display texts
differ from those Grice suggests for declarative speech in his
maxims.”

In the end, the analysis leads to a confirmation of the thesis
it would like to refute. To the degree that the poetic, world-
disclosing function of language gains primacy and structuring
force, language escapes the structural constraints and com-
municative functions of everyday life. The space of fiction that
is opened up when linguistic forms of expression become re-
flexive results from suspending illocutionary binding forces
and those idealizations that make possible a usc of language
oriented toward mutual understanding — and hence make
possible a coordination of plans of action that operates via the
intersubjective recognition of criticizable validity claims. One
can read Derrida’s debate with Austin also as a denial of this
independently structured domain of everyday communicatve
practice; it corresponds to the denial of an autonomous realm
of fiction.

v

Because Derrida denies both, he can analyze any given dis-
course in accord with the model of poetic language, and do so
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as 1t language generally were determined by the poctic use of
language specialized in world-disclosure. From this viewpoint,
language as such converges with literature or indeed with “writ-
ing.” This aestheticizing of language, which is purchased with the
twofold denial of the proper senses of normal and poetic discourse, also
explains Derrida’s insensitivity toward the tension-filled polar-
ity between the poetic-world-disclosive function of language
and 1ts prosaic, innerworldly functions, which a modified ver-
sion of Buhler’s functional scheme takes into consideration.?¢

Linguistically mediated processes such as the acquisition of
knowledge, the transmission of culture, the formation of per-
sonal identity, and socialization and social integration involve
mastering problems posed by the world; the independence of
learning processcs that Derrida cannot acknowledge is due to
the independent logics of these problems and the linguistic
medium tailored to deal with them. For Derrida, linguistically
mediated processes within the world are embedded in a world-
constituting context that prejudices everything; they arc fatal-
istically delivered up to the unmanagcable happening of text
production, overwhelmed by the poetic-creative transforma-
tion of a background designed by archewniting, and con-
demned to be provincial. An aesthetic contextualism blinds him
to the fact that everyday communicative practice makes learn-
ing processes possible (thanks to built-in idealizations) in rela-
ton to which the world-disclosive force of interpreting
language has in turn to prove its worth. These learning pro-
cesses unfold an independent logic that transcends all local
constraints, because experiences and judgments arc formed
only in the light of criticizable validity claims. Derrida neglects
the potential for negation inherent in the validity basis of action
oriented toward reaching understanding; he permits the ca-
pacity to solve problems to disappear behind the world-creating
capacity of language; the former capacity is posscssed by lan-
guage as the medium through which those acting communi-
catively get involved in relations to the world whenever they
agree with onc another about something in the objective world,
m their common social world, or in the subjective worlds to
which each has privileged access.
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Richard Rorty proposes a similar leveling; unlike Derrida,
however, he does not remain idealistically fixated upon the
history of metaphysics as a transcendent happening that dg—
termines everything intramundane. According to Rorty, sci-
ence and morality, economics and politics, are delivered up to
a process of language-creating protuberances in just the same
way as art and philosophy. Like Kuhnian history of science, the
flux of interpretations beats rhythmically between revolutions
and normalizations of language. He observes this back-and-
forth between two situations in all fields of cultural life: “One
is the sort of situation encountered when people pretty much
agree on what is wanted, and are talking about how best to get
it. In such a situation there is no need to say anything terribly
unfamiliar, for argument is typically about the truth of asser-
tions rather than about the utility of vocabularies. The con-
trasting situation is one in which everything is up for grabs at
once — in which the motives and terms of discussions are a
central subject of argument. . .. In such periods people begin
to toss around old words in new senses, to throw in the occa-
sional neologism, and thus to hammer out a new idiom which
initially attracts attention to itself and only later gets put to
work.”?” One notices how the Nietzschean pathos of a Lebens-
philosophie that has made the linguistic turn beclouds the sober
insights of pragmatism; in the picture painted by Rorty, the
renovative process of linguistic world-disclosure no longer has
a counterpoise in the testing processes of intramundane practice.
The “Yes” and “No” of communicatively acting agents is so
prejudiced and rhetorically overdetermined by their linguistic
contexts that the anomalies that start to arise during the phases
of exhaustion are taken to represent only symptoms of waning
vitality, or aging processes analogous to processes of nature —
and are not seen as the result of deficient solutions to problems
and nvalid answers.

Intramundanc linguistic practice draws its power of negation
from validity claims that go beyond the horizons of any cur-
rently given context. But the contextualist concept of language,
laden as it is with Lebensphilosophie, is impervious to the very
real force of the counterfactual, which makes itself felt in the
idcalizing presuppositions of communicative action. Hence
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Derrida and Rorty are also mistaken about the unique status
of discourses differentiated from ordinary communication and
tailored to a single validity dimension (truth or normative right-
ness), or to a single complex of problems (questions of truth
or justice). In modern societies, the spheres of science, morality,
and law have crystallized around these forms of argumenta-
tion. The corresponding cultural systems of action administer
problem-solving capacities in a way similar to that in which the
enterprises of art and literature administer capacities for world-
disclosure. Becausc Derrida overgeneralizes this onc linguistic
function — namely, the poetic — he can no longer see the
complex relationship of the ordinary practice of normal speech
to the two extraordinary spheres, differentiated, as it were, in
opposite directions. The polar tension between world-disclo-
sure and problem-solving is held together within the functional
matrix of ordinary language; but art and literature on the one
side, and science, morality, and law on the other, are specialized
for experiences and modes of knowledge that can be shaped
and worked out within the compass of one linguistic function
and one dimension of validity at a time. Derrida holistically
levels these complicated relationships in order to equate phi-
losophy with literature and criticism. He fails to recognize the
special status that both philosophy and literary criticism, each
In its own way, assume as mediators between expert cultures
and the everyday world.

Literary criticism, institutionalized in Europe since the eigh-
teenth century, has contributed to the differentiation of art. It
has responded to the increasing autonomy of linguistic works
of art by means of a discourse specialized for questions of taste.
In 1t, the claims with which literary texts appear are submitted
to examination — claims to “artistic truth,” aesthetic harmony,
exemplary validity, innovative force, and authenticity. In this
respect, aesthetic criticism is similar to argumentative forms
specialized for propositional truth and the rightness of norms,
that is, to theoretical and practical discourse. It is, however,
not mercly an esoteric component of expert culture but, be-

yond this, has the job of mediating between expert culture and
everyday world.
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This bridging function of art criticism is more obvious in the
cases of music and the plastic arts than in that of literary works,
which are already formulated in the medium of language, even
if it is a poetic, self-referential language. From this second,
exoteric standpoint, criticism performs a translating activity of
a unique kind. It brings the experiential content of .the work
of art into normal language; the innovative potential of art
and literature for the lifeworlds and life histores that repro-
duce themselves through everyday communicative practice can
only be unleashed in this maieutic way. This is then deposited
in the changed configuration of the evaluative V()(:abulary,‘ In 4
renovation of value orientations and need interpretatons,
which alters the color of modes of life by way of altering modes
of perception. ‘ o

Philosophy also occupies a position with two fronts similar
to that of literary criticism — or at least this is true of m()dcrn‘
philosophy, which no longer promises to redeem [}'10 c.lalms f)f
religion in the name of theory. On the one hand, 1t directs 1ts
interest to the foundations of science, morality, and law and
attaches theoretical claims to its statements. Characterized by
universalist problematics and strong theoretical strategies, it
maintains an intimate relationship with the sciences. And yet
philosophy is not simply an esoteric component of an expert
culture. It maintains just as intimate a relationship with the
totality of the lifeworld and with sound common sense, even if
in a subversive way it relentlessly shakes up the certainties of
everyday practice. Philosophical thinking represents the life-
world’s interest in the whole complex of functions and struc-
tures connected and combined in commumnicative action, and
1t doces so in the face of knowledge systems ditferentiated out
mn accord with particular dimensions of validity. Of course, it
maintains this relationship to totality with a reflectiveness lack-
mg in the intuitvely present background proper to the
lifeworld.

It one takes into consideration the two-front position of
criticism and philosophy that 1 have only sketched here —
toward the ev eryday world on the one Sl(lc, and on the other
toward the 51)0(.1(11120(1 cultures of art and literature, science
and morality — it becomes clear what the leveling of the genre
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distinction between philosophy and literature, and the assimi-
lation of philosophy to literaturc and of literature to philoso-
phy, as atfirmed in propositions 2 and 2’, mean. This leveling
and this assimilation confusedly jumble the constellations in
which the rhetorical elements of language assume entirely dif-
Jerent roles. The rhetorical element occurs in its pure form only
in the sclf-referentiality of the poetic expression, that is, in the
language of fiction specialized for world-disclosure. Even the
normal language of everyday life is ineradicably rhetorical; but
within the matrix of different linguistic functions, the rhetor-
ical elements recede here. T'he world-disclosive linguistic
framework is almost at a standstill in the routines of cveryday
practlce The same holds true of the specialized Lmqudges of
science and technology, law and morality, cconomics, political
science, ctc. They, too, live off of the Hluminating power of
metaphorical tropes; but the rhetorical elements, which are by
no means expunged, are tamed, as it were, and enlisted for
special purposes of problem-solving.

The rhetorical dimension plays a different and far more
important role in the language of literary criticism and philos-
ophy. They are both faced with tasks that are paradoxical in
stmilar ways. ‘They are supposed to feed the contents of expert
cultures, in which knowledge 1s accumulated under one aspect
of validity at a tme, into an everyday practice in which all
linguistic functions and aspects of validity are intermeshed to
form one syndrome. And yet literary criticism and philosophy
are supposcd to accomplish this task of mediation with means
of expression taken from languages specialized in questions of
taste or of truth. They can only resolve this paradox by rhe-
torically C\’})illl(lill” and enriching their special languages to
the extent that is required to link up indirect communications
with the manifest contents of statements, and to do so in a
deliberate way. That explains the strong rhetorical strain char-
acteristic of studies by literary critics and philosophers alike.
Significant critics and great philosophers are also noted writers.
Literary criticism and philosophy have a family resemblance to
literature and to this extent to one another as well — in
their rhetorical achicvements. But their family relationship
stops right there, for in each of these enterprises the tools of
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rhetoric are subordinated to the discipline of a distinct form of
argumentation. . ' ’

If, following Derrida’s recommendation, phllosophlcal think-
ing werce to be relieved of the duty of solving prpblems and
shifted over to the function of literary criticism, it would be
robbed not merely of its seriousness, but of 1ts productivi?y.
Conversely, the literary-critical power of judgmenF lgses 1‘ts
potency when, as is happening among Derrida’s dlsc1p'les. n
literature departments, it gets displaced from approprlat{ng
aesthetic experiential contents into the critique of metaphysics.
The false assimilation of one enterprise to the other robs both
of their substance. And so we return to the issue with which
we started. Whoever transposes the radical critique of reason
into the domain of rhetoric in order to blunt the paradox of
self-referentiality, also dulls the sword of the critique of reason
itself. The false pretense of eliminating the genre distinqlop
between philosophy and literature cannot lead us out of this
aporia.?®

VIII

Between Eroticism
and General Economics:
Georges Bataille

After Bataille’s death in 1962, his companion of many years,
Michel Leiris, described his friend with these words: “After he
had been the impossible one, fascinated by everything he could
discover about what was really unacceptable . .. he expanded
his field of vision (in line with his old idea of getting beyond
the ‘No!” of a child stamping around in a rage) and, in the
consciousness that a human being is only really a human being
when, in this statc of being without measure or standard, he
seeks his own standard, he made himself into the man of the
impossible, desirous of reaching the point where above and
below become blurry in a Dionysian vertigo and where the
distance between totality and nothingness is eliminated.” The
salient attribute of “the impossible one” refers on the surface
to the author of the “obscene work” who carried on the black
writing of the Marquis de Sade; but it also refers to the phi-
losopher and scholar who tried to take up the impossible her-
itage of Nietzsche as critic of ideology.

Bataille read Nietzsche relatively early on (1923), a year be-
fore Leiris introduced him to the circle of André Masson and
to the leading Surrealists. To be sure, Bataille gave the philo-
sophical discourse of modernity a direction similar to Heideg-
ger’s; but for his departure from modernity he chose a
completely different path. He developed his concept of the
holy from an anthropologically grounded critique of Christi-
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anity that forms a counterpart to Nietzsche's Genealogy of Mor-
als. He did not get into an immanent critique of metaphysics
at all. An initial glance at the double life of this archivist of the
Bibliotheque Nationale and bohemian author in the midst of
the Parisian intellectual scene reveals that Bataille and the phi-
losophy professor from Marburg and Freiburg hved on differ-
ent stars. What separates them especially are two central
expericnces: aesthetic experience in the circle of surrcalism
and political experience in connection with left radicalism.

At the end of the 1920s, the group associated with the jour-
nal La révolution surréaliste broke up. Breton raised severe ob-
jections against the apostates in his Second Surrealist Manifesto;
they responded with a massive counterattack. From then on,
there was an all-out war between Breton’s “Association” and
Bataille’s “Cercle Communiste Démocratique.” Together with
Michel Leiris and Carl Einstein, Bataille founded at the same
time the famous journal Documents, in which important studies
by the editor were published. This is when Bataille first devel-
oped the concept of “the heterogencous,” the name he gave to
all those clements that resist assimilation to the bourgeois form
of life and 1o the routines of cveryday life, just as they evade
the methodical grasp of the sciences. In this concept, Bataille
condensed the basic experience of the surrealist writers and
artists who wanted shockingly to proclaim the ccstatic forces of
intoxication, of drcamlife, of the instinctive and impulsive gen-
erally, against the imperatives of utility, normality, and sobriety,
i order to shake up conventionally set modes of perception
and experience. The realm of the heterogeneous i1s opened up
only in explosive moments of fascinated shock, when those
categorics fall apart that guarantee in everyday life the confi-
dent interaction of the subject with himself and with the world.
From the start, Bataille applied the concept of the heteroge-
ncous o social groups, to the outcasts and the marginalized,
to the counterworld — familiar since Baudelaire — of those
clements that are placed outside the boundaries of social nor-
mality — be they the pariahs and the untouchables, the pros-
titutes or the lumpen proletariat, the crazies, the rioters, and
revolutionaries, the poets or the bohemians. Thus, this aes-
thetically inspired concept also became an instrument for the
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analysis of Ttalian and German fascism: Bataille ascribed to
fascist teaders a heterogencous existence.

The contrary biographical orientations, the contradictory po-
litical options, and the obvious differences between erotic writ-
mg and scholarly essays on the one side and philosophical
mvestigation and Being-mysticism on the other — these con-
trasts make 1t difficult at first glance to see the common project
that links Bataille with Heidegger. The one, like the other, is
concerncd to break out of the prison of modernity, out of the
closed universe of an Occidental rationalism that has been
victorious on the scale of world history. Both want to overcome
subjectivism, which covers the world with its reifying violence
and lets it harden into a totality of technically manipulable and
economically realizable goods. So much do both thinkers agree
in this project that what Foucault says about Bataille’s idea of
transgression might as well be said of the later Heidegger's
concept ol transcendence: “In our day, is not the play of limit
and transgression the essential test for a thought that centers
on the ‘origin,” for a form of thought to which Nietzsche ded-
icated us from the beginning of his works and one which would
be, absolutely and in the same motion, a Critique and an On-
tology, an understanding that comprehends both finitude and
beingz”? In the next sentence, the name Bataille might just as
well be replaced by that of Heidegger. “And perhaps to all
those who strive above all to maintain the unity of the philos-
opher’s grammatical function ... we could oppose Bataille’s
exemplary enterprise: his desperate and relentless attack on
the preeminence of the philosophical subject. His experience
and his language became an ordeal, a deliberate drawing and
quartering of that which speaks in philosophical language, a
disposition of stars that come out at midnight, allowing voice-
less words to be born.”®

Nevertheless, serious differences result {from the fact that
Bataille does not attack reason at the foundations of cognitive
rationalization or at the ontological presuppositions of objecti-
tying science and technology. He concentrates instead on the
toundations of an ethical rationalization, which, as Max Weber
has shown, made possible the capitalist system and hence sub-

Jected social life as a whole to imperatives of alienated labor
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and processes of accumulation. Bataille establishes the princi-
ple of modernity not in relation to a roo.tles.sly autonomous
self-consciousness puffed up in an authoritarian pose, not in
relation to cognition, but in relation to the success-oriented
utilitarian action that serves the realization of any given sub-
jective purpose. To be sure, Heidegger and Bataille have in
‘mind the same tendencies by which objectifying thought and
purposive-rational action unleash their historical power; byt
the critique that is supposed to go to the roots of the malaise
takes a different tack in each: Heidegger’s procedure of cri-
tique of metaphysics digs into the frozen ground of transcen-
dental subjectivity in order to lay bare the true foundations of
an origin set temporally alow; in contrast, Bataille’s approach
of moral critique is concerned not with discovering still deeper
foundations of subjectivity, but with unbounding it — with the
‘form of expression that leads the monadically self-encapsulated
subject back again into the intimacy of a life-context that has
become alien, confined, cut off, and fragmented. For Bataille,
a completely different perspective from Heidegger’s is opened
up with this idea of unbounding: The self-transcendent subject
is not dethroned and disempowered in favor of a superfoun-
dationalist destining of Being; rather, spontaneity is given back
its outlawed drives. Opening toward the sacral domain does
not mean subjugation to the authority of an indeterminate fate
only hinted at in its aura; transgressing boundaries toward the
sacral does not imply the humble self-surrender of subjectivity,
but liberation to true sovereignty.

It 1s no accident that not Being but sovereignty has the last
word: In it, we see a proximity (unthinkable for Heidegger) to
Nietzsche’s acsthetically inspired concept of freedom and su-
perhuman self-assertion. For Bataille, as for Nietzsche, there
Is a convergence between the self-aggrandizing and meaning-
creating will to power and a cosmically moored fatalism of the
eternal return of the same. A basically anarchist trait links
Bataille with Nietzsche: Because the latter’s thought is aimed
against any authority whatsoever, even against the holy as an
authority, the teaching about the death of God is intended in
a strictly atheistic sense. On the other hand, for Heidegger,
who repeats this thesis in noble tones, it loses all its radicality.
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To be sure, God as an ontic entity is denied; but the ontolog-
ically restored event of revelation hovers ambiguously about
the grammatical place left unoccupied by the demolished God-
projection — as if all we lacked in the meantime was the lan-
guage for naming the one whose name is ineffable. So Fou-
cault’s question has a point only for Bataille, not Heidegger:
“But what does it mean to kill God if he does not exist, to kill
God who has never existed?”* Foucault recognizes that Bataille
must seek the excess of self-transgressing subjectivity in the
experience of the erotic, because he conceives of the holy in
rigorously atheistic terms. Indeed, the profanation of the holy
is the model for transgression; but Bataille does not delude
himself about the fact that there is nothing left to profane in
modernity — and that it cannot be the job of philosophy to
tashion a substitute for this in a mysticism of Being with a
capital B. Bataille posits an intrinsic link between the sexual
horizon of experience and the death of God — “not that it
proffers any new content for our age-old acts; rather, it permits
a protfanation without object, a profanation that is cmpty and
turned inward upon itself and whose instruments are brought
to bear on nothing but cach other.”

I want now to consider the significance for his construction
of modernity of Bataille’s analysis of fascism in terms of the
concepts of the homogeneous and the heterogeneous. Bataille
sces modernity embedded in a history of reason in which the
forces of sovereignty and labor are in conflict with one another.
The history of reason extends from the archaic beginnings of
sacral society to the totally reified world of Sovict society from
which the last feudal traces of sovereignty have been expunged.
This complete unmixing of homogeneous and heterogeneous
components, however, opens up perspectives on a formation
of a future society that reconciles social equality with the sov-
ereignty of individuals. Bataille’s anthropological explanation
of the heterogeneous as the discriminated against and the out-
lawed breaks with all dialectical figures of thought. Hence, the
question arises as to how Bataille would explain the revolution-
ary-transition from the cooled-off, totally reified society to a
renewal of sovereignty. The project of a general economics
extrapolated to the energy ecology of nature as a whole can be
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understood as an answer to this question. This enterprise gets
caught up in the paradoxes ot self-referential reason. Thus, in
the end Bataille oscillates between an incoherent reattachment
to the Hegelian project of a dialectic of enlightenment, on the
one hand, and an unmediated juxtaposition of scholarly anal-
ysis and mysticism, on the other.

II

The victory of the Fascist movement in Italy and the National
Socialist takeover of power in the German Reich were — long
before Auschwitz — phenomena from which 1ssued waves not
only of irritation, but also of fascinated excitement. There was
no /Lheory of contemporancity not affected to its core by the
penetrating force of fascism. This holds truc especially of the
theories that were in their formative period in the late 1920s
and early 1930s — of Heidegger’s fundamental ontology, as
we have seen, no less than of Bataille’s heterology or Hork-
heimer’s Critical Theory.® In November 1933, when Heidegger
was making his campaign speeches for the “Fithrer,” Bataille
published a study of The Psychological Structure of Fascism.” In
contrast with Marxist attempts, he directs his attention not to
economic and social-structural causes accessible only to theory,
but to the most visible effects, especially to the palpable social-
psvchological phenomena of the new political movements. He
is particularly interested in the connection between the masses
mobilized by plebiscites and their charismatic Fihrer-figures,
and gencrally in the show aspect of fascist leadership (brought
to mind by Fest's Hitler Ailm) — the cultic honoring of leaders
as sacred personages, the artfully staged mass-rituals, the man-
ifestly violent and hypnotic elements, the breach of legality, the
renunciation ol even the appearance of democracy and all
cgalitarian values: “The affective strcam that connects the
Fubrer with his followers i the {form of moral identification

.. 1s a function of a common awareness of mounting energies,
growing \'i()lemly into a state without measure or standard,
which are accumulating and becoming available without limit
in the person of the Fihrer.™
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Bataille was Marxist cnough at the time to recognize the
objective conditions of crisis of which fascism was only the
expioiter. The capitalist economy and 1ts apparatus have first
to “collapse because of nternal contradictions” before a kind
of violence that has no athinity whatsoever with the structure
of existing society could inject itself into the functional gaps.
The principle of freedom of choice was incorporated in dem-
ocratically constituted industrial capitalism, a subjective free-
dom of choice for private entrepreneurs and for workers as
well as for citizens (isolated in the election booths): “T'he move-
ment and ultimate triumph of National Socialism owe not a
little to the fact that some German capitalists became aware of
how risky for them this principle of individual freedom could
become 1n a crisis.”™ To be sure, the functional imperative for
a totalitarian abolition of this principle remains “an empty
wish” taken by itself; the resources on which fascism feeds —
which is to say, the “inexhaustible wealth of forms of affective
life” — cannot be explained in functionalist terms. That these
forces taken over by the fascist state obviously spring from a
rcalm that is heterogeneous in relation to the existing society
gives Bataille the motivation to study heterogencous elements.
He is not satished with psychoanaltytic explanations that derive
from Freud’s study, Mass Psychology and Ego Analysis;' he is
convinced instead that the roots of fascism go deeper than the
unconscious that is still accessible o the analytic force of selt-
reflection. The model on which Bataille conceives the splitting
ott of the heterogencous is not the Freudian model of repres-
sion. It 1s one of exclusion and of the stabilization of boundaries
that can only be penctrated by excess, that is, violently. Bataille
sceks an cconomics of the total social ecology of drives; this
theory is supposed to explain why modernity continues its life-
cndangering exclusions without alternatives, and why hope in a
dialectic of enlightenment, which has accompanied the modern
project right down to Western Marxism, is in vain: “I'he ho-
mogeneous society is incapable of discovering in itsell a mean-
ing and purpose for action. Consequently it enters into
dependency upon imperative forces it has excluded.”!

Bataille stands in the tradition of the Durkheim school. He
traces the heterogeneous aspects of social as well as of psychic
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and mental life back to the sacred element that Durkheim had
defined by contrasting it with the world qf the profane. Sac.red
objects possess an auratic power that 51multan.eously entices
and attracts even as it terrifies and repulses. If stimulated, they
release shocking cffects and represent a different, higher level
of reality. They are incommensurable with profane thlngs and
evade any homogenizing treatment that would llkf'?n the
strange to the familiar and explain the unex.pectcd with the
help of what one is well acquainted with. Bataille also adds the
distinction of unproductive expenditure: The heterogeneous
is related to the profane world as what is superfluous — from
refuse and excrement, through dreams, erotic temptations,
and perversions, to contaminating, subversive ideas; from palp-
able luxury to exuberantly electrifying hopes and transcend-
ences pronounced holy. In opposition to this, the homogengous
and conformist clements of everyday life are the result of the
metabolism with a resistant external nature. In capitalist soci-
ety, labor measured abstractly in time and money (that is, wage
laf)or) is effective as a homogenizing power, which increases
when combined with science and technology. Technology is the
link between science and production, and Bataille contends,
like Adorno, that “the laws created by science produce rela-
tionships of identity between the various elements of a pro-
duced and measurable world.”!?

[nto this rationalized world irrupt the fascist Fiihrer and his
entranced masses. It is not without admiration that Bataille
speaks of their heterogeneous existence. Against the back-
ground of interest-oriented mass democracy, Hitler and Mus-
solini appear to be “the totally other.” He is fascinated by the
violence “that raises them [Hitler and Mussolini] above the
people, the parties, and even the laws, a violence that pene-
trates the normal course of affairs, the peaceful but boring
homogencity that is impotent when it comes to maintaining
itself by its own force.”!® In a fascist regime, homogeneous and
heterogencous clements are fused in a novel way — on the
one hand, those characteristics such as readiness to perform,
discipline, and love of order, which pertain to the functional
demands of homogeneous society; and on the other, the mass
ecstasy and authority of the Fithrer that reflect the splendor
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of true sovereignty. The fascist state merges the heterogeneous
with homogeneous elements; it is governmentalized sover-
cignty. It inherits a kind of sovereignty that in traditional so-
cieties assumed religious and military forms. In the sovereignty
of the Fiihrer, both these elements remain undifferentiated.
In fascism, the essential moment of rule by men over men is,
so to speak, achieved in its purity. The aura of the Fihrer
assures a mass loyalty that is drawn upon independently of any
quest for legitimation. In terms reminiscent of Carl Schmitt,
Bataille explains this unconditional acceptance by the fact that

_ the power of a leader is at its core charismatic — rooted pre-

cisely in the heterogeneous: “The simple fact of rule by men
over men implies the heterogeneity of the ruler, at least to the
extent that he is the ruler; to the extent that he appeals to his
nature or to his personal qualities for the legitimation of his
authority, he characterizes this nature as totally other, without

~ being able to give a rational account of it.”'* Bataille traces the

captivating, sensational moment in the exercise of power by
the fascist Fiihrer back to sovereignty, to which he ascribes
authenticity — this is where the difference from Horkheimer
and Adorno’s theory of fascism, which has a similar point of
departure, becomes clear.

Like Bataille, they concentrate on the psychological surface
of fascism — at least in “The Elements of Anti-Semitism.”!5 In
the arrangement of the highly ritualized mass demonstrations,
Horkheimer and Adorno decipher “the false counterfeit of
frightened mimesis” — thus, the arousal and manipulation of
age-old patterns of reaction. Fascism uses the mimetic behavior
(eliminated by civilization) for its own purposes. The suppres-
sion of the archaic ambivalence between flight and self-surren-
der, disgust and allure, becomes reflexive in an ironic way: “In
modern fascism, rationality has reached a point at which it is
no longer satisfied with simply repressing nature; rationality
now exploits nature by incorporating into its own system the
rebellious potentialities of nature.”'® To this extent, Bataille’s
analysis can be still translated into the concepts of Critical
"Theory: Fascism ultimately only serves to render inner nature’s
revolts against instrumental reason adaptable to the impera-
tives of the latter. The decisive difference between the two
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uppr()aches, however, lies 1 the way Lhey spgcif}' Lhe’ sup—
pressed or excluded and outlawed }.)arts. ().i subjective 'ndtu?e.
For Horkheimer and Adorno, the mimetic 1mplils_e carries w1‘th.
it the promise of a “happiness wil,h(.)ul, power, 1 ‘where'as tor
Bataille happiness and power are indissolubly fuse(_l in the
heterogeneous: In the erotic and 111.thc sacred, Ba‘lallle cele-
brates an “clemental violence.”'™ With the help of the same
idea, he also justifies in fascism that element (so chz.lracl,crl.stlc
of Carl S(ﬁllll‘litt) of groundless or “pure” leadershlp,‘agamst‘
which Horkheimer and Adorno most clearly set the force of
the mimetic. N
Even Benjamin, who in an early essay seems (o anticipate
Bataille’s conception of an immaculate sovereign power m ap-
pealing to Sorel’s myth of the general.strlke, 1.111,1matcl.y llf)l.(ls
fast to the reference point of a constraint-free 1r‘1tcrsub].ect1\'1ty
of mutual understanding. The fateful power of revolul.l()l?ary,
corrective acts, which are essentially anarchical and yet hie at
the basis of all institutions of freedom (and have to bg kept‘
present in them), is projected by Benjamin ‘in’t() a politcs of
“pure means.” This is separated by only a lum*s. breadth from
what fascist power would like to be. And yet this power, as an
end in itself that does not mediate justice instrumentally but
manifests and fulfills it, remains, according Lo Benja'min, alwaysy
tied to a sphere of agrcement frec of violence'. This sphere ()’f’
human agrcement which “is wholly inzlccc55}l)le to Vlolen.ce7
remains for Benjamin “the proper sphere of ‘understal'lflmg
and of language.”! By his enterprise of redempuve criique,
Benjamin is so committed to this idea that he cven wants to
see the nonviolence of “pure means” exemplified in the pro-
letarian general strike. ‘
Without such a violence-transcending point of referen.ce,
Bataille runs into difficulty making plausible the distinction
that remains so important for him — namely, that between t.he
socialist revolution and the fascist takeover of power, which
merely seems to be like the former. What Benjamin atfirms of
the enterprise of surrealism as a whole — that it wanted ‘.‘t()
win the energies ol intoxication for the revolution”*” — Batalll.e
also has in mind; it is the dream of an aestheticized, poetic
politics purified of all moral elements. Indeed, this is what
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fascinates him about fascism: “'The example of fascism, which
today calls into question even the existence of the labor move-
ment, suffices to demonstrate what we might expect from a
favorable recourse to renewed atfectve forces.”?! But then the
question arises as to how the subversively spontancous expres-
sion of these forces and the fascist canalizing of them really
differ. The question becomes uncomfortable if, with Bataille,
one procceds from the assumption that the difference should
be idenuhed already in the forms and patterns of politics and
not merely in their concrete material consequences. In his 1933
writing, Bataille attempts to draw a boundary within the world
of the heterogeneous between higher and lower clements. So
little does this attempt succeed that Bataille is finally satishied
with suggesting a change in the function of the fascist politics
that he is struggling against. He recommends the elaboration
of a science of heterology that “would permit us to foresee the
effective social reactions that convulse the superstructure —
and perhaps even to manipulate them to a certain degree. . . .
A systematic knowledge of the social movements of attraction
and repulsion [that is, of emoticnal ambivalences released by
the heterogeneous] proves itself a weapon at the moment when
tascism stands opposed not so much o communism as to rad-
ically imperative forms . . . of subversion.”

In the three subsequent decades, Bataille finished the basic
outlines of the science postulated at that ume. I want to con-
sider first his historico-philosophical distantiation from mod-
crnity, in order then to look at the General Economics from
which he hoped for a response to the still open question of

how the final transition from reification to sovereignty should
be conceived.

111

As early as 1933, Bataille published a treatise on the concept
of waste in which we can recognize a philosophy of history
with a Manichaean turn.?®* As a communist, Bataille moves
within the argumentative space of praxis philosophy: Labor,
in the sense of social production, is the form of reproduction
specific to the human species. He begins by describing modern
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class antagonisms in terms of the Economic and Philosophic
Manuscripts of the carly Marx: “The goal of the worker is to
produce in order to live, but that of the entreprgneur 15 to
produce in order to deliver the laboring producers into abject
misery.”?! Yet Bataille denies the implicit consequence that the
“life” for the sake of which production occurs is intrinsic to
labor as its rational telos. The goal of the type of production
Bataille has in mind instead transcends the circuit of productive
expenditure of labor power and the consumptive appropria-
tion of those use-values into which the labor process is objec-
tified. Bataille gives the expressivist model of human activity
from which he takes off a twist that negates the very founda-
tions of praxis philosophy. This is to say, he sees a deep am-
bivalence embedded in consumption itself between the
reproduction of labor power directly necessary for life and a
consumption of luxury that removes the products of labor
from the sphere of vital necessities in a wasteful way and hence
from the dictates of the processes of sheer metabolism. Only
this unproductive form of expenditure, which from the eco-
nomic perspective of individual commodity owners represents
a loss, can simultaneously make possible and confirm the sov-
ereignty of human beings and their authentic existence.

To be sure, Marx, too, speaks of a sphere of freedom beyond
the sphere of necessity, beyond the realm of production deter-
mined by the metabolism with external nature. But Marx also
subsumes even the creative use of leisure time under the model
of externalization and reappropriation of the essential powers
of the individual — the reference point remains the total in-
dividual, universally realizing himself. With utter realism, Ba-
taille sces in this the danger that the habitualized necessities of
nature merely continue under the cover of a seemingly auton-
omous freedom; he fears that true sovereignty would also be
suppressed in a world of material abundance as long as the
rational — according to the principle of balancing payments
— use ol material and spiritual goods did not leave room for
a radically difterent form of consumption — namely, of waste-
ful expenditure in which the consuming subject expresses him-
self. This unproductive form of expenditure places Bataille in
proximity with the toxic state of self-surrender, of self-tran-
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scendence, of frenzy. This unbounding of the self also leaves
its economic traces in luxury consumption: “Human activity is
not to be reduced wholly to processes of production and re-
production; and consumption is to be divided into two differ-
ent domains. The first, which is reducible, comprises the
minimal amount necessary for individuals of a society to pre-
serve their lives and to continue their productive activity. . . .
The second domain embraces the so-called unproductive ex-
penses: luxury, mourning ceremonies, wars, cults, the erection
of splendid buildings, games, theater, the arts, perverse sex-
uality (that 1s, detached from genitality) represent activities that
at least originally have their end in themselves.”? The sclf-
sufficient actuivity performed for its own sake (Aristotle), as
displayed 1n the luxury of the leisure classes, still reveals some-
thing of primordial sovereignty.

However, capitalism is characterized by the fact that all sur-
pluses get reinvested, that is, they are spent again productively;
the process of accumulation is guided by imperatives of the
self-realization of capital. In this regard, Marx criticized only
the growing independence of the production of exchange-
values from the production of use-values. Bataille deplores the
fact that the productive investment of surpluses replaces their
unproductive use. “With their wealth,” capitalists have “taken
on the obligation to expend it in a functional way”%: Hence
modern society does without the public display of luxury —
“exhibition of wealth occurs now behind private walls in accord
with boring and oppressive conventions.”?” The generous, the
orgiastic, the lack of measure that still marked feudal waste,
has disappeared.

Along the lines of this concept of expenditure, Bataille de-
veloped his major theoretical work, the first part of which
appeared in 1949, after cighteen years of preparatory labor,
under the utle La Part maudite; a section from the third part
was published in 1956 under the ttle La Souveraineté. In the
intervening years the distance from the problems and concepts
of praxis philosophy had grown even greater. In a certain way,
Bataille’s theory can be understood as a counterpart to the
theory of reification developed by Lukdcs, Horkheimer, and
Adorno along the lines of a Weberian Marxism. Soverecignty
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stands in opposition to the principle of reifying, instrumcn.tal
reason that issues from the sphere of social labor and attains
dominance in the modern world. To be sovereign mcans not
to let oneself be reduced, as in labor, to the condition of an
object, but to free subjecuvity from bondage: The subject re-
moved from labor and obsessed by the fulfiltment of the pres-
ent i1s wholly given up to the consumption of sell. The essence
of sovercignty consists of useless consumption,. of “‘WhaLCVCI‘
pleases me."#® T'his sovercignty falls to the \:gl‘(llq Of,a. world-
historical process of disenchantment and relhcat.lop. I'he sov-
ereign nature gets spiritualized in modern socicties and ex-
cluded from a universe that subsumes everything under the
form of valorizable and manipulable objects, that is, of private
property: “At the beginning of industrial society, \rs.'hich 1s based
on the primacy and autonomy of goods — of things — there
stands the opposed will, the one thing essenual — what makes
us tremble violently in the presence of the horrifying and the
enticing — outside the world of activity, the world of objccts:”z”

The i)al“allels with the early Lukdcs are striking. For at first
it looks as if this process of excluding a sacred element removed
from the world were only the consequence of the capitalist
mode of production: “On the basis of the accumulation of
riches for the purpose of an ever expanding industrial pro-
duction, bourgeois socicty is the society of things. It. 1s, in
comparison with the shape of feudal society, not a society of
persons. . .. The object translatable into money i1s worth more
than the subject who, since he is dependent upon objects (1o
the extent that he owns them), no longer exists for himself and

possesses no real value.™ As a matter of fact, the feushism of

the commodity form promotes only the universal spread of the
dominion of a calculative reason anthropologically rooted in

the structures of labor. The tendency toward the reification of

society goes back to archaic times and extends beyond capital-
ism into the future of bureaucratic socialism, which will finally

put into effect the testament of the world-historical process ol

disenchantment.

This is alrcady more reminiscent of later Critical Theory
than of carly Lukacs; but both comparisons {all short. What
Bataille has in mind is not a theory ol reification at all, but a
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phitosophy that redescribes history as one great process of
proscription, that is, of the progressive extraterritorialization
ol sacred powers. He wants (o expound the world-historical
destiny of sovereignty, that unfathomable freedom which con-
sists of “consuming without profit what might have remained
tied to uscful works,”3!

The purest, still empirically graspable form of this sover-
eignty Bataille finds in ritual sacrifice, which he carcfully ana-
tyzes using ethnological accounts of human sacrifice among the
Aztecs: “The sacrifice immolates what it consecrates. It does
not need to destroy the way fire does; only the bond that ties
the sacrificial gift to the world of useful activity is cut off. But
this separation has the significance of a decisively final con-
sumption; the consecrated sacrificial gift cannot be given back
to the real order. This principle opens the way for the release
from bondage; it sets violence free by liberating a domain for
it in which it can rule undividedly.”? The meaning of sacrifice,
as of all religion, reveals that the ritual core of the sacred is
not primordial, but is already a reaction to the loss of an
originatly intimate unity of human beings with nature. We can
infer this only if we recall what first became of the universe of
Innocent things through the labor of human hands, which is
to say, with the first act of purposive objectification. Bataille’s
version ol the expulsion from paradise reads as follows: “By
the introduction of labor, intimacy, the depth of desire, and its
free unleashing were replaced from the start by rational con-
catenation, in which the truth of the moment is no longer of
mmport, but only the end result of any set of operations — in
short, the first labor establishes the world of objects. . . . Since
the foundation of the world of objects, the human being him-
sclf becomes one among the objects of this world, at least for
the period during which one labors. Human beings of all ages
have sought to escape this fate. In his unique myths and cruel
rites, the human being is after his lost mtimacy. . . . It is always
amatter of tearing something away from the real order, from
the poverty of objects, and of returning something to the divine
order.™* Just as religion already stands under the curse of
labor, and only restores the destroyed order of things and
makes possible a wordless communication with it for briet mo-
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ments of ritual renunciation of the self, so, too, is pure sover-
eignty to be won back only in moments of ecstasy.

What became effective as sovereign violence in history, what
first gained a lasting shape in the sacred power of the priests,
then in the military power of the nobility, and finally in the
absolutist power of the monarch and his court (already based
on the apparatus of government) is a derivative of sovereignty
made impure by its connection with profane power. All histor-
ical forms of sovereignty can be recognized from their differ-
entiating power to ground distinctions of rank. The social rank
of the ruler and of those who participate in domination is a
mixed phenomenon in which we can see both aspects: its origin
out of a sphere beyond labor and objects, as well as the re-
pressive and cxploitative function of domination within the
system of social labor. The world-historical changes in the ap-
pcarances of sovereignty do exhibit a tendency toward a de-
differentiation of distinctions of rank: “In archaic society, rank
is tied to the consecrated presence of a subject whose sover-
eignty does not depend upon objects but integrates things into
its movement. In bourgeois society, it still depends on owner-
ship of objects that are neither sacral nor sovereign.”* Now
this does not mean that sovereignty has completely disappeared
from the bourgeois world. The circumstances that private dis-
position over the means of production not only splits the society
objectively into classes, but also grounds a system of privileges
that distributes statuses and life-opportunities differentially,
alrcady speaks against its utter loss. Differences of rank merely
lose their political character; but they do not disappear as such
because they are derived {from one’s position in the production
process rather than from one’s share in political authority.

Liven politicians in Western democracies retain something of

the radiance proper to the sovereign nature in the form of

personal prestige produced by public relations, even though
this image is derived only from disposition over media-en-
hanced organizational power and not from charismatic quali-
ties. The democratic politician stands midway between the
subjectivity of being as it is present in the sovereign ruler, and
cven in the fascist Fiithrer, on the one hand, and the objectivity
ol power on the other: “Only the seriousness of a communist
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statesman enables us to recognize something that is merely a
constantly thwarted possibility in bourgeois society: the power
promoted by the increase in things, independently of the striv-
ing for rank for which human beings seek to squander it.”%
According to the somewhat unrealistic picture of Stalinism put
forth by Bataille in the early 1950s, in the bureaucratic social-
ism of Soviet Russia, social de-differentiation is supposed to
have been complete; with the abolition of ranks, sovereignty 1s
finally expelled root and branch from the sphere of social labor.

In all historical forms of domination, sovereignty was always
alloyed with power. In the Soviet regime, for the first time, a
power purified of all associations with sovereignty emerges, so
to speak, unmixed, and in this sense “objective,” and dispenses
with the last attributes of religion. Without any certification
through the authenticity of charisma, this objective power is
exclusively functional, defined by the system of social labor, in
short, by the goal of the development of the forces of produc-
tion: “Whoever exercises supreme power in its objectivity has
it as his end to prevent the rule of sovereignty over things; he
has to liberate things from all particular subjugation; they
should be subordinate to undifferentiated human beings” —
which means to the collective will of a strictly egalitarian soci-
ety.”® Objective power that has cast off the mantle of a disen-
chanted sovereignty is included in the universe of a completely
reified society.— we could also say, a society that has congealed
into a system. ‘T'he fictitious picture of a coagulated Soviet
domination is meant to be equivalent to the idea Engels had
taken over from Saint-Simon: In place of the rule by men over
men, we have the administration of things. This point is all the
more surprising when Bataille’s lament over the bourgeois ne-
gation of the brilliance, pomp, and wasteful extravagance of
the feudal world sounds like a slick reversal of Saint-Simon’s
famous parable.®” With Bataille, of course, Saint-Simon does
not have the last word.

The celebration of a militant communism that subordinates
all human spontaneity to the sociopolitical goal of industriali-
zation and affirms a heroic materialism cven in the respect
“that the work of liberation will reduce the human being utterty
into a thing”*® — this paradoxical twist only becomes compre-
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hensible if one considers Batalle's deprecatory judgment of
bourgeois society’s potential for a critique of civilization. Here
the protest against the reification of the modern world an(_l the
romantic transfiguration of traditional forms ol sovereignty
contradict most profoundly precisely the subversive impulse
behind heterogeneous existences — namely the radicality pe-
culiar to the acsthetic avant-garde “of going in every direction
to the very end of the possibilities of the world.”™* Fascism
merely let out the secret of capitalism; the latter could erect its
rational edifices of bondage only on the subterrancan foun-
dation of the remnants of sacred and military domination.
These concealed but functionally necessary leftovers from pre-
bourgeois sovereignty are finally set aside by Soviet Marxism’s
total assimilation of human beings to their products: “The
perfection of things can only have a liberating aspect if old
values associated with unproductive tasks get condemned and
dismantled, as did Catholic values during the Reformation.”™?

Bataille treats Stalinism s thie lest stage in a process in which
the two distinct spheres of a reified practice and of a pure
sovereignty, cleansed in the end of all practical functions, are
progressively separated from one another. Whether con-
sciously or not, Stalin pursues the esoteric message that Bataille
hears in Marx’s exoteric doctrine: “Inasmuch as Marx reserved
practice to the activity of transforming material conditions [that
15, reduced practice to labor and the structure of purposive
rational activity], he explicitly asserted what Calvinism only
hinted at, namely, the radical independence of things (of the
economy) from other strivings (of a religious or, in general, of
an affective naturce); however, he thus wmplicitly athrms the
independence of the return of humanity to itself (to the depth
and intimacy of its essential nature) from all productive activity.
This return is, however, only possible when liberation 1s com-
pleted; it can begin only when actinn veachies a closure™! —
and hence the project of a laboring society formed into a
totality that has been set [ortit by Marx’s philosophy.

This world-historical process. suspended between reification
and sovereignty, which is supposed 10 end with a separation of
spheres, an unmixing of homogeneous and heterogeneous ele-
ments, of labor and sacrifice, can no longer be thought dia-
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lectically — at any rate, not in accord with subject-philosophy’s
model of a dialectic of enlightenment, which relies on the
constellation of moments of reason. Sovereignty is conceived
ol as the other of reason. Bataille cannot