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In this paper I shall distinguish between two constituents of modernity

which together stand for the essence of modernity. I shall also distinguish

between three logics or tendencies in modernity. In pursuit of these aims

I shall concentrate on a single issue, arguing that one cannot understand

m o d e r n i t y, particularly not its heterogeneous character, from the

viewpoint of the technological imagination (the Heideggerian Gestell)

alone. I interpret modernity as a world which draws on two sources of

imagination: the technological and the historical. I shall devote most of

this paper to discussing these two kinds of imagination, their conflicts,

balances, and imbalances within each of the three logics of modernity. I

will show that the balance between the two kinds of imagination is

different in each of the three logics, and that the role of the historical

imagination is different, not only in terms of force and magnitude, but

also in kind. 

My starting point is simple. Modernity has no foundation, since it

emerged in and through the destruction and deconstruction of all

foundations. In other words, modernity is founded on freedom. There is

nothing new in this thought, for in fact all representative modern thinkers

and all modern foundational documents (for example, c o n s t i t u t i o n s )

confirm and reconfirm it. What I wish to do is to interpret it. 

The modern world is based on freedom: that is, freedom is the arché

of the modern world. Yet freedom is entirely unfit to serve as an arché,

because it is a foundation which does not found. As a Grund -- to speak

with both Hegel and Heidegger -- it opens the Abgrund: that is, the

ground opens the abyss. And since the modern world is based on freedom,

on an arché which cannot found, it remains a world without foundation,

a world which continuously has to reinvent itself. This is one of the main

reasons why all the constructed models of the modern world are abstract,

in the Hegelian sense of the word, and by definition counterfactual, and

why all coherent narratives ring true for no more than a few decades. 

Let me briefly exemplify (rather than explain) the assertion that the
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I shall now turn to the second constituent of the essence of modernity,

the modern social arrangement. It has developed slowly over the last three

centuries, first in Western Europe and in North America, then spreading

ever more quickly throughout the globe. The early moderns

deconstructed the old natural edifice -- that is, the pre- m o d e r n

hierarchical structure of estates and privileges -- with the slogan 'All men

are born free'. What had been natural hitherto (that some are free and

others not) was declared to be contrary to nature. Thus the modern social

arrangement was also conceived as the arrangement of society 'according

to nature'. If people are born equal, then a person's position in the social

hierarchy cannot be determined by birth, but should result from his or

her free activities and choices. Society is no longer hierarchized in daily

life, but in the institutions which take care of the division of labour, goods,

and services. Men are then born free -- that is, contingent, or, indeed,

endowed with boundless possibilities -- and in this sense also equal. But

they come to occupy very different places in the hierarchy of social

institutions. To put it briefly, free and equal opportunities constitute the

model of the modern social arrangement. 

Freedom as the foundation of the modern world assigns other notions

of value (particularly those of equality and happiness) to the position of

means-values. This is not just the operation of the 'priority principle', but

a condition of the longevity of modernity, this most fragile of social

arrangements, the survival of which is always hanging in the balance. 

The simple statement that modernity is founded on freedom is

reconfirmed in terms of both the dynamic of modernity and the modern

social arrangement. In addition, freedom as an arché which does not

found is paradoxical. From the paradoxical character of a non-founding

foundation several other paradoxes follow. If one wishes, one can speak of

aporias or antinomies instead. Kant (like Nietzsche later on) was painfully

aware of the paradoxicality of freedom. In order to solve its antinomies he

needed to make a very strong metaphysical-ontological statement about
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arché of modernity is freedom, a foundation which does not found, in

terms of both of the constituents of modernity which together constitute

the essence of modernity. I call one of these constituents the dynamics of

modernity, and the other, the modern social arrangement.

The dynamic of modernity is the midwife of the modern social

arrangement, although it had appeared on a number of occasions long

before the emergence of the modern social arrangement -- the case of the

Greek Enlightenment is perhaps the most frequently discussed of these

appearances. This dynamic consists of the constant and ongoing querying

and testing of the dominating concepts of the true, the good, and the just.

They delegitimise the traditional norms, rules, beliefs, and suchlike of any

given world as 'mere opinion' and legitimise other concepts and contents

of the true, the good, and the just in their place -- 'this is not good,

something else is good'. 

The dynamic of modernity harbours dangers for all pre-modern social

arrangements. Since it can go on and on, seemingly ad infinitum, it can

delegitimize all the time-honoured, dominating norms, rules, and beliefs.

Since no pre-modern social arrangement is founded on freedom, but on

archai which limit the scope and form of interrogation, these archai are

destroyed by the dynamic of modernity. Hegel was the first to realise (or

at least to formulate philosophically) that modernity is the sole world

which is not destroyed, but maintained and revitalised by the ongoing

process of negation. This is one of the main reasons why modernity is the

end of history. Still, in Hegel's model the dynamic of modernity is still

going on, within limits, for the modern social arrangement itself -- the

trinity of the ethical powers of the family, civil society, and the state --

limits it. But, if I have read the text of the twentieth century well, the

dynamic of modernity can break through the limits of the modern social

arrangement itself and negate modernity. The dynamic of modernity can

run its course as a radically nihilistic discourse, yet also end up as

fundamentalism. 

2

COLLEGIUM BUDAPEST Inst itu te for  Advanced Study



Publi c Lecture  Series

the division of the world into phenomena and noumenon. This avenue is

hardly open to our contemporaries; the Hegelian sublation of

contradictions is even less amenable to modern thinking, at least not now

and not for us. 

Freedom's paradoxicality cuts across almost all levels of the modern

imagination, for it is here that the question of meaning (sense) is located.

Freedom means, on the one hand, that every limit can and must be

crossed; but is there such a thing as a human life in which the only

remaining limit is the death of the single 'existent'? The double bind which

I would like to consider briefly in this paper is the paradoxicality of

freedom itself, seen in the perspective of the imagination. 

I would like to advance the proposition that, although the paradox of

freedom cannot be solved (this is why it is a paradox), it is not necessarily

conceived as a paradox by those endowed with it, who bump into the

paradox whenever reflection returns to itself. The two sides of the

paradox normally appear not to be on the same level, in the same sphere,

in the same story, at the same time, and frequently point in different

directions. For example, in the case of the aporia 'universality/difference',

where universality stands for apeiron and difference for peras,

paradoxicality is very rarely perceived. Rather there are 'pushes' in a

particular direction, sometimes this way, sometimes that. I call such

pushes 'the temporalisation of the paradox'. In my view, this

'temporalisation of the paradox' is a normal modern phenomenon. The

paradox remains unnoticed if groups which push in one or the other

direction do so with the conviction that if they can only manage to do the

right thing the 'other' will disappear. They can regard the paradox as a

seeming paradox which can be eliminated, or as a problem that can and

must be solved. They can also devise foolproof models which

accommodate both universality and difference, giving each its due. In

most cases, the paradox is denied in the perspective of the technological

imagination (life is a technological problem that can be solved). But one
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can also take the view that 'otherness' is just an illusion or a tradition, a

prejudice that can be overcome through enlightenment (as Kant believed

that there was only one religion, although -- unfortunately -- many faiths).

In this case the temporalisation of the paradox is theoretical, and it takes

place in the perspective of the historical imagination. 

The two 'main characters' of the present paper -- the technological

imagination and the historical imagination -- are not offered as a scheme

of understanding. First, because not every kind of the modern

imagination is directly related to the paradox of freedom and truth, and

to peras/apeiron. I take these two main frames of the imagination roughly

in the sense of Heidegger and Castoriadis. I shall discuss the institutions

of the modern imagination -- in addition to 'institution', I shall also use the

term 'frame', in Heidegger's sense of Gestell. We are, so to speak,

'enframed'. We are enframed by the modern concept of truth (yet also by

those of 'good' and 'beautiful'). Heidegger, in his famous essay about the

essence of technology, states that the essence of technology "is by no means

anything technological". It is the dominating imagination of the modern

sciences and the carrier of the modern concept of truth which identifies

truth with true knowledge (the correspondence theory of truth) and with

the unlimited progression of knowledge, technology, and science. Science

as an ideology (to employ Habermas's term) has become (in place of

religion) the dominating imaginary institution of the moderns. 

My point is that there is an alternative -- strong and forceful -- frame

of the modern imagination which enframes modernity with the idea of the

limit, what we call sense, meaning, meaning-rendering, and so on. It also

has a truth concept of its own: historical truth. And just as the essence of

technology is not anything technological, the essence of history

(Geschichte) is not historical. The historical imagination affords meaning

to the present/modern world in presenting historical truth/untruth by

way of interpretation. 

I am now in a position to exemplify in a few words the difference
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between the two. The other day we heard here in the New School a

discussion on Freud's Moses and Monotheism, involving Chaim

Yerushalmi, Jacques Derrida, and Richard Bernstein. At a particular

point in his narrative Freud tells us that he is deciphering historical truth

with the help of natural (or material) truth. Historical truth is not a

problem to be solved, but a puzzle to be deciphered by another - -

alternative -- fiction. (Freud calls the alternative fiction which is to be

used to decipher the religious fiction a historical novel.) The aim is

meaning-rendering, interpretation, genealogy. The glance is past-

oriented, but the past (the historical truth) is the exercise ground for the

present (to my mind, for the killing of God by modern science, including

psychoanalysis, but that is another story). Freud deciphers the hidden

and indecipherable historical truth by means of the theory of the return

of the repressed, taking the Oedipal trauma as a cue. Yet the Oedipal

trauma -- provided that it does indeed cause neuroses (the

correspondence theory of truth) -- is a problem to be solved. It is not a

puzzle to be tentatively deciphered by means of another fiction. Freud

knows exactly what the Oedipal trauma is, he discovered it and

researched it scientifically (it is true), and as a result he now knows how

it can be cured, when it can be cured at all (problem solving). We are here

confronted with the simultaneous employment of both kinds of

imagination and of two different concepts of truth. I would add that

neither of them is the 'truth' of metaphysics, of religion, of bygone ages. 

Although the technological imagination turns around apeiron (infinite

progression, infinite regression), in the case of the single 'existent' the

apeiron is lived as peras. Max Weber described this as a painful

experience, yet he also exulted in it as a heroic stance. Scientists know

only too well that their great discoveries will eventually be superseded,

but they passionately abandon themselves to their vocation all the same.

Let me add that, on the contrary, the historical imagination which is

vested in peras, the limited thing (Dasein to use Hegel's term in the Logik)

C OLLEGIUM BUDAPEST Ins titu te for Advanced Study

-- for example, in the creation of an artwork, the interpretation of a

bygone event, or an ideologically inspired political action -- may turn out

to be inexhaustible and, in this sense, unlimited for the meaning-

rendering 'existents', be they creators, actors, recipients, or interpreters.

If anything grants immortality to moderns, it is the limited, not the

unlimited. 

Before I turn to the three logics of modernity and the double bind of

the modern imagination I must still clarify one thing. In my discussion of

the three logics of modernity I shall associate the historical imagination

with the romantic enlightenment and the technological imagination with

the rationalistic enlightenment. But, modernity is characterised by the

fact that things do not fit into one another. This is also the case, here. If

one considers, for example, the issue of culture and the three concepts of

culture which criss-cross all three logics of modernity, it turns out

immediately that the historical imagination cannot be associated solely

with romanticism; nor can the technological imagination be associated

solely with the rationalistic enlightenment. The self-understanding of the

moderns in general mobilises both kinds of imagination. The age of

technological revolutions is also the age of hermeneutics. 

***

To return to the introductory sentences of this paper, I would like to

distinguish between three logics or tendencies in modernity: first, the

logic of technology; secondly, the logic of the functional allocation of social

positions; and finally, the logic of political power (institutions of freedom,

institutions of government, including authority and coercion). The

concept of the three logics or three developmental tendencies only

corroborates the presupposition that the modern world is heterogeneous.

Each tendency entails several developmental options in their dynamic

stage. During their development particular options become excluded,
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highest premium on utility and efficiency. It is obvious that the

technological imagination also permeates the two other spheres. Since

Max Weber formulated his theory of rationalisation and disenchantment

this tendency has been described and theorised lavishly, in both

philosophy and the social sciences, sometimes critically, sometimes

approvingly. I attribute the critical approach guided by the historical

imagination to the romantic enlightenment. 

It is fair to say that the technological imagination has had a far greater

impact on the other two tendencies of modernity than the historical

imagination has had on the first. The relationship between the two kinds

of imagination seems grossly unequal in this respect. Te c h n o l o g y

progresses, accumulates knowledge -- while also being the result of the

accumulation of knowledge -- requires problem-solving thinking, and is

both rational and rationalised. Alternative technologies are constantly

being suggested, but not implemented. Technological development does

not mobilise meaning-rendering activity. True, the historical imagination

filters through into the logic of technology, too (for example, nowadays by

way of ecological considerations), without, however, becoming a condition

of its development. One has to consider that, among the three logics, only

the first is indifferent to culture, to tradition, even if particular traditions

and their attitudes (for example, Protestantism) provide better conditions

for its development than others. 

What is most important, however, is the circumstance that the

development of technology and its rationality is by now empirically

universal. It is in fact the same all over the world. The historical

imagination, by contrast, is past- and tradition-sensitive, feeds on

recollection, and mobilises the human capacity towards ex p a n d e d

('erweiterte' in Kantian terms), not just goal-oriented, but meaning-

oriented thinking. 

One could object to this description by pointing out that revolutionary

science mobilises both kinds of imagination, and that without

r e v o l u t i o n a r y
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either forever or only for a time. If all three logics developed in concert

or even through contradictions which are still to be reconciled, the

unfolding of the three dynamics would become more and more unilinear.

On my reading of the text of modernity, however, the three logics are

relatively -- although not absolutely -- independent of each other, and

none constantly dominates or determines the other two. They develop in

interplay, in conflict with each other, as they may mutually support or

mutually limit one another. Even if one of the developmental tendencies is

thwarted only for a historically insignificant time, its character will be

different to what it would have been if its development had been

uninhibited. It would be foolish to think of the three developmental

tendencies in teleological terms -- needless to say, in retrospect one can

always design a teleological sequence, but this proves only the one thing

we already know from philosophy from Aristotle to Hegel, namely, that all

categories can develop only those potentials which slumber in them as

they come into being. 

The three logics of modernity are not, of course, blind natural forces;

some of their potentialities develop because they are developed by

historical agents or actors. Their development requires different types of

actions and different powers of imagination. In what follows, I shall

discuss the first and second logics only briefly in order to deal with the

third at greater length. 

1) It is obvious that in the first logic of modernity (the development of

technology and science as the dominating world-explanation of

modernity) the technological imagination dominates. The technological

imagination is future-oriented: it gives preference to the mental attitude

of problem solving; it takes the correspondence theory of truth for

granted; it operates in terms of a goals-means rationality; it treats things

-- both nature and men -- as objects; it includes a faith in progress and in

the accumulation of knowledge; it prefers the new to the old; it puts the

COLLEGIUM BUDAPEST Inst itu te  for Advanced Study

98



changes in only one direction. This circumstance shows immediately that

the second logic of modernity unfolds in a different way to the first. Social

institutions shift in one direction, only to shift back, eventually, to the

original one. Rationality cannot be entirely instrumental or functional

here. If a group of people denounce an institution as unjust, they

generally also query its rationality. There are as many contents to

rationality as there are claimants who speak the modern language of

justice. And the content is not indifferent to the kind of rationality at

stake. Social groups and actors normally query and test the validity of

norms and rules of justice from the standpoint of the values of freedom

and life (equality of life chances included). The foundation of modernity

is here employed normatively (as a value). The normative employment of

the values of freedom and life is, however, guided by the historical

imagination. In the process of the contestation of justice particular

experiences are accumulated, whereas others are not. Moreover, these

experiences are constantly being reinterpreted. One can learn too much

as well as too little from previous experiences. I do not subscribe to

Hannah Arendt's view that the social question is about problem-solving

and so mobilises the technological imagination alone. The contestation of

social justice itself is guided mainly -- and sometimes entirely -- by the

historical imagination. Only after a decision has been made or an

agreement reached will the technological imagination as problem-solving

begin to take the upper hand. I would like to employ another of Hannah

Arendt's distinctions at this point, nevertheless, namely, her point that

there is a gap between the life of modern man and his world. Nowhere is

this more obvious than in the case of need allocation and specialisation,

two crucial institutions of the modern social arrangement and two

representative battlefields of the dynamic of modernity, on which the

battle has been and is still being fought from the perspectives of both the

technological and the historical imagination -- between enlightenment

rationalists and romantics. 
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science the puzzle-solving stance of normal science would not be able to

continue. However, one cannot know for sure that revolutionary science

is now in fact necessary for the future development of the first logic of

modernity, even if one subscribes without hesitation to the view that

revolutionary science is motivated by the instinct of reason known as

curiosity and by the desire to know -- coupled with the quest for creativity

-- in fact, that it is inspired also by the historical imagination. One could

also raise another objection. Indeed, the human stance which treats

nature -- human nature included -- as a kind of "standing reserve"

(Bestand), in Heidegger's characterisation, is very much a feature of

modernity. At the same time, the adoration of the beauty of a landscape

or of a tree merely for its own sake is also a determinately modern

attitude. Indeed, one might say that the more nature has come to be

regarded as a mere object, a "standing reserve" for human use, the more

it has become beautiful to 'the eye of the beholder', who (disinterestedly!)

lets nature stand where it stands. Still, I would not like to talk of a double

bind in the logic of technology. Contemplating nature (like painting

landscapes) is a cultural attitude, and culture (not to mention the three

concepts of culture which I have no space to discuss) cuts across all three

logics of modernity.

2. Let me now turn briefly to the second logic (tendency) of modernity.

The description of the second developmental logic of modernity as 'the

logic of the division of social positions, functions, and wealth' sounds too

complicated, but I have not found a satisfying shorter version.

The developmental tendency of the second logic of modernity is

constantly triggered or kept in motion by the contestation of justice, one

of the major manifestations of the dynamic of modernity. Different social

strata contest justice. What is claimed as just for one is denounced by the

other as unjust. This means that, under the conditions of political

freedom, the contestation of justice (dynamic justice) does not push for

COLLEGIUM BUDAPEST Ins titu te for Advanced  Study
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a matter of (relatively) free resolution in the third logic is the content of

tradition and of ideology, and not their strong presence. 

To exemplify my point about the second logic of modernity I shall

return briefly to the issues of need allocation and specialisation

(professionalisation.) Need allocation and specialisation are useful

examples because they belong to the few essentially unilinear tendencies

of the second logic of modernity, and in this sense they seem to be entirely

subject to the technological imagination. 

In the modern world need allocation has shifted dramatically from the

traditional model. In all traditional societies needs, as well as what

satisfied those needs, were allocated in qualitative bundles -- different

needs characterised the members of different estates. In the model of the

modern social arrangement qualitative needs are no longer socially

allocated, but -- in  principle -- privately chosen, while need-satisfiers are

allocated socially, not qualitatively, but quantitatively. To put it briefly,

they are monetarised. The romantic movement fiercely attacked the new

form of slavery introduced by the monetarisation of the need-satisfiers,

whereas adherents of the rationalised enlightenment hailed it as the

condition of personal freedom in the form of free choice. Both were

equally right and wrong. Obviously, the quantitative satisfiers have to be

retranslated as qualitative ones. No one eats or goes to bed with money. It

is in the process of retranslating quantum satisfiers into qualitative

satisfiers that one can be guided by the technological imagination alone,

and also by the historical imagination (for example, tradition, including

ethical traditions, art, religion, philosophy). The wrath of cultural

criticism from Rousseau to Adorno and beyond has been directed against

the market and social conformism -- democratic egalitarianism included -

- because they are the main institutions of the technological imagination

with the task of retranslating quantum satisfiers into qualitative satisfiers.

Their battles were and are still being fought from the standpoint of the

historical imagination. Cultural pessimists believe that this is a losing
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If we take a look at the major institutions of the second logic of

modernity, ranging from the market to human rights, it is obvious that the

individual does not need to become a personality (an autonomous

individuality) in order to reproduce her life successfully. She does not

need to carry inside -- in her 'internal chambers' -- emotional wealth or

'density'; she does not even need a moral character. She needs to learn

adjustment, utility calculation, skills for problem-solving in at least one

profession, and, on a lower level, also in daily life. Life can be successfully

lived under the guidance of the technological imagination alone. In order

to have a world, however, one needs to become detached from the

technological imagination -- not to abandon it (for by abandoning it one

would have to go native, and nowadays even this would not suffice), but

to establish (to create) a distance from the technological imagination. It is

the historical imagination which guides men and women in keeping this

distance. It is important to note that I am talking here about the double

bind within the second logic of modernity. The agent in this case (taking

on board both Kant and Hegel, not to mention Kierkegaard) is the single

individual or association of single individuals. Political action and (or) the

state do not come into question at this point. I think that in the second

logic of modernity historical consciousness is provided by the living

objectivations which were discussed by Hegel in terms of "absolute spirit",

where the guidance is and remains individual, selective, and hermeneutic,

because it is the personality who favours one kind of historical

imagination rather than another, and this is one of the great blessings of

modernity. In the third logic of modernity, however, the historical

imagination appears as tradition and ideology, which guide -- and guide

forcefully -- political actions both for the better and for the worse. 

I must emphasise one point here: I do not mean that the technological

imagination is the 'bad guy' and the historical imagination the 'good guy'.

I am talking about the double bind. But whereas the double bind is freely

chosen within the second logic, it seems inescapable in the third. What is
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meaning-rendering. After all, the notion that the beautiful delights

without interests being at stake could occur only to someone who has

already been granted an insight into the age of generalised utility. The

greatest invention of the historical imagination is cultural discourse, the

institution of general cultural conversation which aims neither at

consensus, nor at decision-making; which is an end in itself, and is both

delightful and instructive for that very reason. Whether this cultural

discourse will disappear together with the cultural elite so necessary for

the spiritual survival of democracies remains to be seen. 

3. I shall now turn to the third logic of modernity. My presupposition

is that the third logic of modernity requires a dual imagination -- that it

becomes evident here that modernity cannot possibly survive without the

historical imagination. As I have already stated, the historical imagination

appears both as tradition and as ideology, and can be mobilised both for

the better and for the worse. I shall try to underpin these preliminary

statements with a few ideas, observations, and stories. 

Let me start with an observation which speaks against me. 

Sometimes it looks as if state intervention in the pendulum movement

of the second logic might turn out to be the sole remaining function of the

state in addition to securing law and order. State intervention is a kind of

problem-solving. Even if the issue concerns qualitative character, the

solution of the problem boils down to quantitative measures. Due to the

monetarisation of need allocation, the process of redistribution itself --

together with surveying the available resources -- becomes a matter of

calculation. This is how the malfunctions of modern society must be

repaired. Sometimes an institution can be replaced by a 'spare part'. 

But is the contestation of justice, this mobilising force behind the

pendulum movement, motivated only by pragmatic considerations, or also

by tradition and ideologies? Or by an ideologically employed tradition? I

have already mentioned that Freedom and Life (as equal opportunity) --
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battle. I do not believe that this is the case, but I simply do not know.

According to the ideal model of the modern social arrangement it is the

function one performs that determines one's place in the social hierarchy,

a hierarchy constituted only within single institutions. To live up to this

idea, positions need to be allocated to men and women 'according to their

merit or excellence', that is, according to their education, skill, and

speciality. As a result, education and its institutions are increasingly

promoting the technological imagination. Even the historical imagination,

which has not yet been exiled from the curriculum, is being subordinated

to the technological imagination. The idea that the school must, first and

foremost, prepare boys and girls 'for life' -- that is, for the pursuit of

u t i l i t y, calculation, success, and access to the greatest quantity of

satisfiers, rather than to the 'best' satisfiers -- is more and more being

taken for granted. No wonder that romanticism launched several attacks

on specialisation, from Ferguson to Lukács and beyond. But it was not

only the Romantics who were ill at ease with the prospect of modern

specialisation, which was at that time in statu nascendi. For example,

Hegel termed modern society "the spiritual animal kingdom". For one

thing, animals are specialised and incapable of transcending their allotted

state: Arendt would have said that animals have life, but no world. By

contrast, man is a spiritual being, exclusively able to 'have a world'

through many-sided Bildung. In the modern 'animal kingdom', however,

men have become specialised just like the animals, but very much against

their essence, their spiritual nature. When human beings have lives but

no world, they are not living up to their spiritual potential. 

What we call 'culture' (or 'general culture') was born at the same time

as the specialisation of skills and professions. Culture is the most

accessible contemporary institution of the historical imagination. It offers

worlds which are of no 'professional use' -- those of history, poetry, music,

and so on -- to non-historians, non-poets, and non-musicians. It offers

texts of different kinds and quality as objects for interpretation and
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of different contents. On the conscious level (I cannot say anything about

the unconscious level), they restore ancient customs, they discover

ancient enemies, and they recollect ancient wounds which seemed to have

been healed, but are now reopened. The friend of yesterday becomes

again the enemy of the day before yesterday. Bosnia is not mere folly; at

least, it is no greater folly than the movements of the American revivalists.

Modernity is not about perpetual peace. The dynamic of modernity can

go on uninterrupted, despite bumping into limits in one respect or

another: for example, in painting, inscribing a white circle on a white

canvass, and in music, serialism, constitute virtual limits. When all rules,

norms, codes, and canons have been negated or destroyed, what is left to

negate? One can only negate the negation of common rules by re-

establishing them, this time as contingent -- one can return to the past and

exploit it. This is how pastiche and quotation became fashionable. During

my recent visit to Soho I noticed, for example, that impressionism had

become one of the most exploited art genres, bordering on kitsch. This is

a volte face, something which is possible on all levels, and it is not always

innocent. 

If one were to approximate the limit closely in politics, total chaos

would ensue -- "the state of nature" as the early moderns called it. Here

one does not normally reach the limits, for fear of the total destruction of

tradition; one either establishes limits (in constituting liberties) or turns

to fundamentalism. Both the universal fundamentalist movements and

fundamentalist totalitarian regimes in Europe (the Nazis and the

Bolsheviks) were able to obtain mass support as a reaction to the fear of

chaos. The fundamentalism of difference is another example of this. As

long as there are sacred foundations, there is no fundamentalism:

fundamentalism is a reaction to the paradoxicality of freedom and of

truth. 

Let me return to the case of the American revivalists. This and similar

movements belong to modernity, and their disappearance is unlikely. But
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that is, the foundations of modernity in general, and of the modern social

arrangement in particular -- if employed as ultimate value positions in

terms of which norms of justice can be invalidated, belong among the

essential items in the arsenal of the historical imagination. I shall now go

further and turn directly to the interpretative employment of historical

texts. Let me mention only a few cases in which the allocation of resources

was contested -- irrespective of whether I look at the use of the historical

imagination sympathetically or otherwise. I might mention in this regard

the case of the Northern League in Italy, and ethnic, gender, and religious

conflicts in the United States. I shall not consider conflicts in which the

(mis)allocation of resources served as an ideological argument to support

otherwise traditionally or ideologically motivated conflicts, such as the

movement for the secession of Slovakia. One could argue that in most

cases -- and not just in those enumerated -- the technological imagination

gets the upper hand. Conflicts of the kind referred to can also be termed

'problems' and every contestant knows how his or her problem should be

solved (because it can be solved). However, it will mostly -- and usually

after only a short time -- turn out that the conflict in question cannot be

described, still less handled by the technological imagination alone. For

we are far from dealing here with problems which can be solved: we are

dealing with social actors caught in the double bind, and modern life --

any more than life in general -- is not a problem to be solved. One conflict

will perhaps disappear, without being solved, but then a new one will

appear and perhaps at another place. 

I have restricted myself to contemporary conflicts which (also) revolve

around the allocation of resources. But many representative conflicts are

not of this kind. They emerge from the general malaises of modernity,

from the loss of meaning in life, of a secure life path, of faith, of

spirituality. That is, the dominating role of the technological imagination

itself resuscitates the historical imagination. Men and women, in their

search for meaning, turn towards the historical imagination, but in terms
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Let me give a contemporary example. Nowadays, the new democracies

of Central and Eastern Europe look for models first and foremost in the

American,  but also in the post-war German constitutions. But they

cannot simply copy these models. Democratic constitutions -- with the

exception of Bohemia -- are entirely new in this region, but the way of life

of the citizens, rooted in specific historico-cultural traditions, can lend

new constitutions legitimacy. Constitutions can easily be copied, but a

merely copied constitution will not gain legitimacy -- it will not function

as a constitution -- just as a precise imitation of a Rembrandt will not be

a Rembrandt. I use the term 'function' deliberately. Function is a term of

the technological imagination. It seems as if the options of the

technological imagination could not develop without the historical

imagination. This means that in the political logic of modernity the double

bind is objective, as the condition of both durability and the ability to

change. For a constitution to be able to perform its task -- to be recognised

as the fundamental law of a national community which is also an authority

-- it cannot be drafted if one restricts one's attention to the performance

of this task alone. 

This means that the universality of the third logic of modernity differs

essentially from the universality of the first and the second. The same

technological devices are used everywhere, and they perform the same

function. In every maths department in every country on earth the same

language of mathematics is spoken. The global economy is a reality. It is

true that traditional economies can prevail -- or rather linger -- within the

global economy, but only if they can find their proper place. 

The technological imagination thus became empirically universal, but

does it follow that the not directly economic aspects of the second and

third logics - in their entirety -- are, or can be, empirically universal in a

similar way? Cultural pessimists of the romantic tendency would say 'Yes'

-- under the weight of the steamroller of modernity, everything becomes

equally flat and indistinguishable. The banal rationalist would also say
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in America this kind of movement can be kept under control (although of

course the unexpected can always occur) given that the American

Constitution and its legitimacy fences off the extreme escalation of force

and violence, and their establishment as state power. Now, we may ask, is

a constitution the outcome of the technological or the historical

imagination? Needless to say, this is also a question of legitimation. 

The drafting or crafting of a constitution was described in Aristotle's

determination of the active life as a kind of techné, rather than as

energeia. In the Age of Reason the drafting of constitutions became

something of a national pastime in France. All kinds of constitutions were

drafted, although only a few were ever implemented. One can even say

that problem-solving is prominently involved in the crafting process: for

example, one might decide to combine the beneficial elements of

democracy, aristocracy, and monarchy, and invent institutions which fit

this project best. 

Yet the technological imagination on its own can produce a constitution

only on paper. Ideology and the ideological use of particular traditions are

the same in this respect. The Soviet constitution of 1936, for example, was

nothing more than a piece of paper. Arendt said that long-lasting

constitutions (such as the American) constitute liberties, and constituting

liberties is a new beginning. But if it is a new beginning, what has the

historical imagination to do with it? Just as a new-born baby who starts

everything afresh is born into a family, within the framework and with the

encouragement of which she can begin, so it is with constitutions. I

mention only in parentheses that it is mostly in times of new beginnings

(whether the constitution of liberty or the constitution of slavery) that the

sphere of absolute spirit, particularly religion and philosophy, can feed

the historical imagination directly in the political life of modernity, both

as practical tradition and as ideology. In so-called 'normal' times -- if they

last long enough -- the technological imagination normally gets the upper

hand. 
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of technologically-dependent attitudes one normally adjusts quite easily

(as when travelling on a plane); in the case of tradition-oriented attitudes

one adjusts painfully, and perhaps not al all (for example, assimilation to

another identity). Moreover, very few doubt that the first kind of

adjustment is profitable, but many reject adjustment in the form of

assimilation, preferring dissimilation. 

Ideology is rooted in collective historical recollection, the cherishing of

collective memories, collective festivities, and common mourning.

Historical memory retells stories, legends, and myths, and preserves

symbols. The historical imagination offers the third dimension for the

identity of a people and its life, in opening up a past world -- or fragment

of a world -- which is also their present world. If recollections of this kind

are mobilised for the sake of new actions and new initiatives, for the

legitimation of the present (which they do not always do, even in politics),

then we are talking about ideologies. Ideology itself is neither a good nor

a bad thing, for the historical imagination can be mobilised for great and

dignified actions, yet also for acts of pointless revenge and the

consolidation of the friend/foe dichotomy; it can be mobilised for both

liberation and enslavement. Still, no political action of any significance,

not even an active political life, can do without the guidance of an ideology

(as the manifestation of the historical imagination. )

Ideologies (irrespective of their content and direction) are frequently

unmasked because of their lack of reality and rationality. They can be

unmasked as fraudulent, as merely a front for 'naked' interests, or as

primitive remnants of fairy tales which prevent us from pursuing no-

nonsense problem-solving. This criticism is foolish, if only because of its

presupposition that naked interest alone is real and only problem-solving

is rational. 

The modern world needs ideologies, yet it also needs critiques of

ideologies, not because the argument that they are not real and not

rational holds water or is conclusive, but because ideologies can indeed
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'Yes', and that it is wonderful, for everyone will be just like us, with a well-

equipped kitchen, fast food outlets, and broken English. As things now

stand, America can easily export Coca Cola, television programmes, and

MacDonalds -- but the American constitution belongs to the American

people and to them alone. 

The moderns are extremely inventive in politics. To compile a short

list, they have invented liberalism, parliamentary democracy, universal

suffrage and the secret ballot, the constitutional monarchy, the federal

republic, and the federal state. They also invented totalitarianism in its

three major forms, and the political spectrum that extends from Right to

Left. International political institutions such as the League of Nations and

the UNO, nationalism, and internationalism are also the offspring of

modernity. This list could easily be extended, and seems to contradict my

thesis that political constitutions cannot be exported. In fact, almost all

the enumerated political discoveries appeared first in one place alone,

and only later were taken up elsewhere. The list also seems to contradict

my thesis about the free-floating historico-political imagination of the

moderns. But even if particular institutions which are established in one

country can serve as a crutch for social actors or drafters in other

countries, the political institution will not be the same, and its relation to

the political life of the state -- and life in general -- will always be

qualitatively different. Is the Swedish constitutional monarchy like the

English one?

Let me return for a moment to the question of ideology.

There are two basic ways in which the historical imagination is

'present' in the third logic of modernity (although not only there). The

first takes the form of the traditions of daily life, attitudes, and

mentalities, which can be both conscious and unconscious. I am not

talking here about the unconscious in the Freudian sense, but in the sense

of something not reflected-upon, as taken for granted, and so on. The

primary prejudices which we all have belong to this cluster.

There are technology-dependent (future-oriented) attitudes and

tradition-oriented attitudes, both conscious and unconscious. In the case
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imagination must set the task of eliminating a group of people or 'solving

the Jewish Question'. The problem becomes technological as a result of

the translation of an ideological system, an ideologically constructed

world of the historical imagination, into the language of the technological

imagination. It is perhaps true that the technological imagination on its

own can also become lethal for modernity, although I doubt it -- at any

rate, the ecologists' negative utopias are the offspring of a very strong

historical imagination, in effect evoking the image of the Apocalypse. The

historical imagination on its own, however, can, to my mind, scarcely

threaten modernity. People attempting to live in a 'closed world' by means

of rejecting the technological imagination and its logic are marginalized

by modernity. They can commit collective suicide, but it is unlikely that

they could persuade a whole people to join them. Of course, many things

could happen in the future that our minds cannot now fathom. 

But perhaps it is not an exaggeration to say that we have some idea

concerning where the greatest danger is -- to misquote Hölderlin and

Heidegger. Not in Gestell alone, but in the double bind. And we can also

say something about "the saving power" -- das Rettende* -- although in a

less festive mood. It is not poiesis -- certainly not on its own -- but what

saves is also the double bind. The double bind is both the greatest danger

and the "saving power". 

The double bind is one of the major manifestations of the modern

paradox of freedom -- perhaps the major one -- the paradox of truth

included. It is both the pitfall and the opportunity of the moderns.

Pr o b l e m -solving and interpretation, planning and recollection,

calculation and thinking, reflection or unthinking madness. The danger of

totalitarianism looms large whenever the two binds are united and point

in one direction. Liberalism and democracy (if joined together) can offer

(perhaps) spaces in which they can coexist in tension. This is not a goal to

be achieved, but a practice to be kept alive. 
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bring about a closure, in which a world of the historical imagination

becomes isolated from all the others, and also from the first and second

logics of modernity. In this sense, they can become void of reality and

rationality. But the absence of ideology would mean that collective actors

-- and political actors first and foremost -- are left to be 'enframed' by the

technological imagination alone. 

The double bind is also a double pull. There is a constant tension

between the two imaginary institutions of modernity, the future-oriented

and the past-oriented, the problem solving-oriented and the

interpretation-oriented, the thing-oriented and the world-oriented, the

infinite and the finite. It is in this tension -- by means of this tension -- that

the paradox of freedom is maintained as a living paradox. 

***

Among all the political forms that the moderns have invented

totalitarianism exemplifies the most extreme form of the double bind. The

paradox of freedom disappears, together with freedom itself, in the

attempt to unite both forms of the imagination, to totalize them. These

attempts failed, at least in Europe. But the totalisation of the imagination

is still being attempted, and in all probability this will continue. 

It has often been pointed out that the extermination of the European

Jews by the Nazis was possible only with the means of modern technology.

To a lesser extent, this is also true of the extermination of whole social,

political, and ethnic groups in Stalin's camps. 'Death factories' is not just

a figure of speech. In the Nazi case the principle of 'maxi-mini' (minimal

effort, maximal results) was employed. What they decided upon was the

final solution of the Jewish Question (or rather problem.)

Still, to blame the technological imagination alone for the totalitarian

(and particularly the Nazi) extermination machinery (as, for example,

Zygmunt Bauman has) follows from a one-sided view of Heidegger's

concept of 'enframing'. For something other than the technological
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